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INTRODUCTION

| te Staced in eanml torma. the rouctﬁ.ng essny
eontrn around siwmilazity snd M:‘ roh.ﬁ.on to, our

language, The mb.jcct has mm-rouo di.atnuonl‘ V.
ars aot mwnm of tmt. Bowwnr-. our mlys:u.
n.edhu to ny. ‘does not cover all of thu. Noxr. was
it ever intondod to do s0s That wty. thc esaay is
clearly inexhaustfive, Qn_ouxq we :m-ny have asplired
te luko it .C:hnu-tavaf ‘The essay confines ituif. as

1t nust, to & restrictsd arcsi its conclusion is

" madnly 'tmsroxa 'Y

( i) that stmilarity is a hanse and uniqut '
roht&on. not fully mzynbu in terms
of it eomto. 1.0, 1¢qnti.ty.a

snd (2) thet, further, on similarity depends the
intelligibility of our languege, ta be
ifwhﬁ a most significant part of it,

_ These conclusions, howvever; de not make any clainm
to ubody "‘n‘nw truths discovered by uss The ﬁﬁthq; an
- *g.xiu‘m!. way and mbninhti'ullj; hava nlmdy baen
knm to philolaphy. Whnt we have tﬁod to &0 is ud.nly
to romlyu, vnonphuzu and revonfiym thems: and this
endeavour', if Ve may &y 8o, has not perhaps been alto-

gother without any newness sbout &8 it,

™
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z. Bizt how is. ul thh. 1.¢. thc pro,joetad o
i .r.aualys:ln m-wphnaiu and roaonfi.muﬁcn voz-th
i 1¢? The following is the snswer,
| sammity. undeniably. has @ fundamental p:.ac. o
4n our t:mught mﬂ Imguagu. 'vos thore is noth:lug
. more basia ta our thunght and langungc than ouy ‘
. .eense o!‘ tmz.arity“. saye Qumt.‘. Yot, \mhappily' ‘
= the mtion ie far frm a.'l.ent, There, !.m!ted. ias n
;eonumombu dtgru ot ebmunty about i, To qnato
3 _Qﬁint once sgain, "The dubi.on.mn of thia notion
‘is. itseif a ﬂmﬁﬁu taot»‘! : fssr; vhttmr anxlysis
. happens: t&- mid sny degree of olarisy te the -n’bﬁian -
B ,°f nmuﬂ.ty has an undmnbu phuonph:teaz vu!;ut -
': | _of dts own, zun't phn.ouophy, among othor th:lngu ™
.nxm’uuo attesmpt to think cacavzyz B
m auceou in uhuving thc elux-s.ty as ramdn
similavity (b»auu of its buic cmmtor) wiu.
| An turn, tend !.nwitably to iuunimt'e umny othu'
. matters, ve. mean thoae which pmsuppou sinilarity

oy _zmolvo mtcram. M_ it in some ot*hor senges,

% Vide Ontological Reletivi nd Other
‘Columbia University m-uuu, Kcit ,ork mﬁ
S !.ondon. 1969. p.ué. C ,

[ maacciuss



= mmewc'rmn : | -
' Tekie firet the basic fiﬁt'ﬁf“éﬁhﬁ&ﬂiéﬁtién.:u
 thet we telk about things and individuals, This ~
- von:!.d havc bun tota.ny :l.-po-sibh ﬂithoat a:!.miia-
rity. Sm:tarity imy :tn fact, one of the minimam
prccmuiena of it. “wor).d wast o:hi.bi.t similaris
| tioks ses If overything wers unlike anything else",
. lay. muti.n; “th.r- ml.a bu ncthi.ng to ;ay."3
| simmnty waken poutblq the uss’ of a vard.. In
- !’aetg the ﬂty 3.uming of :u:. The forwier premgpa-
ses phnnntic :in&lntity b.tu-un the present utter- |

e ancb of a wm and i"h! paat uttaranen of it3 tha
 1etter mquiran thlﬁ ths d:lf‘t’qrnnt eciroumstances in

which the seme word is used mae be’ qhunr," SRR

Al‘ao. -murlty.- mng ethor thinga,- expleine’

o snauertmn. ror, ”evary renonublo mecht&on* .tnyl

Qni.:w. 'd-pendu on reumblanct of aimumntancw,
’ tagotm utth our . tendonay to -xpcct siniiar cauaaa
| to have similar effects.®

‘ In the uama ugy. awtmmy is :l.nbuut in mber

3’@ EL... ars , Oxfoxd B‘nivmity

b %&a s and Othes
olumbiw Wn&v‘rsity Pm&:. ﬂaw !ork sud
. Londeny’ 9«.‘!17» :
3’ Ibide’
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g ot thingav. | Ose in the Elbnc"o‘p:tﬂ of mezsurement ,
. '4n certain figurative uses of languege, iz the
;iigoémti;an of ideas,. and so en.6
s ?Notvithstandins au. 'i’l;!.a,. :-Itudy of qMIaﬂ.ty;
- on its .dw’n..;coéuhti o {ta relation to language as
& part of that, does not appear to have ncc'upi.,od:"
. philosujhers to the e#tqntj 1t should have. "The
:f‘prop.xf; ‘nnulysia: of the concept of ranambla,nco!?'-,- EY: ]
s f\rixﬂi-ﬁghﬁl‘:" observed by 0'Conner, "is of sone -
importence for philosophy .toir ad§0r51 reasons, but
ii.t has not received from 'bhnoséphers' attention
| proportiomtu to its. Mportmo.“7 The patt:l.cuhr '
arsa of ph:llosophy which, :&n actna.lity. has d.vn- |
i loped around the oonccpt of s:lmi.’mrity, seens rsn.l.ly
; tp cxhib:lt. if one may say so, & degrae of peounar '
imbalance 3 th_e majoxr part of it scems, :i.a faot,v to
j have beon ocgup:téd by what may be called th@ pr?bzm
5 z'e"l_ut'inz to the "o':pimtion oi’ similaxity, t.o.f' the
'various theories about universals and those denying'
 their existence. No one donies the philosophical
mﬁortam:;e of tﬁan theories, But, incidentalliy, they

6 ]Q,do "On Rtumblamc'
viseot oan Sccisty
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have, amang.othar things, cemé to obsoure the siudy
of similarity as such, And this unfortunate tragedy
is alﬁé not a matter to be ignored. Now, it is im
:;thia'backgrﬂund'ﬁhat our analysis below assumes the
K*value it may claim for ikself, o
3e My iﬁdebtadneas to Mr M, Chﬁkravmrty, ny
toacher, from whom X heve learnt whatever littie I
know 4n my subject and under whose aupervis&cn this
essay has boen completed, cannot Lo stated in lone
guage. I do not know whether this essay, in its pre-
sent form, would satisfy the standard ﬁe héd althreugh
beon relentlessly inaisﬁing»oﬁ. 1 am deeply 1lndebted
to Mrs Manjulike Ghosh, another teacher of mine, Who,
as my additional supervisor {after Mo, Ghaﬁravar%y
left this University to Join iyderabed Canﬁn&l Uni-
versity in Omﬁ@ber‘SG) has helpod me by meny value
able qu&geauisns, Fnrthcv I record my debt of grati-
tade Prﬁf. Liewslyn Tor his most valuable eviticisms
in the light of which cexrtaoin moriions of this dissere
vtation have been revigsed, |
I am grateful to the Univeramity of Norih Denéal

for having fely kindly granted me research Fellowe
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ship for more than four years now and to the Goverae
ment of West Bengrl for having sanctiomed me leave
for the same period, Ia this comnection, I weuld
record my deepest sense of personal gratitude bo
Mr J.C.Chatterjee, haaé‘of the ﬁavernﬁant depariment
to which I am still attached, for his censtant 4
4help,‘affectiou and encouragement,

Finnlly, T thank the Libmi»mn, North Beugal Unie-
versity Library and the Librarian, Nationad Library,
Caloutta, I thank also the Librariens of Iresidency

College and Vivekananda College, Calcutita,



. Chepter 1.
TYPES OF SIMILARITY

\ Similar things are similsr in many senses, and in

. this chapter an attewpt hes besn made by us to dise

tdnguish and ~cn§mif§§§zf them, This will ensure some
degree of tidiness for cur -wprk.-‘ '.vhidi,:‘i.s valuable.
-whﬁi is more valuables hovaimr, is a prospect »o!-' .
nomo .incadental :tnught 3.nto th- naturs of .ﬁmua- '
rity itself. - |

1%,.2.%.-_‘ ’eri;hriﬁ £‘or our purposs 'i:l.glht well -_i'adébmc'

| mvailable to us if, ‘o‘nin qipioution"gt 'thol level .
of hnsuugc. we éould (_uacm.rgrl two or more -uch pro=
1_61#“:.: o:t-“ similaricies as wouid be mtuuny oxciu-

| sivt and, a.. togoch-r. wauld cover gy._ -:hnim:l.ti.ﬁl

and similarﬂ.tiwu _g.__g_q_. Thoro indesd are exanples

eluwhoro af requirod cr&tm ot div:lnon havi.ng

L been obtainnd :i.n thu snme way by phu.oaophor-. ‘l‘ako.

fox :i.mﬁanoo. isho d:w.in:i.on ar meaningful atatmcntc
into those that m __gg, and those thnt are false

or of nontcnccs into those that are w and’
those that ar. n-aniggleg-. Mkewi-o. one divides

' actsiona :lnto moral and gon- ral 3 the predicutta
' 'uoral' and’ 'aen-noral' 'appzy to characteriss
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actiogsvalonei t#gy are ﬁﬁfuglly exclusive aud,
together, they covér all actienms, And.there'@:e many
moTe such exauplesof;y _" |
But can-we obtain some criteria of this kind for
' oq; projected d;vitiqg;of“$1ﬁilarities?l0ne,‘we
suppose, cannol p&:hapﬁ'belﬁertggn:a pricri about
tnat.;Th;$ is,.p@h&igg[§¢§ua1;9xplqration sfltﬁé
words,énq phgmses whiéh(are used to describe simila=
ritiés, one 1s mot perﬁaps in. 2 position to know
&efini%ely #haﬁ}aome ofithém wbﬁld exclude each =
ocher, and at tﬁe same time, conld be predicated of
. all similarities aﬂﬂ similarzti&s alone. At any. rate,A
snch‘e;iteria,,ip thegry, are nel without some advans
tages, Firstly, tha'reaults they might yi@ld would be
sxhaustive, that ie, the aubnclasses ef aimilaritieo
- obtained on.their basls would cover all similarities.
More, it would ensure 2 kind of purity also in ths
sénse that aothing which is aat,én'ingtgnce of simie
'1ariﬁy cauld eva?‘usurp a room #n'théésub-clagaesvﬂf~
similarity R -
Ya% ﬁhere is a 1imitation about tha criteria
becausm af which we ave aissuadad from und@r%aking any

ueareh for ims The requireé predicntea af similarity
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_which are to constitute then are,; as we have sald, to
bhe mutually‘exclusive and appiic@ble pp.g;;‘similariQ
tios end simiiéritiéa only{ But such pradicates, if
aiscovered, might prove to be too few to do justice
ﬁo all the distinctions.amang aimilarities,
Oone who has in mind especially t.he purity of the
resulting sub—nlaSassiof eimilérities<m1ghﬁ pa incli-
ned to look for the regquired criteria at a metaphysi-
cnl 1a§ol, Ye2s In the posaible essénaa which 48
comnon to all instances of similarity., But the move
is bound to bo futile, which is obvious, Tor, the
~common easenco, 1f there really is aﬂf'at all, can
seyve only io unite aimilaritias and not to distin—l
guish their different types. | |
Por our criteria, we are thus led to fall back
vrimarily on what méy 59 called the.minimal'constitn~
-pnts of similarity, Similafit#.'after 211, is a gg;gp
Lion haldiﬁg between two or mere iggga.“Tho_térmsAmhy be #iZfax
differsnts lﬁkéwiae; the relation also may assumo differw~
ent forms, Andvour criterie for distinguishing various
types of aimilevrity willldoriva primarily from those
differences, That is to say, we ‘a,hall ;diatingﬁish

wim®lorditics afﬁér t -
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1) the terms which are emlled similar,
and (2) the peculisritics of similarity-relation
itaoly,

This method w111 have certaein practical advanzagéa-
?1rst&x, the range of terms as such sas also that of
relations as such have alresndy boen sought to be orgun
nised by ghilagbphera under different echemes of clessie
fication, Se, naturally, in sttempting to divide simie
larities into vardious types in térms of criterian dexriwved
from the cenagdarationlﬁf the relation which is similew
rity and the range of its cbjectns we shall heve peady
at hmﬁd some waluable ﬁerking wodel to guide us, Secondly,
tha method hes alveandy beon put to application by gome
similnrity-philogophars, Suck philoscphers include,
amnﬁg others, R.¥.Churen! and D,.J. 0'Conner® who
follows Church in the matter. Cur special indebicdness
to these philoasphers will be olearly manifest all
thrungﬁ our diseusasion bolsw, W¢ shall draw liberally

upon the rosults of thair investigetion,

T Vide An Analysia of Rﬂacmblanco. George Allon &
Unvin. "London, ‘
2 Vide "0On Resomblance®, Preaaedinp of the

Aristotlaan Society, 19&;—&6, PP l7=T0,
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te The terms of similarity—relation may broadly

be divided into
{a) those that may be ealled gggggggiggg,

and (5)1those that Qay be called — articulars,

Parviculars are supposed to include objecﬁs (Q;Ef
‘*The bnoka on this tabie', 'facmé of human beings’
etc.lu ana events (e.g. earthqumke, hendache, marriuge.
stc, )« NHoneparticulars, on the other hand, are being
' taken %o inolude’quali%ius {e.gsbeavy, square, red,
etc, ), and relations {eegs bolow, parallel, being
brothexr of, otc, )¢ Acceordingly, we can divide aimila-
rmt&sa into

{i) those that huld‘hotwcen.particulara.

anﬁ (2) thoge that nold between nonppartxcu;are.

The second, d.e. (2}, is called by O'Conner simgl.

r underivative similarities. As opposed to this, the
fira§ cidass of aimilaritiea,'on the other hand, ia
calieé cpmgie# or derivative, The epithét ‘complex! is
not inappropriate at ail, For, an object ( or evont). |
being nothing more than its qualitfes, the similarity
vetwaen one ocbject {or event) end another may well be
understood in terms of qualiti@s, 1.e, as similarity
betweent one set of qualities and another set of

qualities,

$7544 FEE )

1A -
[V RN

“

[ R
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2, Sinple. (or underivative) similarity ie more
“fundamental than tho compBex for darivatjae) simi=
larity. Tho latter has been said to hold between
two events or between tuo objehts. So, for one who
wculd nct identzfy object and event. i.e. would
bclievc that they differ at the levol of enﬁology;
there may be two typns nf complex similaridty

(1.1) one hﬁldtnﬂ betWGen o obiect

(1.2) tne othez.ho3@1n9~between tos exgggg:
Similarity, aimp le (undarirative} similarity, which has
bcen zaid to hald between uualitiea or relations,
beccmes distinguiahaule inuo two tvyes. that is,

(2.1) one»ha;ding betwiien qualitiea,

{2.5) the other holding botween relations.

Ve mﬁy,'following-o'conn@r,vcall T |

{1.1) similarity of objects, |

" (4.2) similevity of events,

(z;t)‘simizarity ar'qaalitiésg

(2.2) similerity of xélati&ns.

Let us now £0 intb tﬁe-datailﬁ of thga; four types ‘
of similarity, that is, among other things, o

(=) into their posaible rationalo; -

(b) into their possible mamificatians,

and(c) into their poasible peeuliaritiea.
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3. To start with (1.1), 1.0, similarity of
- objects and (1.2); 1.0, similarity of events,

3.1+ Are they truly digtinguiahable? This would,
naturally, depend on two things, namely i
(i)'whctﬁar objects are really d&atinctifrom
eventss or only same things under differe
| ant‘nnmeﬁé
end (11) vhether similarity holding beiween gbjects
has any pecul arity which is not present
in tha& holding beiwaen¥évants;/
(a) The word ‘object® has often been taken in fbﬁ

3

omplaymant in cextain speciul sengses.,” Likeulse,. thi

word ‘event’ aleo hzs come o asswne cexiain apecial
- sonses in the writings of s0me philoscphers.4 Eu#
while we talk of objecis and evehté hére, wve do not
heave any of such special senses in wind. Ve taite them
to stand for what ordimarily are éélleﬁ objeets and
aevents. Thus, for us, ag czemplified aireandy, this
ﬁqok. the wooden pencil, the candle stick and such
.1$ke'are obje¢ts, whiley an eafthquaka; a flash ef

. lightuing and such like are evenis,

F Beale Uitt&enstamn. .
4 B.g. Ruusell and Whttehemd.
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‘ Bhdcraioodlinvfhis way, objaets"and eﬁant- may be
| aaid to d:l,rter from cach othor in certain respects
| ﬂhich Appiar quit. baoic. o T ’
John Wisdow® in bis Problems of Mind and Matter

;,diltinguinhcs’pvuntc from factn.é Using that as a
k model ve may ptrhdpi say that-objocts &r@ nﬁ a tinh,
- while an event agcugs.e_-_ a nor:i.od gf time, The plauu:tbu:lty
1 ‘of this d:l-ti.ncuon may be uid to dn':lvo from the

fact that by it ve can well aceount for vhy ve can

speak ot an event (o.s. an narthquaka) being of a

:hortor nr longer duution. though ve cannot, in the

aamo WAY, uay that an ob.inct (-.g. this table) is of
‘ a -hortor or longer duration.

Analugounzy, the differocnce bltvoou object and

event way also be deﬂnod by rcfercne. to their res-
pectivo ralttion- to space. obJocts are oxtggged in

o gggg_g and m also oeuucabh

in;s ace, But thia ie
‘ not ent;lroly true of an ovontn ‘rake, :Mr example, '
; such events, as are oxemplified by our uontall acts,
e.g, 0 Tit of anger, a toothache, and the like; They
. are none of them spatially extandid like objects)

% See pe3t (Papor back edition, 1963). ,
6 Fadt, however, for Wisdom, is not the aama as
wvhat we ¢all object, .
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though, like objects, they may only be locelisable
in the space occupled by the bedy of the p&ﬁtﬁﬁ
vho is angry or in the'apéce-ducupihd by the taath
which is aching. _

From the above two distinctions between objects and
ovents fpliow& as & corollary & third distinction, In

the 1anguége_0£56’80nutr 1t mdy be stated as follows §

Althaugh we may 1n.def1ding the assoncs of an
ohject exclude from the difinition of its yrolatione
21 properties, wé connot do this in the oase of everts,

Yo _wmst define events priwarily by their reletional

{) This ﬁhAgd'dz-tanetion-;s; by itself, intercs=
- ting. However, it assumes some-spsuial izportance

for ua, For, in cur eyes, it-tends to gfovide a bapie
for an effirmative ansvwer of a kind to (1) above,.

in other words, to say'tﬁat there is a aignifi¢ant*
difference betveon aimilority of objects on the one
5ﬁélﬁiﬁiﬁxi§§ijgggilaritx of events on iﬁa other,
The difference is this. The dafiniﬁion of the similaw

rity that holds between events must comprise deseription

7 vide “"On Resemblance®, Prﬁeeadinga of the

Aristotlenn Societ tghﬁ—&ﬁ, peTle {Italics
ours).
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of the éomm,or; "x'-oiqtt_onal prop’a:ﬁise of the qvantﬂ :
bﬁt ‘the definition >o;f\ the eoirespondtug sioilarity
"' between objects may woll go without the descrips
.?Qiqn of the common ralqtiomx p’:"opox_‘tu& of the

objects. . e

3.2. ¥o havo -tnt:lened above certatn po:lntn
‘which di:t:lnguish objocts ana events fron osch
oth.r. These po.’mtc at'o doubtlosa ctgnu‘icant
.onough to provz.do a ra.t-:lonalo for the ancgod di--
'tinct:lon between g_gg_lg_g_i_p_; ot‘ objcctc and _a_gg;_!._g-
' ______z of evont.. Noncthehes. they do not mark any
abs,olut;o‘ upargtion bgtwp,ep “gvgntu ana objectss that
:!.i-; ﬂov not exclude ali‘ posaibility o:f.'. thd’.r 'OVOI‘IQPE{;
ua. hs reeogn:lud by o’conner, there :lndced are
cortatn bordu'-nno caucn which may be /v:l.owed both ‘
as ovonta anﬂ a- ob.jocta.‘!o follow 0'conn,¢r'qumplc
of "ﬂ.aulmn of ughtni.ng" and that of "Cendle m.m-m
The. romor are normuny can.d -vontst howov.r. u*
-thoy hyt for some houu one voum veu. be :lucunod
to call them objacta. Correapondingly, the latter is
' Ac':lo,‘um'on'ly. rngardcd as an object, though, from a .ﬁot_l.n‘t
| of view, thare vould bq..nnthiﬁg wrong in A'tr'eating it

- also J.a‘i' - n'z_:-_:l.” of qvont-‘:. Hovever, oxamples of
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such border=liine cabeé,.éccprding to O'Conner,
tend really.to prove

ee: that there are a very large numbey of

genoral properties common to objects and

ovents eee -
Rccognitloh of this fact that events and objects
may ahmrg common properties has an 1mportant lmplie
cati@n; It leaves us with oue more kind of similaw
rity under (1), (i.ee.eimilarity of partioulara ox
darivétive similarity). Tpia.new kind of s;milarity
i; that‘betwepn events and objects. Thus we heve
now iz a1l three kinds of derivative similaritioa;

vize
{(1,1) similarity of objects,

"{1.2) similarity of ovents,

and{1.3) similerity between objects and events.

4, f1.1), (1,2) and (1.3) avove are examﬁléa of
what we have chosen to call derivative {or qomplex).*
siuilority. As distinguished from them, (2.1),‘i.e,‘
s=imilarity of qualities, aund {2,2), i.c, similarity
of relations, have beemn classod as axamples Gf Ul

derivative {or simple) similarities, O'Conner has

8 Ibid, p.70
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tvo slternative expressions to designate them, He
calls (2.1) paterial similarity and (2.2) formal
iimilariti.g Let ﬁs now get into a discussion of

the two,

4.1« Qualities are often distinguished, after
Lécke, as pfimary and secondary., Primary qualities are
said to campriﬁa oolidiﬁy. extension, motisn, rast
and numbar; while all qualitiea beaides thssa, Cile
colours, sounds. smells, etc,y are said to bo sacon=
" dary. Primary quallties gre<snppeaed to be objective
in thﬁ»zenae of being 1nseparablolfrom'the objects
)and.nniinti: az$st1ng agtualiy in them., Seeondary
quéiitios, on the other ha@dg are suppossed to be
 subjective and separable.fram their objects 3 they
are saild to bcwfoiated on fhe objects byltha percei=
ving minds in which they truxé exiat;

This diatinction of primary and seeondary quali-
ties is not univuraally accepted, As we know. it is

denied by muany, o.g. Berkoleyj Anyway, yc¢ shall not

go 1nto.the rirhtness of otherwise of the éenial: In
fact, the distinction by itself,ory whother it is
Valid or not, iz not at all a direct concern oy ours

hnro. However, aesuming zgotheticallg thac the dise

9 Ibid, p.58,
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‘tinction holds good, what we want to enquire is
‘whethef or not_from‘it we & cen proceed to make a
corroaponding distinction in ﬁhe range of the simi-~
laritiea of quélities. That isy we want to see
whether or not we can speak of (i) similarity hold;
ing between primary gqualities and (ii) that holding
between secondary Qualities.g(a) |

Take the latter, ﬁhut is,the sccondary qualitlies,
Ve may indeed talk of himilarity hetwesen them, Noe -
thing seems to aome in the way, Consider, for example,
the following expressions, 'Wer complexion resembles
that of her mother', *The two fruits taste alike!,
'The\smell of lenon grasejréaemblae the smeil of
"lemont, and so on - these are comwmon in our speech,
There 18 indesd nothing wrong about them, _

But the case of prvimary qualities is very diffes-
ent, ¥We seem debarrad from talking abont them in
terms of similarity or its equivalents., Similarity=
language does not sesm to be anpropriate at all for
them, For one does not normally say, e.z. %The number =
of children in this yoom is smimilar to the number of

children in thet room®, and the like, ¥What one would |

9(a} As far as ve undexstand, there is nothing
particularly wrong about such an hypethetical
enquiry.fovever, in case 4t appears so to any-
ono, he may treat the enguixy on our part as
non-existent: that will not, in any way, pro=
Judice the ccentral issues of ocur discussilon,.
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ordinarily say instead is ratﬁar'"Tho nunber of
children in this room is the samo (or ik identical
with) as the number of children in that room®, énQT
the 1like, Primary qualities are talked of in terms |
of samoness; and similarity snd sameness are not

the same, |

Primary quelities, then, cannot be.saild to hé
similar in the ordinary sense, 1.6, in the senee in
vhich we speak of the similarity eof aebondéry_quali-
tles, But can there be any special aense;in vhich ve
ean talk of the similarity of primary qualities?
0'Conner sceme inclined to edmit one.'C Tt is sucges-
ted to him by Russell!! who epeaks of aquivalént ox
equal'pets being similar, theréby meaning by similg—
»ity their numerioal fdentity,

But is this, strictly speaking, to Count as an
example of similarity of primary qualifies at all?
We don't know, Q'Cnnne: BoOems sﬁmehowvﬁrong on this
point. The similaxity spoken os by Runsell between

2

twvo sets, say, S‘»and §%, is not exactly the simila-

10 Inid, p.36. , -
11 Yide Introduction to Mathemetical Philosgphy,
Publighed by Simon and Schmater, '
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'ritj ﬁhat may be said‘to hold befwoen the»nnmﬁar
of s‘nand,the,number.éf‘szg 1,0, botween s Qrimary
qudlity of one and cha§ of the othgﬁ- It is rathor.
to_beroﬁutﬁuéd'aa fhé-iimilﬁrity holdipg between

tvo sePs, 1.0, botwuah s!

and’sa { in respect of
numbsr )j but sets are sets, and not priméry quaie
lities, So thet, uimilaritj of sets spoken of'by '
‘Ruaagll ia. propsrly speaking, nét an»example of
aimilarity of the -o-ealled primary qualities. To
. aay thia is parhapa encugy. we need not cemmit
anything moro &e regarda the nsture of the leta.

But why is it that the primary qualxtiﬁs { nume=
ber, motion. s0lidity, and the 1ike) are-impérvieus
to deacriptzon in 5im11arity-1anguage? HYhy ere we pro-
hibited from aaying that they rascmbla or are gimilayx
to each other? Hhat, exactly. is peculiar about them
vgs-awvis seQOndary qualities which, conﬁrarily, are
well amenable to being called similar? Finding an
explanation of this or making an attempt in the
d;réctian, we #uppbse. may not be alﬁogether‘iﬁre»
levant or uninteresting,

As’obposed.to the secondary qualities, tha sow -
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called primafy'qualities are essentially {or pree
dominantly) quantitative, in the sense that they
_répraaent various quantitative dimensions of objects
and evaﬁt-. In fact, for ones; whe locks upon quality
and quantity as separate eategories, the phrase
‘orimary qu#lity’ is a total ﬁisnomer. Being modes

of aquantity, the relations are amensble to bheing

‘read in terms of what is called exact identity.
Thera is indeed @n appargtus to enauralthis; it ia
the apparatusg af“éounﬁiﬂg. meaauremeﬂt, efc. The
eoncept of simllarity does not really fit in at a}l
‘as » fmamé for uhdaratanding ﬁh@m; |
Similarity is emsenticlly a gunalitative concept 3
as 2 descriptive categery 1ts applicatlon is cone
fined to thejrelatians of qualities (1t is pointless
to limit them by célliug‘secdndary) poscassad by
objects oxr events, In §a1king abont &oiations-of
'aﬁgacbs aad evants, siéilaﬁity«languége*provides‘a
qugxitattve substitute for (or a supplement to) the
quégtitative langueage of éxacthidentity.

The so-called gualities known t¢ us as primary
since Locke ares in fact, to be treated as the
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quantitative or numericai'aspacts of oﬁaecta to .
4vhioh they are said to belong. They come to be
" confused in the minds of philosophers with quali=
ties perhaps bLecause of gzammutical.illuaion. The

. 11lusion seems to ariee from the fact that the uses

. of the words designating the so=called piimary quae

| 1ities, e.g. 'solid', Textended’ etc, in our lengu~
' age ;ravgraimaﬁacaily‘han-ditf.rynt«fron‘gﬁos@ of

what are to count as quality-words per éxcellence,

V'i q;g» ‘blue’,; 'banevolent’, ‘sweat', *cold*g stc, Ve

SaY, ¥The ukyvgs-blue?{<!sugqrAia‘awuat!, ?Icénetean
4is‘eozd!¢ and 8o onj and'xikﬁui.e.'vg aigﬁ-ﬁayg ??ha
zj=tab1u is igﬁgrn' s 'Mercury is heavy', 'Thegnuﬁ is
f larget, Ths grammatical status of ‘squars', 'large’
'i or_*hsavy?, it»&hublnzﬁxy‘ullks thut‘of biue',
"'hendvolintia 'lwe.t' or 'euld' The co—ealled prie

1 mary qualities, innntar aa they aro amnnablo to

- eounting and measurement, arc, for that reason, to

_be fitted to thinking in terms of the concept of
exact igigntitz,, which, as we have said, is not the
same as aipilariﬁy ér‘its_cquzvalbnﬁs.,ﬂha primary

: qu;l;tiosva;e§~$n fact, to be kept out of the range -
'j‘qr_sinl;arityalangnaggg.uﬁiqh 1q'toﬂmian #hét forﬂﬁp(
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thore is no such sub<class of {2.1), i.¢s similarity
of qualities, which might be called similarity of
pfimary qualities,

Ve ara, hbwevar, awvare of a possible attempt to
restore similerity for the so-called primary guae
lities in an indirect way., It consists in under-
standing the sinilarity of the so-called primary -
qualities as that betveen sets of relations and,
thereon, in subsuming it 28 a particélar sub~class
under (2.2), ise, similarity of relations. The obvi-
oug base of this atiempt is the mo%aphyéical pasitibn
that the so~calied primary qualities "are reducible to
relatinnal-charaetefiatica“‘a of things, It is argued,
' Conaidar ees the mo-called primery qualities of

matter, Is the position of a thing logically
separable from its relations to other things, or
. its shape thimkable apart from the relations
' which the parts of its surfaceé bear to each
other and to the objects vhich bound 1t? Motion,
velocity, mass avre in a simlliar position, I am
not sures that I ought not to go further and say

- that all the so~called primary gqualitics ar g
reducible to relational oharauteriutics ven

12 See,; . AClvwing Idealism, Mathuen & Co.
Ltds., London, (19335 De 190,
13 Ibid, '
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'nué thi 1d§é that thi aoscalicd:prim;ry qualiﬁ»'
’Vtios uru ralat#ons seensy in faaﬁ, wrongs so thc -
qnoution of uubauaing the to~oa11.d ninilarity o!_
the formor to that of tho 1attbr eannot ari:t-
B 2 nay w.xx be tho case thnt uomo. (a.g¢ pooi-‘
"txon. mass, vulocity, ctc.) or cvnn all, tbo so-
: ¢a11¢d prinary qualiti.n aro nnt thinkablo oxa-pt
:th tonma of the r.latianaz eharaetari&tic- of thc
labaoatu. But what doeo that tand to 1nﬂicato? |
.Only that awarcn-as of tho ao-cnxlcd primary qﬁn~'4
'11t10s of an nhacct dbpnndu on thn—auarenens of itl

. rolationnl propurtioa. And nothing-nore. It provie

'gidaa no grounﬂ whntcvcr for rqdueing to thn aoucalled:

primary qnalitioa to relations- , , A
The aaaimilation, for u-. ia, in fact, inpossﬁblu,

’ bacau-u thc differenca botwo.n tha au—calied primnry

qnau.tﬂ.ea end relations 1-. on oar anast. & bit

" too. baaic. Tho foraér. a® we have sa&d. are iipor»

" vious to eharactsr&:ation in tsrmu of .imilarity

':opithet-. This 1: npt truo of ths 1attor. Similarity
f daca hold unong r.lutiona. and ve dc talk of relaa

”5 tionu bozng oiuilar.. '
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be2e Thus, ap we do not admit any division of
qualitiea imto primary and secoadary, ve are not in a
peaition to make a corraesponding édivision in the slmie
larity of qualities, nemely, that holding between prie-
maxry qualities on ﬁhe one hand, ahd that holding
batweon secondary qualiiiea‘ou.the other, Nonetheless,
qualities de hat prdsent a world which is homogeneous,
They are amenable to division in other ways vhich ;re
notinsignificeant, Thus, in the first plece, vwe can
distinguieh qualities which are sensory and those
“that are nonasensogx The former are diviqiblafinto
sim!;c and ccmgle;, and aso are the latter. Thip way,
wa get four types of qualitiaa. namely
(g,) simple aansory qualities, (e.g, mlilkevhitew
’neas, visibleness, tangiblences, equality,
squareness, etc.)
(ua) complex gensazry - qualitiea. (e.e, eating
epium, playing golf, etc, )
(b’) simple none-sensory qusalities,; (e.g. pain,
-pleasure, etc,) |
(b ) eompléx ﬁeﬁ«&emsﬁry quelities, (e.s. our .

sentimente; etc.)s
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andg corresponding to them, naturally, feur tygét
of ﬂimilaéity of qualities wnder (2,1), numely, |
‘(2.1&’) aimiiawity“of simple sensory qaaliﬂies;' R
=(a.1a ) a$milarity of aemplax sensory qualities.
(E;ib ) similarity of simple nonesemsory gualitios,
(2.$bg) similarity ef‘camplex non=scnsory qualities
‘0f'tngseffaﬁr~type$. (z.iaa}Tand (a,is?) are hee
#0 muah a s@uree of any Bpecial philaae@hical prablém.
" The former is andarsﬁamﬁable in terms of' (2.1& ) and
the iatter in eerms of (?.ib Yo However, this cannot
be eo sata of (a.ta‘) sl (2.1b Je They haves in philo=
‘scphy, beocone & scurce of somo ageciak problema and
that is on adcount of the. simflﬁ@itx of tha qualitiea
between wh&ch they hmid. The qualitiaa being nimpla.
one does noty naturally, £ind anything comman toﬂthem
by which their similarity might be defined, And this
ibuﬁﬂ#‘léaﬂé:éame phitbéuﬁhérs; e;g, ﬁuétin'&, among
athcrs, to mﬁin%ain tha& mimpie qualities are neﬁ '

similar 1n any orﬂinary aenaag sa that 'similarity'

th v gde *"The Meandng of a Word", i
aporss Oxford University Preas 1970
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of any species of qualities which are simple would
be a misnomer, The view is intoresting, Hovever, we
sthall andertake the discussion of it ounly in a more

appropriate context hersafter, >

5¢ We may now turn to (2.2}, that s to say, the
similarity of reletions. | |

There is inde2d a bit of oddity about the similae
ity holding between relationa viq~a-vis those we
have so far conaldered, i.c. nimila*ity af objects,'
that of gvents,or of qnalitieﬁ, Fcr. similaxity '
being itself a kind of relation, in talking‘of'the
simil&rity of relationa We are in fact talking abont
2 _kind of relatlon among relations and not anong
entities which gdre not :elationni Put in vhat senae
‘can there subsist relation among rolaticma? Relationa,
obv;ausl;. are not relatid to one ancther in the way
obdeata or qualities ares it tha lattor are aaid to

be related materially, the ralation between the formor

15 Yide ra chap.& (Similarity and Languagn),
PP-" "‘173n
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is to be ecalled a formal ome. Which means in being
concerned with similarity of relations, we are
concoerned with what may be called in the 1anguage of

G'Canerzs

fermal or structural' similarity as
opposed to the 'material' similarity holding between
pbjects or qualities,

Anyway, let us get inte our task of distinguishing
the various types of simi&arity of relations,

Alove, we have distingulshed similarities of pare
ticulars inte difforent kinds ascording te the differ-
ent types of particulars héﬁween,whieh‘they hold, The
same model hos beén-fallbwéd‘by'u3,alsm in dlstingni-
shing the different tyées7of:similarities holding .
between gualities, So; if ve have-to carry this prin-

ciple of division further on to the similsritics of

relations, what naturnliy becomes incumbent on us is to kasx
bage ourselves on a dependable Chart vhich sorts out |
"the different types of relatinﬁs. And the chart, we

shall éecept, is the on@_which has been vorked out by

Russell,

16 Vide “On Resemblance",
Aristotlean Society,
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5.1, The main princip;e by which Russell distine
guiaheslVaridﬁs kinds‘of-relafimns bears on two vexry
fnndamantal pr@pertiea of relaticns. The-e propertiea
ara transitivanass ang zggetrx. Relationu may oy may
net possess either of these two properties, Accordingly, .
fellow-s&x different types of rolations to which Husaoll’?
gives ﬁhe following nemes ¢

{1.2) & mmetrical relatiop,

| (1;b) Nonesymmetrical relation,

(1ec) Asymmetrical velation,
(2.a) Transitive relation,

(2.b) Non=trapsitive reolatiorn,

(2,¢) Intrapsitive rclation.

(1.2) A relation which is such that x _Ex alway&
implies yRx is ealled (1.&), lee. gymmetricel. The
relations spouss, ggual to, and such 1ike are examples
of symetrical relations, :

‘(1.b),A relation which does not possess symmstry
in ihii sense is to be called (1.b), ie9, non~szg$e~

trical relation, B.g. brother, sister, etc,

17 Vide Intreduction to Mathematical Philosephy,
Chap.V§ Princinles of Mathematica, ChapXxVIs

:alao Sur Kunowledse of the Lxternal World,
Ppe56=59, In this connection =8 L.S5,S5tebbing,

A Modern Imtroeduction to Lo ic.(ﬂarpor Torohw
book s » Phe 1351 69,
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(1".::) Relations which poszsess the copposite
propm:-oy of symmetry, that is, which :13 such that

xRy alvays oxcludes yRx, is called asyﬂnetrﬂcal

relation. Peg. wife, husband, n@ghiew, 80n, and
aé on. T :

(2-&) A t;rans:l-tive: relatio:«; 1s such tﬁat whenever
it occurs bs*%een A and B and also between B and C,
it holds between A amd . E‘rample, before, after,

Leater, above, :«md the like.

(2.b) A relation is pon-traneitive vhencver it is

not transitivé., For & example, brother, sister.

(2.¢) An Intremsitive rolation is such that 1f it

helds between A and B and also betveen B and €, then

it never holde between 3 snd C, For 8xample, father,

' tbm ope year older, and the iike,
| Now we may, écrroswonding to the six varieties
of rolationag, di.'stir*'ru'ish six types of similorities
of relaticns which are as :f‘ollme"s ] ‘ -
(2‘.25‘) S.—i,milarity of -symmetric‘:al x;eiationsv,
(‘2.2&12) Simi:.afify of nan-;aymaretrical relations,
(2.2&3) Similarity of asymmétrical relations, »

(2.2b') Similority of transitive relmtions,
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(2.252) Similayity of nonetransitive relations,

(2.2b3) Similarity of intransitive relations,

5626 1T i desirchble that we define precisely
each of these pix types of similarity of relations,
The task is by no means easy to accomplisﬁz and we
are not sure =zt this,staéa whother we are really
eapable of that, For, there romains abmething to be
done &t a more hasieAlevei. It 4s to make an attempt
tovards defining the similarity holding between
relations as such, of which the six types, distine
guaished by us,; are but slxz verlanits, ¥eo sﬁall do 4it,
onceo #gain, followinug Russell.‘a'

Iz defining slimllavity of rélations =g such Ruésell
takes as o cpse of it the similarity holding batweaﬁ
the relation of 6&0 placé to another, say, of a
eouniry and thai of thaif correlates, say,von the map
of thé'csuntry. In'@ura concrota terms; it 1s the

sinilardty holding Detwean the relaticn of Galcutta-

18 Vide Introduction 8o Mathemstical Philoaophyv,
ChapaVEie.; Published by Siwon and Schuster.
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to Darjeeling and that between the two corresponw
ding positions on the map of West Bengal, The
relation on either side is a apace-relation;‘sq
that, in defining similarity of relatione, which
Russell dome, in fact, is to define similarity of
two spaceerelations, Poth the relations are of the
5ame'logiéai>type, and 80 their simllarity is one
between relatioﬁs that are ‘hnmog&noous’.‘g.

| But how, precisaly, is this,aimila;;typdefined by
Russell? The twe rolations are said to be similar
when there is betweon them.a onéuone relation such
that its dowmain énd aonvaras domsin ar&vraapeotivaly
the field of the one and that of the other, In

Rusezell?s own Zanguags ¢

He may define two welatlions P and Q as Yasimllary,
or as heving Ylikeness", whon thore is a one-one
relation 5 whose domain a5 the ficld of P and
vhose converae domain is the £icld of @, and
wnich is such that, 1f one texm has the relation’
P to another, the correlate of the one has thae.

* 19 Russell is not paviticnlar about'dofining

sinilarity holding between heterogensous

realations, on the ground that ",,,the notion

of likenesa 1g net vory useful am applied to

relations thad aré not hemogeneous, " '
. I.a4.- LDaliy ')9:33. .
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| V,r-utmm Q 53 th' comlate at the othﬁr, and
¥ c.‘_v ' ».ﬂ' ‘ . '

The §ni;$iou._i'a explained by Russell in the.
1ines quoted below with the help of this figure.

®
N7 S

L
- ‘av‘“‘ :
R\
1

Lot g and y be two terms having the relation P,

Then there are to be two terms gz, ¥, such that

X has the relation S to g, ¥ has the yelation S

.. to M3 and Z has the relation Q to X, If this

happona vith every pa.ir of terms cuch as X and

yy and if the converss. happens with every Fpady

» of ‘terms such as g and ¥, 4t is clear that for
- every instance’ in which the relation P holds
‘thers is a corresponding instance :i.nayhs.ch the
rqlation Q holds. and yvice 3erga ey

20 Ibid, 9.53-5&.
21 idg 1»5 .
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And this is what, Russoll says, he desires to
secure by his definition of similarity of relations. <

6, Our clgoa;f;bntipx; Qt-sinilaritiot has so far

| been based on & :iotto'xvgmui to the various kinds of
terms between which ‘ﬁhoy nay be said to hold, Xt is
novw to be earri.ed mrthsr forvard by us in accordanch

: jwﬁ:h the one othor way we have mentionad,zs yiz.
in refersnce to certain relevent peculiarities of

similarity.

6.1. S&m:l.lar:lty is a mht:lon itselfe On thie other
» hund. we havo. af.‘tor Ruuan., diat:tnguhhtd abave
, nlution-_ .:I.nto the to_nmdng _gs.:;aa, naneély 'y

22 xb:m. P
23 v;,de abovn. 9.3.
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(1.a) Symmetrical relation,
(1.0} Konnsymmotiieal'rqlation;

{1.c) Asymmetrical rolaéion;

. {2,a) Transitive raiation,
(2Z.b) Nonwtransitive rozition.
(2.c) Intransitive relation.,
S0, in classifying aimiléritiea a very natural
poasibility'for'us to exployre is whether we con
read in similarity (which is a relation) each or
| any of the above six types of relations, That is,
wvhether ée cany having the six types of relations
in mind, intarprét similarlty in fterms of one or
moyrs or éach of theﬁ.4
Similarity 4o commonly looked upon 2s 8n inge
tance of agymmetrical as also of transitive relation.
And this holds good no matter whether the similarity
is material or formal, |
Take two particulars, g and b which roseuble
-mat-rially in being, éay. gﬁeen. The similarity of a
and by in this case, is obviocusly symmetricals

because =Rb here is such that it implies LRa. Tak#:



TYPES OF SIMELARITY oy

~

B neond oxample Anvolv!.ng thrae partieulara

o ;a, b and -3 vhwh reaembu, aga:l.n, m being grcen«. 3

Hcrc aiso. as :m ‘the pmeeding exempley the a&mna-
‘,rity of a b nnd :I.u wmatrieal. Forg whue gﬂb

i!tpl:tea bRa ami bne :l.mplies gRb, aae .:l.mpuel cRa.

| And tlu aimilw&ty 1& trannit:wu also, bm:nu-e 2Rb

and gﬂg imply aRg. ‘l‘h!.a oan ba :l.uustratod in the
wnkc numur a:l.aa m rupect of t:ho cemen casoa of

.. ) £om1 eimilar&ty. as fm:- o:anple, that botwun two
_or nero claum or baewun twn or more mnlnt:umu,

o Bnt are an um:l.lqruin 'ymatﬁcal and tmﬁ-‘ :

tive? Ory ;u :u: that mom m also in-tanaoa of |
aimilarity vh:!.eh av:c #o bu churacter&nd in opponitn
f ways 1,0. u aaymstr&eal and &mtmitivc? LM; us
ook S.nfm th- mattcr. On :u: will ﬂopmd vh.thnr we

ere -m:au-d ca éistingu:tah, nmcly s

(3.1) nymmttriea!—trmitxva aimléﬂty,

| s_“; @_z ) gamgtr19q~;ntrmalti?p similarity.

. 642+ There indeed are cases where it seenis

poasible §° catoegoriss g;imng,ﬂty as instances of



SIMILARITY AND LANGUAGE Lo

asymmetrical—intfaﬁaitive relation. Ve are going
to mention bolow two such cases, remaining non= -
committil about whether or not there are more.
(&) The firat is to be found in circumstonces in
‘which, among other things,
(1) the terms of similarity are at least three,
o f4a) 1ncidénts‘cf'similaéity ara; at least, two,
and (114) we cohpare the similarities in terms of
wofds'signifying @egréo, ie0, in térms of
‘such words as 'more", tless?, and the like,
Take colours, Bay,'yellow, brange,-and.red.'Suﬁpo-e
6ne says, 'Yellow 18 aimlilay to érangé, orangé 1a
similar to ved, nnd red to ysllow'. This undoubtedly
15 'a descriptior of d.eimil&rﬂifsy which 4is uymmet.;ri-
cal ana transitive, For, obviocusly, it accords vith
' the form of symmetrical relation mentioned above,
viz. SRb implies bila and bEg, implieé CRb, as also
with that of traﬂsitif@ rvelation, m; &Rk lan'd bRc
imply aRc. | y |
Bt the situation becomes &ifferenﬁ as we bring in
the éomﬁarison of the three coldurs in respect. of
their degrea, and, accordingly, introduce words like

‘more! or 'lesst in our statement, That ia, as aben
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o8 wo recast éur statement to read as
(L)  'Yellow is wore simflar to oraﬁéa that it
is to rTed?,
or as (ii) ‘Req iz less similar to yellow than it in
to crange'

er in oimilar other vays. Heither fulfils the require-
ment of mymmptry,ar of t:anaitiven@as. Toth tend fo :
it ing, on the other hLiand, exactly with the contréry
of ift, For, in the firet ploce, if vwe say fi) and (43
then we cmnno%‘say 'Orange-rea@mbloﬁ yéliow moré than %
it reéemblos reé'a nor ¢an we say that 'Orenge is '
dess similar 4o red than it is to Feilwé’ﬁ‘ﬁﬂd %hil”
analysis will cover all like examples. A few instances.
"The first son resembles his father more than the |
socond son', 'The first deughter yosemblos ﬂ0r<mothar
less thgn'the second dagghinr', ’India is more similar
to Greogo than to‘Engiggdf, ‘Orange ie lass like blue
than 4t is fike yellow,” and so on,

{EL5>Tha second kind of similmrity which is perhaps
understandable es an instance of an asymsetricale
i.ntramai‘t;ive m‘alatﬂ.on :i.s what is cal.lad Yramlly

resenblance' by Rittganstein.
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Thie kind of resemblance is aald te hold, for
example, amoﬁg 'games! or 'membars of a family®, It
excludeé anything being poasﬂa-qé in cormon by all
the memiors of a clasag it is said to eonsiut'rather
win 'sihilur;tiea over;apping and criss-—crossingt,
’overail,aimilarities'._'eimilaritiea of detail',?h
and the 1ike._Tﬁia particular brand @f‘aimilarity,
bacauéo.of 1ts obvioua pgauliariby, haa come in
.haturallylto trigger off some new philonphicai
interest in,tha coneept of similarity. It has, in
fact, figured guite prominently in numerous philoszow
phiea3 discussions in recent years, |

| Anyvay, let us explain our point of leoking at
'family reaemblance' as a possibile inseénoe af
asymmetricaleintransitive reiation, We may do 1t
this way,

Take £, B and C who ere members of the same fanily.
Suppose than A re&emblea B in respect of x, and B
resembles € in respect of y. ¥e say that the threoA

resomble in a pense, But this as-not,a'caao in which

24 Vide Philosophical 1nvcsti§ations, Tre GeEeM,
Anscombe, Bamil Blackwell, oxford, (1963),
p-32- .
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we can. say fthat similerity that holds betwoen A
and B holds also between 4 ang C, |
50; we have ground to confizm our envisaged .
distinotion of simllarities inte
{3.1) those which‘are'aymmeﬁricaktransitive,:

and (3.,2) those which are asymmetricaleintransitive,

Ge3e In (@) above we have mgntioneﬂ ﬁwn sentanm
ces, viz,. | "

{1) 'Yellow is move similar to orange tham 1t

| s to red’, | |
'ggg (g;)' 'Rad ia lesa similar to yellow than 1t is
\ té aranga'-

The sentences can hardiy make a olaim to any
absolute singulaxity for:themselves. For, obviously,
in 1anguége there are mény more'such gentencea, Indeé&
many,; many, A few examples, ”

(3i2) 'Tue dogs ragemblé each other more than

| they resémble: a wolf', | |
(iv) 'The two brothers resemble ezach other less

than they resemble thelr xather!;
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' These two oxamples afe not exactly like the
earlier ones, i.e, (i) and (1i). In either of (i)
and (gg) the compariaon 18 confined to tvé‘inqtan-
‘ces»of‘similarity. in (1) the similarity is between
'yellowignd orange’ aﬁ@ between ‘yellow end red';
and in (Ii) 1t is betweon ‘red and yellow' and
boﬁwagn 'red and orange'. But (ii3i) and' (iv) are
- both of them diffgrent. In each cage the comparison
covers three instances of similarity, Thus in (iii)

1

we héve aimilarity between 'deg and dng', between

1

: 0
'dog and the wolf' and 'the dog” and the wolf',

' Likewise, in (iv) the similarity is between 'son’
and soﬁ?', batween 'son’ and the father! and
baetwaen 'son- and the father'.

Bach of our four examples above covers three

terms, 0.8 'yellow', forange' and ‘red!, or 'deg",'f

'dogg', and ‘the wolf' and 50 en, We dould aled mene
tion éxamplea involving morg than three fermss Zut
to hav; thi&e or more torms is not necessary in all
cases whora we talk about similarity in terms.of
expressiona designating degree, Nor, again, is it

negossary for that purposne to nse the two words
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'moxre’' or 'le&ai and thelr cousins, For; one ean
gxR wall Say~: "The two coples are exncily similaz',
or *The two brothers are more or less similar®,The
séntences designate dogrees of similarity. And each
involves only two terms, This, howevar.'ie not to
msan that one cannot have such sentences covering
more than two terms. There indeed are scntences of
this kind which may refer t0 an indefinite number.
Beffe 'Ihe brothers ars more or less similar to one
anothert, ‘The books are exactly alike un& another?,
and 86 on, |

Auyway, all this, viz. eentences designating
degreés of similarity, thé number of terms they}
invélve,.eta. are by %hemaclvas'not.of much lmpore
tanco, They are important bedauae they tond to ppo=
vide us with = neu.principlo for the classification
‘of similarities, namely, classification according
to dogreas. N

The principle yhelds two types of similarity.

25

Borrowing oxpressions from H,H.Price, we shall

25 Vide Thinking and Experience, Hutchingson
Tniversity Library, Londons peti,
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¢ex1l them @
(3:.3) fexact' similarity,

and (3.,4) 'totel’ or *‘complete’ similarity.

'-'(g) similarity, Price saye, "has two dimensions
of variation, It may vary in intensity, it may also
vory in extent," Now we have exact similarity between
two thiungs when the similarity Eetwcan two things
skows. the mexlmum degree of intensity.

Two things to be noted about exact similarity at
this point;. -

Ons 3 being the maxiﬁum 1n the range of the
varviation of aimilarity~i§ respect of intensity,
. 8xact simdlarity is not. itself amenable to varistion,
This is obvious, |

Two ¢ un'ane 0b3ect as a whole canjbe exactiy
similar %o an&thaf taken as a wholo. Thé tvo objects
may Be-éxactly siwliler only in one particular aspect
ef'them. To illusitrate the point, let us take two’
pleces of papers Say, they are unlike sach other in

respact of éhape. size and thickness, so that neither
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as & vhole is éxabtly similay to the other, Yet
they may be exactly similar in being, say, white,
There are some philosophers who are inclined to
dismipuiexaab,mimilarity as an unrealised ideal,
Exact similarity, for them, is a myth: The ground
for this position is inductive, It consiasts in shove
Ang that, on cocasions, two things considered exactly
. alike at the beg;nning man;fest unlikenass on closer
1napecﬁion aﬁbgeQuantly; This indeed is o fact which
no one would deny, Yet as is pointed out by Prioe,zs
1t;ia a bit too inzdequate for 1£e joby, namely to:
Justify-a 3wéé§ing denial of oxact similarity, For;
'_there alao are many cases wheve "there ie no dise
coverable iuexactness in a resemblance."27 Beflesg the
resemblonce between two one Tupee notes in Tespsct
oF shape or size, that ﬁetween two paxrts or a plecce
of wh;te paper in resyécﬁ of their Whitenaas;

AY

(&) When we say that two thingé are exactly

2% Ibids
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) | “nsnzm, whnt ;la taken in conaadomtmn is a cqrtain
| -ahetm a-poct of th. two th;lns-. But in the cau
' of ﬂha‘h we huv. chosm %o aa.‘u their aamphto simiw
larity, thers zu no nuch .n,!.eeﬁon. .'mg- npt:tony of
; eﬁppiﬁ- amxmsy &uvolvn @fw&na& tg' a1l aspicts
" of the two ‘thinge, R | | |

Can two things in prectice ﬁn‘a“onbh sach dthiir in

. cvory x’aupecﬂ Bome, Qcm Iaeibnim as ve knew. dmy

"' that they cans Even if they wers otherwise stmiler,

3 they mw v u i.n ma. differ in certain spﬂ;zlal and
) _‘ :_tn:poral chamet.riws,u. ‘thou daﬁnc thaa.r wspoeun
:&dmtimu whieh in tum proviﬁu eround for referring |
" to them n y_g tb:l.ngs mtcad et on-. Anyuy,, we are |

A i‘net sai.ng to appon thu po:i.t:wn not to mppnrt it,
'-:-: sz-nmtm which u |
. bs an ideal 14mit vhich can never be reached, Yet one

’f eonplett. uy :!mlud

' cammt donr unu to thu p‘hran ?emputn a:-umey'
'For. raforcnee cn it h mvotdnblo uhan u obawvc

© similarities among thlngs varyins in_sxtpnt and mwom’f

B to anax':n:o them, Take A and B, on thu mu hand, and

6 and n, on tlm athtm suppauf ma A .mi ﬂaanbzb
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dach=otner in a1l respects excopt oée,.whilagg;
and D resemblo in all respects e:r:ceiat two or three, Xmx
To describe such a situation we say 'The similarity
between A and B is move complete than that between
C and D', or 'The similarity between C and D is
'1ess complete than that botveen A and B'e

Exact similerity, we have said, is not amenable
to variation, being the maximum point in the range
of the intensity of similarity. The mazimum of eem?
plete similarity may be an unattainable ideal.wWhat
4w attoinable is only various degrees of approxima-
tions to this ideal, ¥e need refersence to'thé,phrasc

 Ycomplete similarity' to describe these variations.

‘Po. % sum Up NoV,
Ve aterted with two prineiples according to which,
we sald, our projected classification of similarities

was to be carried ocutl One of these two principles,
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as ve can romembai. is to take into consideration
the . various kinde of terms between which similarity=
relation may be said t¢ subsist, The other consists
in taking into consideration the peculiarities of

. Similarity~relation itself, As above, in X and EI
re‘p@ativaly. the two priﬁéiplac so far have ylelded
two parallel ssts of similarity-subeclasses which,

£inally, may now be schematised as follows ¢



Similarity
]

]
L e ——
X 1

’ L]

( 1 _}':";i\ii]ﬂri tyv hetwarn {2)51‘“1 lﬂrity tetween
partienlors \cgmplﬁx non=particilars

or derivative sim’= (simple or Wnderi-

vative similariiy)

(1e1)8dmilority 2)siwilarity (1.3)3imila- (2.1)3imilarity .
of objects of events rity of of gunlitie )Sdimilarity
obfacts (materizal of relatione
ané oinflarity) {{ormal simi-
eventis. lafity)

(2.1a)similarity of

ory quali-




Chapter 2
SIMILARITY AND IDENTITY

e have taken mmiiﬁﬁt& to s.,. A beﬁuon. That “
:mdcod it 1-. Thers ts nctu :\n our x:l.ngniatic
usugen, as :!"ar as we could aee. by whioh we might
bo led to misecn'tmo i.t otlmrwin, e-s‘ L
qnnuty or anbstancd or suoh :mua. Onr buu:l.nen now

S

is to ﬂnd nn account et .imﬂaﬂty g_g g g tta

_ eognato-.

‘l % 1N The ccgnat-a. on a ﬂm&om linting, may b.

aaid to eovar, inter a_&_:la. such mlatians as are

g daoignated by 'lzlkoncau' '-aqnumty' 'oqu:lvauneiv .

:‘parity' 'paraneum' 'ugr-emu‘t"", feorrespon=

denca', 'commonness', eta, But thie appsrent mulitie

plicity med ot be taken too scr:lcnaiw. For, sach

such relation, -wd‘:‘fjoufﬁpoiq. way well bs nndei'a‘tdd&

- a® & vaglant or mode 'a"f a widtr r‘olat&oﬁ vhich is . .

idggtigz or A gﬁeﬁoga. Thus ve assimilate the cognates
of iiniurity under the' commcm natrix of 1dent:lt§. "

pu-t:lal or comphh. pure O nodificd. ‘l‘hi- haa u '

. mesthodological admtug. s u enmru | dag‘rn ot

a(apucity for our onqum.
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But getting straight 1nto our jJob, &.e. under-
taking a eamparison af aimilarity with 1dentity9
provea & bit inoenvenﬂcnt on account of gne pare
ticular reason. The reason, 1nteresting1y. is
faimilarity' and ' identity!,the werds thnmsulves.
Both aye abstract substantives, and,being $0 they
tend, like other abstract aabstanti#esp to present
*the:aépect of a blank and very high waiiﬂ,‘}t@ |
ﬁraduée in us 2 sense of helpieasnéas about them 3
we o not know how, exactly, to deal thh€them; Soe
evidantly, what is*@aaeaséry for umy as n mattar-aﬁ
mathod, is to replace the noﬁioﬁ of similavity anaf
that of ddentity by some loss abatract or less ine
tangible substitntes for each. Such substitutes,
for us, are mainly two .t |

(1) Uzes éf such words .0F yhroses as 'similar®,
'aimiiarity';_'reaeéblanﬁa's ‘%o resomble?, and
,ﬁheig synomyns (gpwnrﬂ@)-in 1aaguaga and the uses
ef auch‘uofda of’phraaas as ’ﬂdentity', fidentieal'.

’aameﬁ, "semeness’ end their varianﬁs Ei—words).

1 Truth, Prentice-iall, New Jorsey (1964),p.2.
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(2) Sentences stating -svimilarity { g—-aonténé es)
and those stating identity (lesentsuaces).

‘%@ distinguish (1) andj(z), bacause the *nse
of o a~word' and a ‘g=sentenco’ do not seem to mean
- exoctly the same thinge. And the samé is to ba ssid .
alao‘ahbut the 'use of an j-word' and an 'i-sentence?,
Take the g=sentence ‘A.ia similar to B in being vred?,
The sentence involves the use of a g-word and 4s at
the same time afgéa@mﬁenea. i.e. sontence stating
eimilarity. But must a s-sentonce cmploy & grward%'
Vhat about the sentence ‘A and B are both red'? It
exemplifies a g-sentence but not the use of any g=
word, Llkeowise, considor 'A is identieal with BY
. which is an ji~sentense exsemplifying at-the/same time
a uae of an f»worde But we can well have the same i
sentonce also without the use of aﬁiépword, eag8a ‘A
is B's BEut is not ‘is® in ‘A is B' an i-vexd in the
sense that it is o synonym of the word 'identical'?
The point is mot without all force, Yet it remains
true that in', insofar as 1its use in oui ordimary

langunge is acnderaéd, ié not an explicit synonym
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of ‘identical’ or a synonym in aﬁy ébsdluée’&&dée;
for, ‘is' may be employed also to designate rela<
ﬁibnw othoer than'idéntify, e.é. causal relaéioﬁ (as.
in.'ﬁnbwledﬁe'is poﬁ@r; whiéﬁ ﬁeané ‘kn@ﬁled@e‘
praéuées'pﬁwar’); impliéatibﬁl( as in the case of
*To assert that p is te believe that p'), and se
on, YIs® way be made absolute ﬁynonymfof"identical‘“
only by definition., | - |
S~sontences or 1-uentenoes taken by them&alves,

are 1ndependenn respactively of any seword or ie

| vord, The fumction of a.gpsentence‘in,language is to

gegard or state a similerity-situationy vwhile that’

of a s~word mey be said t6:0ategbrise or name 1t as
aﬁeha Thus the g=sentonce abbve; 'A and B are both
red?, ends its 3ob by regording or stating a eimi»-'
1aritywsituatian; But the ethar sentence, ‘A is’
aimilar to B in being red'. insofar as it involves

& m-word, records a &imilaxztyéaituation and, &t the
same time, siac names or eategorigan;thé situatioé

as one of éiwilarity.;The same analysis holds good of
iesentences and i-werds. While an i-sentence, gus
itself, 1s supposed only to depict an identityesitua=
tion, zm i-word is used to name it explicitly as
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such, In short, the function of a gw-word and an
- gEWO:d may be sald to provide labels resPQQtiﬁely
for’ﬁhat is étated by'a s-sentence sud what ié
statad by an’ i»venﬁence. o
Thus in a 1aas abgstract or less intangible foxm,
igaﬁ in the form in vhich it would parhaps be less
difficult for ua to handle it, our buaineas of
understanding similarity in refaranae to identity
Wenld wmount to B
(g)_thaﬁ of undafafandinglgasant@nuga‘in refers
| | enca to im eataneos, Gy | |
(%) of undersﬁandina the use of s«wo:de in

refevenca ta the use of ;rmordae

\

126 It waul&_be;eneﬁgh;for our purpose to
foliow only (a). This reformulation.aione; ﬁowevér;
doea not seam enough to claqr the path to our busi-
' naua completely, (a$ tends to become = aource of
some speeial difficulty, The,di£ficu1ty ardges all
over the 1dénﬁ1ficaticn;ér;enﬁeneeé.‘”

Sanmples of 3fsgnte§cea are not difficult for us
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’to obtains Thay can ves.l be modallcd ai‘ter

5 diff‘nrant t.ypea ef nimilax‘:lby aortad cut by us i.n i

. vﬁhﬁ proccding chapttr. But wh:i.nh scntjneea.exaatly,

my be aa:ld ize enunt u unmiatakable oxmpa.ea o:t‘

'Ai-amtmcea? He don't hav. any Qqnivocal and roady

: annwor on th.n potlnm Idantii‘icat:ton of i—-lentencos
i lmautgc zl.: nct toa eaoy a .iob. We aro not in '

: ponns:ton of any eluar midanne ror the purpeso.

) Shat ta nora acri.onn, tho utttr ie considarably

obaenrcd by controvcnio. mong philcaophor-, So,

' ‘au a prﬂiminary. :l,t acem- eaaentzlaz that we shm:l.d
'nndbrtako aom analya:ls w:lth a v:uw to :l.solating 1
.in-tmca' of genuano qnd rolevant g-untencos.
- ve muy taka otf‘ w&th th- i‘ollw!.ng which appa-
| MEly m psra&igu &mtanca- of _:l_-sentencaa. o
FOREES R :
() g + 3 - 3 4- z . ‘
f((c) ’Gonriahankar - Evnreot . A
) (d) 'Hohru " 'ﬂn f:lrat Pritae iurxiatcr of India'
‘:'what ia ptcu.t:lar nbont theae -entencmn :l.- that the
':“compnnent t.mu of .nch of them u‘e distinct occmonn

aod of the aaui or d:htinct .:lngular torms ‘ afming

undivzdingly to the mo ahjact. But a prob).em arises

Y
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overithe-sign'a' in them, the functioning of it. What,
exactly, déea‘ie purnnréito do? May it be-aaidxﬁe

£o betveen the ﬁbdect raferreﬂ 8o by the one tarm
and that reforred ta by the ather? Or, shnula we
understand 1t as goinp between the g§gg_ in which
the terms cansist? Quine apert, most philosophara

T are inclined to accapt the former a}f@rnativa. |
Themphiioaoﬁhera tsnd to interpret the role of

the sign %&! os being that of upholding a claim

to raiate the objecte referred to by the terms by
way of ddentldys wndg fﬁeréon@ fhey éfé led tawv
‘react adverqely aga&nst the notion of ﬂd@ntity or
iasentenca itself, un the graund that the claim 13
spurious. Thus g fnr e@amp1e, Hhma wonld find ﬁothing
wetational in the sawcallaa rolaticn of 1danticy
sought tm be uphald by Ve ¥ in the abova aenteneaa,

' becaues iﬁ &ppaars ta hﬁm to ralate an ebjaet to
its@lf. Simixarly, aenording to Vitﬁgan tein, ®¢o |
sny ﬂf one thiﬂg that 4t 1s 1dentiaa1 with itnelf

as

4= to may nothing . And\the samée poszition is up—u

-held by‘Bradiey when he haym7thaﬁ sucy aenteﬁaes .

2 Tractayns.l5y5393v |
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-ﬂéhzlg professing to say sonething® #rﬁ#’lly, 'sg&:_(;s,)

| no_t;h;’ng" 2 ﬁ‘o:':-f,;v in each of thé-'o:‘shntma':s, ‘the
§rﬁﬂ£a§ta‘1s_ﬁot‘diff§fpnt from the siubject, and o
".'.-_;. if yo‘u' predicate what is not differvent, you
say .,nétlh'-lng at ‘gu.n‘f Thus, token as $ypical 5;919,9"
éiment of 1-séntancui. the ..’n‘ﬁ'néeh ox" ‘the kind o
\mﬂer eonn:&deraﬁ:lon diaillusion Humc. Bradlny e\nd

w:l.et:genstem among othors 4 they ftnd in thmn no

: record of relati.on; mw any 1ui‘omative value.

Qunu, howevur, has no oeccasion t.o ba duum- -

c:lon.d by the .:xanp.lo. of :l-cantoncea. 'ﬁm sentencesy. .

' on .h:ln intorpratatiun. are not to be taken um'ﬁix‘rpdr-

ting to pontt eny relation of identity batwveen ob.jactn. T
The ‘u'® tn them, according to ham, is a 'relats.ve

-tom‘s aoining the a‘igna in whleh the c’e‘mpu‘n-nis

ﬁems coms:lst. Aud undorstood in thla Aighty 1w

aentenoca of’ the abovo kim:! ueed not be necesaarny

| nninfomative- (c) and (d) in our ezampian do .

ind«aa contain information. ,;l;q&nt_:};ty that is a

3 The rinciplow

of Logie, V‘o.l I, Oxford
. University Pressy lLondon 19635, psist, '
' 4 Appesarsnce end Reality, le’ord {1897 }ope1Ts
5 ¥ord and Ob r_eat, G‘ambr:idgo (1960), p‘ﬂS-
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relation, according to Quine, is to r@létw
obg@c%a; not to join signm, Kot Just that, Thé
objaata raust 0lse be mumerioaily diffsrent. Thie
meang that the siue-gnamnon of & gonuine 1usantenee
is that its cempanenm terms must be 3 such as hava
cdifferont referonts, The foliowing iines guoted
from Quine and read together would parhaps sum up
his pomition, | |
Identity is expressed in English by those uses

of 'is' that one is prepared to expand into
*ls the mame object as®.

Identity is imtimately bound up khiek with
the dividing of relersuce, For ths dividing of
refaronce consists in seviling conditions of
identity 1 how far you have the same‘agple
and when you are gebilng into anoether.

Thus 4%t i3 widely ngreed that sontences Yike {z)={a)
are not ganuina oxgmplea of i=sentences, In whate
over other way-onalmay characterise them, they éan—
net bn viewed aé records of any rolation betuegn

objects, They arc not in faet cognates of g-sentences
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and are, in that sense, irrelevant for us,. Thmt
is to say, there is no paint in’ undertaking to
understand s-sentences in reference to’ them; for
B~s entencee, whatever else they may be, are.
basically, records of relation between objgcts‘

Thus examplés of genuine i~Sentences are not
.availabTe to us within the range of tautolaglea,:-
which do net express any relatlon at all. S0 we fall
back upon such nonptautologies as

(e) fsocrates is wise',

{£) 'Roses are red!,

(g) *Tuis is that shade of greem’,
and such like.

They seen to prodide genuine instances of i~
sgntenqes, i.e, sentences which express the relation
of identity, on provigo that we are prepared to' 4
éxﬁand them, as per Quine's diétum,.reSPQctively -
ix;'to |

(gjl'Socrates is the seme pérson as a'wise man'.
(i) *Roses are the same ob;ectsx as some red thinga'
and (J]) ‘*This shade of green is ldentical with that

_shade‘of green.
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The Ecnﬁene@s aatiafy the two basie conditions
ladd déwn by Quine§ Thay poait relations between
objcote., That is ane thing.ﬁﬁegidasg'thé'obgeets
'referred'té by their component terms areﬂnot aleo
the same. | = |

-Fof Bradley, however, sentences of the kind-

(e)=(g) eon count as ji-sentenses only in a gualie

fied sense, Ungnalified idontity, and thersfore,

an unqualified je-sentence is, for him, an‘“ideal“;
Evhere there 1s no &i#ersity there 4s no ddentity
at all tec”g There #an be nm.two objects betwoen
which identity may ever be said to holds; and
éccﬂrdinggy, there ean be no eenbence which ean
ﬁraly-claiﬁ to exprens it. Every identity, accor~
ding to Bradley, io “identity-inwéiffargnéa" or |
otly "pastial iﬁentityﬁ; *Tdentity without
':différanca“, aays Bradiey, "is nothing at all. It

takaes two to make the sameo ‘..*gg and this

8 Appearanée and Reality, Oxford (1897), p.526,
. § The Principles of Topgie, Vol.I, Oxford
- Universelty Press, London (19635, paidl,
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"nﬁmériqal distinction®, as gaid‘hﬁ%him‘further;
"is not distinction without difforence see®'®
swithout difference ia chaf&cteﬁ tﬁgre can be
no aistinetiaﬁ, ond the opposite would soem. to
ba,nonsan;eo“i’ |
¥We eshall aot'ga inzn~¥he taﬂability or othexe
wise of the Bradleyanr aunalysis of identity ox a£ i
)hia idma of identitybin-difference or ﬂartzal
iﬂautity. That, in fact, is not naceﬂsary. e
have ruled aut the elaim of tautologias (a)=-(d)
to axamplmfy i=sentences, 50, the only santencea
that remain, for us, to fall back upon as the samples nf
of iesentences are'those like {e% to (g). xnaeea
wa ahall treat them as i—nentaneas. What.really.
is wrong im ﬁhatg if wé: remain non»ammmittal about
the exact ﬁaturo of the 1dent1ty they axpreas?
- Bradley's view that they o&n mak& a claim to. atata
only partial Ldentity or iﬂentityninnaifferenen

 does not seem to come in the way, oven if it is

taken. for % truey for, identity, ne wmatter thal

'10 garance and ealit ’ foord (1897), p.531.
t1 Ibid‘ Pe 532.
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it &8s partial or with difference, is, after all, o

mode of identlity,

'1.3. Thas we have soried cut a few senfencas as
sz2nmples of ;pa¢ntences. The ﬁroblem for us iz one
of deciﬁin@ how‘ﬁﬁ s—-sentences stend in reiation
to them, A prioxri there are at leasi four poesibi-
iities, They ayre ag followes 3
(1) S-sentences and i-sentencos are two distinct
and mutually oxclnsive'clasaes of seniences,
so that there is no_qﬁeétion of uﬁa'baing
understood iﬁ reiferonce to the vither,
(2) gréantﬁnces and jescatences are two logically
indistinguishable’clasaes of aentenc&s,lao
_ that the renge of ocne would-b@‘ca~e1tenaivo
‘with that of the.oﬁher; ana to uﬁdarsﬁagd one
wonld mean understanding the otheir. |
(3) & g-sentence must_nécessafily he undeéstoad in
reference to soue d-sentenceg and neot coﬁversely,
so thet gpseﬂtencea (andlfcr that mattér, identity=-
relétion)'are to be looked upon as more fundamenw
tal thap s~sentencas (an& for that matterisimila-

rity~relation),
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{#)»Every'gysentence_muat necossarily be undere
stood in refﬁr&neé té some swsintence, and
not conversely, sc that gfsentenceé {ema forxr
that mattor. similar: ty~.e7¢€ianj are to be
viehed 88 BOPe fandamanta than irsgﬁﬁancés
(and for that matter, identity—rélation).

We ghall exomine the four pﬁssibilitie§.

1.4, {1) bes indeed very little pleusibility
which is net hard éa see, Ve are net avare of any
phiiosopher who hasﬁ dx ﬁétualiﬁyy seriously smeintained
that g-sentences amé_gfaentenéés aze two nmudtually
exciusive clgﬁaes of sentencoes andg thorcfore; nelther
has;&ny relevancu whatever for the purpose of undere
siaﬁding the other. A savual glénca'ﬁﬁ the Tange of
the Bwo types of senteuces will provide us nith
instances which aire contrary to this poussible suopo-
sitian. To mention Just a few sucl 1n5tances' that
will b@ @naugh to illustrate our poini,

Cansxdea, for oxample, the ’ollowi#m s—sent nées H]

{(1.00) Glass and diamond resembi@ in haingr

transparént, |

(1.&b)lthe-ﬁwa sisters are alike in baing taika-

 tive and extravert,
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¥hat are the compbnents.' aentimﬁ.a;t or otherwise,
in terms of which (1.4a) is to be analysed? Whate
ever other things the components may or may not
inolude, tliey mst obviously include at least two
sentences, namely, '

(1) Glass is transparent,

and (1i) Dismond is transparent.
(1) ena (11} are the inalienable elements of (1.%a) 3
tha latter would not} be there and ﬁoul’d be completely
unm%-smgs.me vﬁmaut the furmer. But (i) ard (11)
are badh iesentencos. Sv d=sentences avre nut abso~-
LUﬁﬁJY’&ﬂ?Gl%t@ﬂ or cxternal to a—gentancea and, '
theref&:::e, not also in all casas inessential or irree
‘ levant for the int@*pratauion of tﬁe latber. Likewime,
| (1.!11,) also containsg a numbar of i~5eﬁtences w:i.thtmt
xiki vhich lts meaning cannoed be undarstood. Thess
i-sentences may be '&:aken to comprige, Cuvile

. (:ﬁ.i& bi«'&;er t is talkative,

(51_.3;) Sistar’

is cxtzravert,
() sister® is talkative,

(vi) sis ter2 18 exiravert.,
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-‘l‘hun any 'éﬁppaéitiun to. the effect that g—senﬁﬁnﬁu |
and iesentences belong to distinct sentential aatego- |

ries and hava nothiug to do with each oth'r is pale

; pnb]_;)f- wrong.zn Lu_:_g.,cma_osvaﬁ least, as 'n can -Qe,

s-sentences presupposs i-sentences and are unaccoune
tnhlé vithuﬁt.. them, | Mt :l.t is to be ‘n‘mda' explicit |
thnt in say&né so ve do not intend to say that s-
.uﬁ'tﬁnn“ in a-u éasib’ d&. as n ontter of foct, or

as a matter of necessity, refer to imsentences, % '
are, in fact; not in - poss.t:.on to commit anytm.ng

as vogarde this possibility, So 4t would be Judicie

ous to remain nén-‘ao'u;m.tttdl p_.cnding’ farther onqutry.
to be precise, examination of (3) nereatrter, .

' Our rajeciion of the \-Quppbvition that g-seniences and

3-‘-“5;1;@&- are ab_abmh‘lyfdiatigmt nnd Amtunl;l;y excluw

sive way be confirmed alsd, converssly, by en anslysis
of ,,:,l;-untencca. Truey we nnk in x ars not in a _{i:o‘nia_

tion to make any commitment to such effect as that

i jensentences in all cases néeui"a‘muy pmmppoab'

a-sontoneu n their logical eonponentn pnnd:lng

connidoruts.on of (4) &bov.. Yet there indoed ave
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some g-aantencaa whs.ch uem to mrwtrxvt se-unean-
cto as thc!.r aomponeuts and era, on that aeeount,

mm“u:lgihh withont rerormce to thﬂ nttor. fat

ustakc S

(hlm) socmtus :l.s ws.-e.
(hﬁd) Roaew az'a z'ed, | ‘ O
two Qxanpha ot 1—nentnnces, to inuutrato the poi.nt.{
whatcur ﬂu it my or uy not involve (I.kc), de0.
'Snerateu 1: m“', wmld bo mntelugibh mon
it 13 takcn t:o refor '&o mch g-unt-neu as
" (&) Soumtca rusnblu & vise msn in rcc;nat
| ot poaaauing w:ladom, o .
(3_4.__;) Soeutcs x'oaanbl.ﬁa & vise man in retpeot N
er bung L Y 1wor of tmth, - N
and -o on, Simuarxsr, (1.46), Ls0. 'Rona are radt,

elso dorj;ven i.ta sonse by rctatring, mng othtr

pauible thingn, 1:0 amh s—aonttnelo aﬂ N
(5__) na-u :r- -in:llar te red thingu in respect ‘
of eolour, ‘_ ‘ '
(x) nouoa art simiht to rad thi.ngn i.n renpoot
. ot b-i.ng plea‘:lng to thc ayess

ond . B0 Ony
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Thus (1}, the supposition that geasentences and
i=sontences are totally different, and are under-
sﬁaﬁdable in all cases without any éeférehce whate
ever to each 0ther appears wrong. Bﬁt should it be.
‘ttkau to dmply that the tvo classes of sentenceu
are leggcallx indiotiﬂguishable? Obviouﬂly not,
The matter, inm fact, cannet be declided pending sxe

pleoration of {2) which embodies such o hypothesis,

1.5 To take 6p (2); Are gfsénteneeé and gpsenten@
4eea lagieélly indistingnishable from eﬁ@h'ath@v? bo
they réally bolong to one and the same class of sen-
tences under different names? One could indoed
anawar'affirmatlvely if it wara;iameng other things,
“such |
| (1) thot, in all cases, the informatien which &

' s=sentence purports fc‘communieate could be
'1convayad to ua exhaustivelx in terma of one
- or more iuaentﬂnces, _ : - i
ggg {2} convaraely, that in ail cases the informie
. tiom whieh an jesentence purpoxrts to communi-
| dote could have boen communicated to us |
1§xyanativelx in terms of one or more gp;en-

tences,
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~ Nolther of the two éltennativgﬁ, w&~§re afra;d, ‘
| will hold good, Faiiuﬁe of (1) méy bs illustrated
by reforence to common examples of s-sentences. Take
(1.5a) The two brothers resemble each other.
(1.5b) The two brothers. resemble in being tall,
To describe in terme of i-sentences (1.5b)
implies | |
(i) Brother (1) is tall,
apd (11) Brother (2) 15 tall,
(L) and (11), them, are no doubt information uhiah
(1.5@) purports to convey, But, obvicusly, that is
not the sufficiont a’}rmnd for saying that {(t.50)
is logically 1ndiat1nguishable from (1) and (i1).
To maintain such a pasition one is to show that th;
for¢1r uay§ nothing_moro than the ilatter. But this
does nat ﬁeemvplausible; (1‘5b) does not Just say
(i} and (1) ¢ it purports, im addition te that, to
- describe the relation thet holds between brother (1)
and brothtr(&)’on account of (i) and (;1)‘boing
| trues Thus .} snsantence ip while 1t may cover what

ite ocmponent_graentenccs say, says a lot more,
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't‘i:mu = s-oneonce haum infox'macive Job of its ‘ ,
. own, The information it purporta to convey to ns is
not reducible nxhauaﬁivoly to that cmtunad in :i.ta
I conponant 3-aantoncea, As a mttor of fact, tho
:l.ngomnttva content of a a--ontaneo g___ a--entenec
seens in a way 1nd¢pendent of _i.-nntcneu. This
| becomes o!,ear; anong o.,ti.zarr t;h;nga son eonlidér,ati-.on"A
o‘f the jnfxamplé oF a-amtencev ( 1 i.ﬁa'.); yiz. "Tﬁﬁ:"&m:\:
+ brothtra resemble each athor' ' |
Thia s-nntcnce says that a cortain relation of
| a:&n&lar:l.ty noldu botwc:n fmo 1nds.v:ldunh. ’t‘hﬂ.s :ls
cz.osr by u:aol!‘. Bat my not azl thaac be sa:ld ‘to
dopend on ona or more ;_-sent.neeo ﬂhmh thh g-san- '
| t-neo nay pons:lbly bt nid to Smro!.vc? ‘
| ll | The peculiarity of ﬁh&s S~sentence vis-é-aﬂs
|  (F.5b) 18 that 1t does not spell out explscitly in
B whut &pociricalxy the s&m:llarity consiitu ﬂow. con- -
si.der thoaq philcoophera wha m not 1neuned to laok
upan umilar:tty a- naeqasnr:uy daf&nanle :ln tvm of
lnny common or !.donueal pvoperfy. !‘or such phi.l.ono-
:ph._,:ﬁgg the g-ec,ntcpcb need mot have. t‘_q refeor to
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‘any i-sentence at ally so that, for them there is no
‘ gpsenténoe‘ih terms of whiCh.tﬁe informative content
of the gpsentence'may be said to eome in for being.
formulated. The informative content of tﬁo S~sentence,
in their ayés; is independent of that of eny possible
graehfoncaQ The question of reducing the former to
the latier doos not erise, " o
Eut what about those who are prone to define
‘ similardty of things inrte;ms éf thoir'cémﬁan propefty?
| Are they not committed ﬁo ad@it orne or more i~sentences
as the component of the sesentence, !'The two brothers
resemble gach othex'? Well, in‘thé gpsenéanee,‘tneré
is no explicit reference to any particular sspect in
which the brothers are said to resemble. So, naturaily,
the ohilosopheors arve not in a position to spell ocut
the alleged i-sentences 1a concrete terms, i.é. in
thhé bf su&h sentences as |
(&) Brother(1) is tall,
{(ii)Brother(2) 1s tall,
_ and s on. Nonggheless, they would maintain that the
s-sentence involves i-sentences of the following forms
(1) Brother(1) is =,

(1i) Brother(2) is x,
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end s on, Bﬁtvhow ea#:these bare forms of j-sen= |
tén@ué beay in any way on the infbrmativé ccnfant of
a—aentehées?'ﬁeing themselves dévaid‘cf infcrmatifi
oontent, they add n@thing te %he informative contenﬁ
of the a»geutenoo; vh&ch mcans tha a=-sontence withy _
out them loses nwthiagAhy way nf the information ﬁt

purports to convey,

.6. Thus (1) and {2) are both untonable. Snuen-
tencaa and 1~senten¢ao are not two diatinct or.
mutually exciunsive ciaaaet of senﬁences. Nox ara the
two such as ara, cgntrarily, 1ogiua11y 1ndi§tinguio
shable from éach'otner. Thie, however; by itself dea;
not enfail the falsity of (3) and (&), ﬁhaeh, unlikc
(1) and (2), make faxr wosker claims about the relutian
, af grsantences and i-sentencess So, to examine (3)
ana (&), | ,

To repent, (3) is a hyyothesis to the effect that
a s-sentence is alvays to be understood in reference
-tosﬁrggséﬁtenée (though it may not be the case that
thé fo;mer is iogiaaliy'iﬁdiatinguishable'fram the
lattor), . ~
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The éhie£ eipnnent of this view is F.H.Eradley.
Si@il&rity, necoxding te Bradlay; is pot the same as
identity, in other words, gpaenﬁeﬁdeg cgnnqﬁ be'reﬁuc@d
ﬂo.tna‘clgss’af i-sentences, Nonetheless, similarity,
for him, is only a "secondary relatieg"’iagl it is "to |

"133 which,

be based alvays on, pavtial identity,
’abv;@usly; maaﬁd thqt»no_gysentenc@.'i,e. sentencev‘
-rapbrting aim&larity, can be understood without
f?efer@ﬁqe-to an jesentence, .6, one yveporting ideniily,
Similarity, Brodley says, |

is based alvays on partial someness) end without

this partisl Bauveness,; ... there is no experience

of vesemblance (similarity), and without thie ko 4
spealk of resemblance (similarity) is meaninglese.

$;mi1arity'(or,a grsenténce), according to Bradley,
presupposed identity {or an d-sentence ), The former
derives from the lattor.

Berlier we mentioned examplos szgrsentancas which,

13 ; bid' 1).53“0 .

13 Collected Lssave, Oxford University Press,
London 11969;, peR8B,
14 Appearance and Realdty, Oxford (1897), p.533.
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although they are not 1ogica11y equivaleut to
i—sentences, are, nonetheless. partly analysable

Ain terms of the 1atter. Howeverg the ta1ability or
 otnerwise of the Bradleyan view would depnﬂd abvieusly
joq tﬁe7exzstence or otherwise of a particular kind j
of s-eentences in,cur language. These senuencea havé.
'in fact, nothmng whatever to do with i—gentences. They
.are understandable pcrrectly and completely w;thout
‘reference teo i-sentences, iu ather vords, th& logical E

oomponnnte of. no such sentence in any cose will 1n¢1uda

any i-aeutencms.

v.(1.6a) The first obﬁiouSAexamplea of puch ge-sen=

“teﬁéeS’are of-goursé tﬁosenliké : |
{i) The broﬁhera.reaembie'one another,

(ég)“Games resemblé»one another,
_aﬁd.so on, vhich oxempliry what 1s-ealled ffamiiy
regemhiéﬁce?.jTheseAsenﬁéncea are isolated from ordi-
nary'susenteﬁces‘preciéali on thé‘gronnd that the
Asimxlarmty reported by them cannot be traced to. EXX

‘any particular point of idemtity, altermately, they
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do not contain .any ;pseﬁtenceéiaméng their

analysans.

‘{1.6b) Secondly; following william,damgs1s,iwhof-u
‘happens to uphold a position expli@itlyfoppqsite,td
.Bradleyts,; ws mai‘perhaps.locate-some more grsenteﬁqea
-of this kind, Theso are. centences desigpating simple .
ressmblanee characterising_sensible qualitiéé which
- form a;serieé, 2.8 COlours inla,cclourYscaleg,eounde
- dn 2 misical acaiﬁ,_eté.'ghese qualities; accorxrding
to William James, may'have‘res@mblance vithout iden=
tity., To state the matter in James® oﬁn language &

3¢ hers auny theory vhich would base likeness on

identity ... must fail, It is supposed ‘perhaps,
_ by most people, that twoe rewembling things owe
- thelr resemblance to their absolute identity in

respect of some attribute or attributes, ...

This .4 breaks down when we gome to simple
zimpr9581ons.

:At against”this, Bradley, however, maintains that

" the didentity ef_the'qualifies in the series spoken

15 Vide The Principles of Psychology, Vol.X,
. Dover Publicationsy New York, Chap.XXIX.
16 Ibid’ p.532. . N
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-of by James, even though it may be undetected, is
no doubt,thefe; for otherwise there would be
nothing to explain the unity of the geries, To guote
Bradley ¢
oo a particular kind of resemblance, degrees
of which make the unity of a series, seems to
me. & to imply resemblance in and through &

particuier peint. But, if S0, with that ve
‘have a resemblange. bqsed on identity.

However, in our opinion, this avgument of Bradley's,
seems to possess littlg”foréé against William James?,
"In thé Tirst place, theré‘is, as it appears to us,
an element of vhat might be called begging the guestion,

The issue is whether or not resemblance is nece- .
sserily based en identity. So, whatever might belsaid
b&,one ﬁo éoﬁnt as an a%gument in this conte;t'ﬁust
-not'be/sudh'as vould already constfue resemblance in
'térms gfkidentity, or, conversely, identity imn terms
J.upf resemblance. But what Bradley does is exactly the
othervise of it t he defines similarity or reéemblénce
in terms of i@entity, For p;ainly.the notion of resem-

‘blance, as he pictures it, is a relation which ig

7 Callected Essays, Oxford University Press,
" Tondon (1969), p.289. (ftalics ours).
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uninﬁﬁiligiblc without refercnce to a ‘particniar-
point® of resemblance, in nther»wordg, identity. |

" But why arvre things'bélonging'to e series, sBuppo=
sed,by Bradley, to resemble in & 'partioular point?
or be identical? The answer § Well, otherwise, their
. unity, according to him, w@uid remain unaccounted
for. But this, as 18 not Jdifficult to see, i tied
to the position that the unity ofva series Oor class
is neceasarily groundasd on.iéehtity.‘ﬁut what guarane
tees this position? It does.not‘have the validity of
an axiom, Nor, again.-in it indispeneoble, For, séme~.
one may well claim that the unity ie Lased on simi-
larity as such, or that the unity is ultimate, and
%qo.on. | | | |

{1.6c) There also are moré gyeéutenées which maj

be said to be 1udepeﬁéeﬁt of gyseﬁtenees whicg'may'
 be aaid'tu;befiﬁdependeﬁt of i-sentences, These are
-those whiéh héépén ﬁa:baﬁincamgatible with gfﬁentén; |

cea.jAs a epecimen we moy menbtion the sentence, 'It

looks like Smith'!, It is taken from Junﬂﬁheatley'a

exéﬁpiea_ofvsimilarityniocating sontences,

18 Vide "Like", Px
Scciety, 1961=
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The sentence 'It looks like Smith', in a cortain
context, one may say, is identity—indepandent,f'.'i.,e.,
3ts understanding is not dependant on ite referring
to any j-sentences. It is rathér not c&mpatible at
all with the latter. Let us 4llustrate this, followe
ing Wheatley,.

,Imaqine someone, #ay A, who has a pooy wvision, Suppoue
that he sees = man on the road and he is not smure that
it is Smith, so that he csnnot say 'It is Smith', To
'heége a bet' he, th@rafore, Bays non—committally»!ft
is iike(Smith'.-Tﬁis oxcludes iﬁgentence.‘lt'is Smith?
in the wenss that in #ertaiﬂ idiomatlie exchanges it angan
becomes incompatible with 'Iﬁ is Smith?, As £or‘
example, someons else, say B, who knows for certain
that it is Smith will énawer A by saying "Don't be
siliy, it is Smith".'? Similarly, there are occasions
vhen we uae the g~sentenca 'fle looks like Smith® to
msan ‘He remirids me of Smith'!, Here aleo the gpsenb
tence excludes i-sentence ‘'He is Smith', because 1t
is incompatible with the latter, When one 4s in e .
.pbgition to pay "He is Swmith?, it becomes indeed silly

to aa& 'He iocks like Smith', Por, the "jogic of

19 Ibid, p.3108
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' ’ramind” ig such f:hm: vo violsto it in seying that

-5
Smith reminds us of Bmitn?, 20

1,7, Thus (3), that is, the position that

wHantoncess are a@ver~uudarsﬁandabla without

gm

Teforames to ifﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ@@BgAiﬁ vejecega by us, Lot us,
finally, turn %o examine the spposite of 4t, i.a,
(h)‘which. ag wo know,; savs thaé‘gysantenées acre
aluays to be underatood in terms of smsentences.

: , . 1s
The classieal expoaition of this view of found

in ¥illioa Jamea? The Prineiples of Psvehology (13980),
Yolume I°',Jdentity, for William James, is mot

wmore basic then similardtys so thet the wnlveraal
dependence of 2-centences on i-sentences for theilr
undorstandabllity, aecording te'him, is o wrong
hypoethesis., The tfuﬁh about the relation of simie

larity to ideniity, in other words, of a-eentancez

20 Xvla 2U20s Pa ’@90
21 Vidﬂ Dover Publicntione, New York, PUe 530540,
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to grsenﬁances, is juat the reversss " ., guailitow
tive identity®, soys William Jomes, "is .. nothing |
but the sxtreme degree of lik@ﬂesa.‘ga

"$0 +.e any theory which weuld base likenoss on
identity, and not rather identity én likoness™
Jémem maiﬁ%aiﬁs,-“mﬁaﬁ fail.“ag “}.a 1ikenea§
uherhaunt“,'ka aancindesg “mnatlnat ha,GOﬁéaiVQﬂ as
a spacial complieation of ddentity, bnt rather
thet identicy'maat be conceived as e spécial d@gﬁae
of 1ikeness ..e% 2“ Formulated in the terminology of
tsesontences? end Yi-sontences! this position of
Janes? would plainly amount‘t@ that i-sentences are
alvays ﬁq'ba treatod as derivaitive ﬁflgaaanteﬁceag
aitannésely,that the formeé are completoly redue
cible to the letitex as = sub-clams of it,

But this position need mot concern us too

seriously. It seems, fn fact, to be as & much untenable

22 }_{J_;Lu » D3
23 Iblc,.

D

2% Tpld, pe533.
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as ita opposite, f.0. (3)s It is vitiated by a
»gqqd;number o$ aiff&eu1ties though @e need not
elaborate 211 of them;_It-éould pérhmpsfﬁé enbugh.
'fo-man§iqn only one which,; we ﬁhiﬁk, iz guite
 fﬁudama9tal. Lindd also asimple,

| In {1.5) abq&e, we nentioned a certain exampléf
- éf_the s-~sentence and éampéred it &ith ;rsentencég:;
"ﬁhich mighf be said to Ee in&aryorataﬁjby it; We |
hévé found that the gpsenﬁenoe h£s a jébldf its own
'in addétion ta,ﬁhat_pérférmed by ita‘constituent\
~4§rsen%ences. In qther“vorda,’thé gyéenteﬁca has.@i.-’
larger logical or informative content than'thé
irsentences. Now, it ds pﬁaeisely’in guch'cases;'

: " among others, that Jomss? hypathesis‘ﬁiil totally
' ”fai1* Fory obviously, to meduce the ;faentenééa

to the ﬁrsanténces,.in othar words, té'read.grsen-

- tences in any gysentenee, would”amount'td reading

. in the latter much more than it dontaina; Which
means to understand an ipsenﬁance_in‘terms of a
g~mentence. would really be one way of misundare

atanding it,
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24 Nowy, to sum up cur investigation so far of
the reiation afiéimilarity to iﬁantifyyﬁﬁg& that
vof'gpaenténaea to ie-sentences,

Similarit? is a roiatian'ﬁiﬁh peculiarities of
its smx own, To understand it fully one is to approaeh
it finally for itself, It is not reducible to any |
mode of identity, and, in that sense. it may be
¢alled uitimate alseoaﬁ ‘

Conversely, similarity is noﬁ also such that it
may be said.ta assimilate in its ranga,the different
modes . of Adentitj as its varionis. | |

Nor &gain, ia similar&ty ao relai@d Lo idanﬁity :
that the two are uttor;y distinct ox that they come

pletely exciude each other, They de, as a matiexr of

' gggﬁ,Arefsr to.and invelve caclh obtber. And in bhat
.fhare ia perhmps nothing‘unnaturalg nor enything i
which miﬁht be inconsistent with the position as
ﬁmb@died iu {3{; For, idgntlﬂy and similarity n@ppen
télcanstituée tﬁe}respeétive bases of the twe princi-

ples whach g@vern cur’ knowlcoge of the worls of bh nga

‘25 However, by calling 4t vlitimate, it ak shouild
“be remembered, we arse not echoing a nomdnalist
who denies ceugal explanation te similaritye -
"Whether or not similarity has a ¢cause is s
very different issue. We remsln nonecommittal
" as regards it,
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ana‘ﬁhich.alaa refer £o and involve each other.
Theae’principlea.—te use the expressions of stﬁare
ﬂampéhire;sgzs are % ‘tha rfinciplé of individuae
tion® and 'the prinoiple of cla-sifieation’. By

the formur we differantiate thinga from one another,

and by the latter we ordar them in elauaea.ze{a)

yChatte & ?1ndus,

26(&) tne ancidental obzervation to avodd '
misunderstanding. Sur analyveis above of
similarity and identity vigea-vis.esch other
has been conducted viz anaivasis of S~&entvences x
rand. jesentences, It duvolves no me tavhysical
(iactual) motive to find out the 'basic facts',
Az syoh, thore has been ng vecasion for us €
‘bring in the notion of vhat is called 'new level®,
or 'directional?, or fphilossaphicalt! anslysis,
or to get into sny consideration of the ‘
distinction of this type of snzlveis from what
is koown as ‘same level? aznalyvsis, The natter,

we are afraid, wmight have besn oult of place
and, that way, wmight have the effect ocnly of
chescuring our central isauss,



Chapter 9

GENERAL WORDS

We are prone to distinguish in lengusge tvo
Glasses of woxds, Ong, having for its typical
examples, such words as ‘man®, ‘yellow?, 'Indian',
‘healthy', and the like, are calied generanl wordsj
vhiie the other exemplified by expressions like
TAristotle?, tIncdia', "this University', etc. are
called singulasr words, The preliminary basis for
isdlating thase tvwo kinds of words from each other
ie, of’ooﬁraa, an appavent difference in their
soemantic funciioning., A singuler vord is said to
apply to only gne thing or individusl, Contrarily,

2 general vword is said to apply in the ssme sense to
wany things or individuals, This alleged peculiarity
of the semantié behavicur of goneral words bhecomes
however readlily thé source of a noloriocus problem,
which 45 § How 1s it thet the same word emn spply

in the same sense to things which are mmerically
distinct and diversoe gqualitatively? The official

practice in answéring this guestion is to invoke



SIMILARITY AND LANGUAGE a8

the notion of similarity. That is, saying that a
general word applies to many things because those

things ave similar. Vhether or not this similarity

hypothesis is at all céllcd for, or is in fact
Inenprihie inescapable, is indecd a major concern of
oura. to explere and examin®. And we shall teke up the m
mattgg;in thg next. chapter. What, however, as?a» 
logical preliminary, is to ocoupy us here is some-
thing more bagic, It is the consideration of vhether
there really are in ocur language general words, a
class of words which cennot be assimilated to words
called singular, For obviounsly, cne cannot talk of
a problem about éencral vords or of the similariby
hypotﬁgsio as a possible solution of it, unlees alrendy,
théfé are good reasons for admitting general woxrds
in our languege.

Our business now is, thersfore, to see whether.
or not a case can be made out for the alleged exis~
tence and identity of geoneral words; which, plainly
enocugh, amounts to finding out a sfiiieism criterion

of a set of criteria by which geneoral words may be
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nﬁfkéﬁ off féom gingulay #orda. Is‘thare any such
criterion or set of criteria?

Vhat about the nllnged ﬂisparity mf somantio func~
tioning which we “have referrod ta above? c:n't it
count os the needed criterion? = one may ask. Prima
Xacie, there appear to be points-in faveur of the
clajim. But the troubla'ié there aie philaséphern -
we have apeciélly 1n mind Johnson and Austin = who
‘seem to think othérwise; They wuuld-reject the claim
on grounds %o géma such effect asy e.g.y the seéantic
funotioning of épyvkind vhatever is not an essontiasl
point st 2ll about general words (Johnaﬁn)‘, or that

4t is odd to suppose that general worda have memantiec

- ¥ Vide ; &”K' Paxrt Iy Dover Publications, New
‘ 5, D970
‘The goneral name has usually been differens
tiated by referonce to number, and roughly
defined as a name predicabie of mors than one
object, In fact, however, there are goeneral
names such as Yinteger between 3 and 4 or
*snake in Iveland' that are predicable of no
. object, while 'integer between 3 and 5' and
{pole=star® are general names predieable of
- only one object, :
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behaviour in the same way as singular words do
(Austin).® These challenges will have to be exsmined
by us, before we can finally decide on the efficacy
of the semantic 6riteriqn. i.e, whethérlit eaﬁ truly
distinguish general words from singular worde., And
for fhia purpbse we shall no doubt be regquired to
£ind out the exact nature of the welation of gemeral
words to things. Before we undertake this work it
would be worthwhile to explore the possibility of
fihding supplementary criteria elsewhers,

It is plain that the possible oriteria, wha%sver
they nay pécoisuly be, mast consist in certain pro-
perties vhich woulad charécttriae only general words
and not those which are singular, But a small initial

queqtion is'wharain. exagtly, in a general word,.

2 Vide Philosophical Papers, Oxford University
_ Press 1197053 P01, ‘
2hgt this view that general names *have
denotation' in the same way that propar.
names do, is gulte as odd as the view that
. proper names 'have connotation'! in the same
way that goneral mames do see"
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should we look fdr then? For a‘g@neral word, gue
wapd ;word, shows more than one face for us to view,
{a) Like all vords which are written or uttered,
‘genaral words, wh&n»written or uttersd, bécomeg'far
#ﬁat reason, dccurrences in the'phy@ical wmridag As
written ﬁérds. they belong to tha class of physical
abjgcﬁs vhich ave visible, e.Zes 'the rainbow! v “tléﬁa‘t
bird on the tree!, etc.j vwhile as uttered words they
belong to the class of cbjects which areAaudiblsg |
Coe 'that.thud on the flocr', 'tﬁo foﬁw of o liont,
‘a whisper3; ete. gag\thiz physical side of the
. general words is on1§ incidental to them, in the
sense that thoy do not bear on their loglical charace
ter aé words, thet is to say, do not determine their
meaning{ And so there is nO'péint in scanning it for
the criterié we Qre se&rahing for. Hobedy, as a

matter of fact, has doné so,

3 gfs An Inguiry into Meaning. and Truth, ChapeXs
Penguin Books, Allen & Unwin, 1940,
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(B) In the same way, we:mny also ignoye tvwo
more aspects of general words. Insofar as thef'éxe
words,.geneial wordo. like words in general, wmay
assume twoe roles 1n 1anguage. In the terminoclogy of
Kerl Buhler.“ they are reapcctivaly (3) rolc as
symptom, and (ii).rnle as signal, | | “

The formor contiats in the faet that, like other
worda. a general word may indicate Lo ascme ezteut
what occurs in the mind of the perscn who utters it
while the lattei may be sald tp ;3and»for the effg#t.
it ﬁéy prddgce en the pe#sacn whé‘heafs 1t.

‘Theso twé aapaeta‘qf a genorai.werd. like its
physical aspecty are also incildental, they may cone
txributs at best to its psychological wmeaning, But
they have nothing to do with tﬁd logical meaning of
it,. Foﬁ}'ﬁha man£a1 statos of pursun;'uﬁtering the

same general word may well vary according to circums

4 Vide A1f Ross, Directive and Norms,
De204
The asuthor refers to Kerl Buhlexr' s
Sprachtheorie (1934), p.28.
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stances, dnd Bo may itis affeeta'en thosse who happén
to hear it. | |

Sofit seems pointloss to go in for 2 search of
what 1s to distinguish general vwords from ainguler
wo:di either in.their roles an@‘phyaigalﬁoccurreﬁces
or in their rolas»aa symptoms or . signals, This 1§p1193
that we have to 1511 back on other aspects of general
vords, One such aspect ia already known to us. It
is their semantic a?pect; i.8, their relation to the
objecta they refer to, We shall no doubt make an o
'eexpioration of 4it, But right now we shall occcuny oure
selves with two more facets which are prime facis
BISTENGREIRE distinguishadble in a general wbrd.

(i) Gpe consists in the fact that, as paris of auﬁ
disoourée, ths.us. of goneral words is governed by
™Miles af Erammar;

(11) while the othar in the fact that 1t is
governed by the laws of logic,

The former constitutes the gremmatical GiMeasion
of a general word and the latter the logical dimen- .

sien of ite
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* The basic imporsaonce of these two dimensions
for general words (as also words in general) is indeed
undeniable, For it is because of these = semantic
aimenﬁion‘apart'wlthat the goneral words_(alse wvords
in general) can assume sonseé for themselves by being
used in sentences and give sense to the sentences in

wiiich they ave used,

' 2. Jolmson, for whom gensral words are not semdne
tically éiutinguishable from singular vords, suggests
.a.aius%ar of grammatical concepts to distinguish them.
‘They are ealleﬂ‘”égplieativee or selectives® by him.

‘H¥,ee & gensral name ig distingulehed as that to
which any applicative com be significently prefized,t>

~ As per Johnson's iist, the applicatives inoclude
{a) definite article *the', (b) the indefinite articles
g and ‘an®y {g) damonsirative particles like 'this,

‘that', (d) such vords as *all', *some',’every’,

5 Yide logie Part I, Dover Publicatiocn, New York
1192115P-B7.
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tanyt, etc, In addition to the applicatives he alse
 speaks of (g) the use in the plural number, and (f)the
numorical prefixes as distinctive of general words,
And a further and comnected characteristic
of the gensral name is that it can always

‘hsbe used in the pluyel, or, im fact, with
any numerlical prefix;é

Johnson's formulatiOn‘af tﬁe prammatical eritefia
of genefal wcrds ééema quite e@mpreheneive,'gn the
sense that subseguent 1ogic1ana - .4 Quine7.
tbynesa, atebﬁingg amoug others - who have amplayed
‘them do not add X anything new to 39hnaon's list,. On
| the contrury, they have usuaily been satisfied with
even less than what the iist contains,

About the grampatical oriterla one thing seoms

'definxte. They do not in all cases distinguish

g@neraz words from singular words., Their application

7 Vide Ford and obgact New Vcrk (1960),pp-99~10@.
8 Vide Formal Logic, London, p.12.

9 Vide Modern Iutraduction to Logie, New Ycrk, o
- ﬂarper & Row Pabl,(1961), peble = -
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is confined to mouns and pronouns, As a matter of fact,
oneg may well feel that in dréwing up the ceriteria the
logicians eoncerned have:ﬁad in their minds as model
pevhaps thé éis#inction of proper names amd common |
nouns (in some cases, pgrhébs;alse singulay neouns and
plaral nﬂunsio) vhich, ghnerallﬁ speaking, are the
grammatical counterparts of sirgular and general
WOords reSpectivelyo.Anyway, the rénge of 3enéral
words is widgr‘than nound and propouns, Fox, it
eovars; noung and pronouns apart, adjectives (red,
ﬁwnet,igenerous, etc, ), words deslgnating velations
(under; above, asidey etc,), verbs (run, sing, writs,
atu,), and sb one |
Thgnrestric%ed efficacy of the grammatical crie

teria mbove, i.0. their incapacity to identify all

10 QOnpare Cuine saying, "..e. the dichotomy
- betveen singularx teormp and general terms,
inconveniently similer. in nomanclabture to
“the grammatical one between gingular and
plural, is less superficial."
Yoxrd and Gbiect, New York (1960), p.9C.
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gén@rdl words; may well ceﬁnt as a mark of inadequaey
of the criteria themselves, However, this inadeguacy,
in the present context, does not seem to maitter mucﬁ.
The oriﬁeria may be taken to have accomplished enough,
if they just succeed 1in distinguishing only some
words as general, Forg in that caso, there will be
that possible problem about general words to vhich
asimilarity hypatheiiu is alleged to be a possible
.aolution.

H§ ﬁay now preoceed to examine the working of the

criteria listed above within their limited fiecld,

‘(2;1) To begin with the criterion which says that
ggneral‘words ¢can be used in the piural but singﬁiér
words éannot be so used, |
For Quihe in particuviar, this evriterion seems to
agssume a prdvileged poaition., And there is reason
for thet. For, a notabl@‘peculiarity of erite-
rion ie that it shows a kind cftparallelism with
the semontic criterioun end, thet way, tends %o

provide a grammatical justification for the latters
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because s per semauntic criterivn, as we know, a
general word is supposed to designate more than ons
objecty while a aingulgr word only one,
Usual examples of general words and singular words
would both supporé this criterion. Take geueral words,
G.ge "book?, 'bag', ’hachelor‘, atc, They all admit
plural endings s we do say 'bookg', 'bags', 'bacheibzg',
‘and 80 on, Confrarily, singular words, e.g. pronouns
like 'I'y, 'he'y ete., or nroper names like "Ravindra-
neth'y 'Javharlal', etc, are not normally used in the
plural ~ we do not say 'Raviadranathg', 'Javharialg?le
However, the criterion does not function es smocthly
2s one might expect, Firstly,we have difficulties
over words like 'furniture?, 'sheep'!, 'news', ete.
Semanticallf; they are general words; yet Lthey are
not amenable to being made piural « w# are debarred
by yule from saying "furnitures'; ‘sheepg', ‘newses’,
and the like, Yo have difficulties also over those
vords cailed 'muss t@rus' Ly Quine, For example,
’yatqr’g ;wine’,~'gold', etc., Though general seman-—
ti?aliy”tnéy tpo ara impervious to being made plurgl

by the addition of the particle '=a‘',
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Again, there arise'uome-compiiéatione from‘the
fact thet, on occasions; certain ordinary general
worda tend to functioﬁ'in our lunguage as 'mass
terms's Por instance, the word ‘apple! in Quine's
example °‘Put same_aégie.in the salad?,!

‘ Fiually. p50per'names vihich are'éingulérvwords‘
per excellencoy may assume ﬁlural éndings; Following

12 e myy mention at least four cases

Otto Jaspérson
~whare it so héppens. (1) vhen 2 pumber of individue
als héve been arbitrariiy designated by the same
prOper'ﬁnme,Aas forlexaégle. '"There avre ten wWilliams
in this viilage', *7 have not visited any of thé ’
Romes in America', ete, (11) ®hen wo want to desig—
lnéte wpeople or things like the individual &énotéa
by the éame“; for instance, ‘Ve can't have many

Ganthis in a century’, (121) When éraﬁer HAReSs

11 Ibid, p.91. (Italics mine)
12 Vide Philosophy of {rammar, George Allen &
Unwin, London ¢ DeEDa
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designate members of the same family, e.g."All'tha
Nehrus are not great', 'It happened during the days
of the Henrys', etc. (iv) When, "by metoromy”, a
proper name may stand for a werk of the indifidual
denoted by the name", e.g. 'X deon't have all the

Ravindranaths in my library?.

(2.b) Let us now switch over to the considera~
tion of all the oiher grammatical councepts ('applie
cativer? in Johnson's 1anéuage) which are said to
distinguish penerel words, As listed above, the§~ |
incdude {a) definite ariicle ('the}). (b) indefi-
nite articles (‘a’, 'an’), (g) demonsirative par-
ticles {'this!, 'that'), (Q) words like ‘'ald’,
'some’, etc. They ara all of them Qaliod ‘axticles?®
by Jphnspﬁg obvicusly, in an extendeﬁ sense of the
tormi and we too may well use this name whilé
referring to them bslevw, For Johnson, the articles
(which are co-extensive with his appllc?tivea) axre

the allnlmporudnn mark of genoeral words.
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He says ¢

eee We n&y point ocut that universal character-

iagtie of the general name is its connection

with the ariticleld - the use of the grammati-

cal term 'article'! being extended to inolude

this, that, some, Overy, any, ete.t
and further,

The cousideration that to the general

name any applicative can be prefixed, distine-

guishes it {rom the singular name, whether

descriptive or propev.id

The article-crijeilon of general words and the
-pluralwendlng-crztericn uiacussed avove, are nov. to
be comstrued as mutually exclusive, That ie, it is
‘not such that the general words which are distingutie
shable by one ars not distinguishable by the other,
;They do, in fact, apply jJoiatly, And mostly this is
vwhat 4s the case, Take, fcxr instance, the general
word *Look' vhich is amensble i plural ending, It
- may go equally well also with any of the articles
in cur iist. One can say 'a book' 'the book', 'this

book', 'soms books', and so on,

13 ITtalice ours, '

4 Vide Logic Part I, Dover Publications,
New York, D97

15 Vide Ibid. pc990,
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On cccasions, again, the articlee~critexion may
supplement in varying degrees the pluralecndinge
criterion, in the sonse that it goes to oovef up
cases where tha latter does not 6§arateg Words
like 'furnituxre?, 'sheep', ‘news’, 6iC., on the
one hand, and mass terms like ‘u&tar!,.’wine',
‘gold?, etc. on the other ~ will illugtsate the
point. As alrandy stated, nove of these words ﬁake
plural endiugs, Nonethelecs, we can well say 'some
furniture®, 'this furniturei, ‘the furniture'’, and so
" on, In the same w way, we can also say 'some water?,
'ﬁggg wine', ‘some gold', and =20 on,

To examine the workability of the article-criteria,
Quine16 makes a distinction between definite and
~indefinite singular words, and awmeong the instances of
the latter he wonld sometises inélude such phrases
‘aa 'a wman®, 'zn ant', and the like. This, naturally,

oy ralse a doubt as £0 whether the articles cen

16 vide Kord and Obiect, New York (1960),
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rightly be said to go witﬁ general vords alone,

fapunxy b Ons waj to avoid this smill difficulty is to
assume ‘& position like this. ' Well, phrases like ' a
maxt, 'an ant'; like 'Bne book', 'something', 'ever&-
thing*,ﬂatc.,-are not. pavadigi cases .of singulay.
worda;rﬁhey aré singular only in a secondary éense, i.a.
a senéé which éefives-from the'singularity vhich goes
witlk what we call definite singular words, e.g,. ‘SRea
tCaesar', {when I am speesking of a particular indie
vidual). Definite singular words are the true spedimene
of singular words : the singnlerity which goes with

them is singulerity in the primary sense,

Cervain einguldr deéseriptive names, ior éxampis; ‘
 tthe Prime Minister of India' also tenhd to cccasién
dcubt, ineofar as they are prefaxed by 'the?, But o ‘

'here, again, as poznted out by Johuson, the singula—

: 1742£.'Stréwson, *Singular Terms and Fredication®,
Philosophical Logic, ed. Gtwawson, Oxford
University Pressy p.69. \
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rity of the descriptive names is derivative, 1.9,
tsecured through its reference to a proper namd,"‘s
But how far do the articles or applicatives
demarcate general words from paradigm cases of
singular words, i,e, definite singular wdrds,
proper names, ake,?
The articles are used with general woxrds, wvhich
is true; énd 1t 4s further trus that they are not
normally ﬁ-ed before proper names or definite singuie
lar vords (e.g. we do not generally say 'a Jawharlal
Nehru® or fthe Jawharlal Nehru5, or the like). To
that extent they may be said teAda thelr job. But
" mumerous excepitione, tlihi(':h oné discovers ;:r. language,
tend to limit this svccess, To mention 2 few. (g) There
. are cases of prépeﬁﬁ;hames ang definite singulay words
which take the erticie 'the' before thems c¢.ge 'The
Ganges*y, '"The Green Park', *The earth', and so on.

~»(§) Likewise, we have instances of proper names and

18 Vide Loggic Pavrt X, Dover Publlieations,
New York, p.20, .
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singular words with %a’, 'an'; *some', etc, usecd
before tham, We say, *Calcutta is not a New Yerk',
‘He speaks like a Socrates', 'Scome Mr. Khem is
here!, atc,

To wind up our survey of the grammatical
criteria, -

(EJ The aritéria, Jointly, 40 not eover tne
entire range of wordes vwhich are gener=l on semantic
consicerntion; they cover a cross-section of it,

() within the Llimit of the cross-scotion, again,
no single grammatical criterion willi: held good
unlversally,

(c) Nonetheless,; a general wowd which is not
distinguishable by one particular oriterion may be
distinguished by another; and that way, the gramma-
tical criteria may be said to be matually supple-
mentary., ‘

(d) vhat, however, is most important to note is
this, The grammatical criteria,; insofer as they
hold ¢f a part of the range of words which are

general on semantic criterion, shovw a dégroe,or
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cmawpondenet to tho 1attcr‘ This corre-pondena.
1. unukoly to be a nor- co-inc:ldonce. And 1in that
nnoe. ﬁ; provides a kind of Juatificat::l.on for thc

acmantio criterion.

3. Lot us naw ‘consider anothtr "!7 or diat:lngni.-
ahing ganoral words fyom singular words which iu
soughit to bs correleted uith their distinction based
- om. semantic groumds. Jhis  distmehion aleo b based
.- vhat may be called a grammatical criterion; since
:Lt a.nvolvon eonaidaration of the grammauoal posia
- t:!.ons or roles of the two kinds of words in’ the séne

teneu m which they ave uaed. It 1- Qﬂin‘. aaain,

vhu is tho prineipal exponsnt of this oriterion, The

i crit.rion :I.o 'y Whilo [ ganoral word is capab!.o of

plny:!.ng thc role of a pﬂdicata :ln & sentence, a '

s:lngular wox-d 1: not capab!.a of pluyang such a rolc.'

In Qu:tne'a huguago .

It i.a by grammatical role that genoral and
' s:l.ngular terma are p:'Operly to be dist:lnguishod...

19 Vide Vord and ob ic‘t., New York (1960), p.96,

19
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The general term (unlike the singular term) is
what 1s predicated, or occupies what grammari-
ans call predieacive posmtaon oo'

Interestingly opeugh, this grammatical critof;on

. of éuine’s shows two sides which, sﬁfictly speaking,
are not grammatiéalg.xa a seﬁae, they tend to con=~
tribute, at the logical level, a kind of deepor dimenw
sion to the contrast of genar&lland singular woi&-
already marked ont bﬁ the criterion, One of the two
szdéa is that tﬁo genoxral word, becaﬁse of its pre=
dicative position in a mentence, can be true or false
of the object to which the singular word refers, while
we cannot say the converse of it, 1.0, that the

singular word is true or faise of that te which the

20 Ibid. The portion in parenthesis is ours,

Geach zixm and also Frege seem to maintain
fundementally the same positions as Quine. Frege
gays,:. A propsr name can never be in a predi-
cative expression ... ("On Concept and Object"™,
translation from the Ph¥flcsophical ¥Writings of
Gottlob Frege, ©d, Geach and Black, Pe30%s
while Geach says, "The name of an object can
ese be used as logicak subject of an amsertion

about an object ..s It ¢annot ..« be 2 logical
predicate,”
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‘general word refers. The second side, on the»oéher
handg is that whilévthefpoéition'éf:gubjeet ocecupied
by the singular vords is alse posatipn aeceséiblé to
- qnanﬁifiarg, the predicative position of the general
word is not eo, |

 Anyway, this new grammatisal‘critericn, it is not
difficult to see, has a special advantage-éver tﬁe
earlier one. The earliier criterion, which involves
the concepts of articles of Tapplicativea® or thét‘of
plurhl onding, we have ssen, could be useful at best
eo.identify those goneral words which fall within the
ranges of nouns and pronouns; iﬁ'does'nét apply to
general words outside this limited range, 1.8. to
verbs, addec@ivas, substantivew, Bﬁt the now cfiterion
- can do justice to these, insofar as verbs, adjectives
\ and substentives can well ogeupy the required predie
cative position 4n sentences, e.g. "She sings®,
"She is a singer", "She is tall®, etc, As a mabter
of fact, the criterion temds to cover adjectives,

verbs arnd substantives sc well that Quine is inclined
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even to view thom_?ﬁerely as vuriant’fdrmnﬂz‘ of
genofal WOrds, | _ _

Thus in axecuting the common business of dig=
tinguishingugeneralﬁwords from singular ones the ..
new grammati@gi-critmrion is in o position to do
something impoxrtant vwhich the éarlier‘one cauld.not%
That way it is e&mplementary to the latter, Nonethow
less, there is a point on which the two criteria
appear in a way to conflict with each otﬁer, that is,
yvield Opposite;raanltu. The ﬁoint in qguestion is what
has been reforred to above as "masz terms®, e.ge
‘gold!, ‘sugsr', 'water?!, etc, The maas torms,_aa ve
have saecn qarlier. dq.not admit.of plural endings;
noy do'thoy take articles lika-'é'. an?, ftho’ as
prefixes, In ﬁhat aensa.iby the first criterion,
more procisely, & part of i, they become branded as
singular woiége However, the nﬁw‘cfiterion tends to
p\ii‘. them in the cl_ées of general wordsj because they

can well occupy pradicative positions An sentences

21 Eead.
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¢.5e "The content of %he»glasa is water", “Whatéﬁer
glitters is hat gola®, ete,
| The way to resolve . this eonflict, as suggested by
Quine, is te recegnise a kind of "ambivalencq" as
: regérds ﬁass terms. That is, to admit that mass'terms,
predicatively uwaid in a sentence, are to be treatead
as genaral, though they are $o count as singulay words
when they happen to figure in qﬁbject-positions in ’
pentences, But in whot does a mass term in snbjecte
position differ from itself in predicative position,
so that 1t might be justified to eall it a general
word in the latter case and a singular word in the
former? Does it agsume differont functions in the
two ponitions? Quine‘a ansver would be that a maes :
term in the subject peesition of a sentence refers to

1ts objects "cunulatively"-“2

on the oﬁhor handg used
in the predicative position 1t makes a "divided

! hrid . \ &
refarence"z’ to ¥h 1its objectaysthat is, refers {o ¥each

22 Ibidg pa91.
23 Ibid, p.914.
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’water' in ite nubject and predicativu positionﬂ in':

the two sentenﬁea “water 13 laquidﬂ d “The liquidg.

in the glass is water® In the fermer role, 1.03 in
the role of & singular word, it refers to uhoia of
the stuff ealled water; in the other role, BRab ie. '
in the rale of a genaral word, it rofera to oach
part of the atuff, the liguid in tho glass.

The criterion of subdeot-poaition can by and large
“mark off general words. Bt at times 1¢ fails, and
fuine himself is not unawere of that. Common nouns on
semantie considerations a?e»paradigm cases of general
worda, yet there are sentences in which théy cen '
octcufy subjectepositions which axre supposed to be
aéceeaible oniy to singular words, Exomples § 'A:
gggg’had two quecns'’, 'Some Men were present?, and
B0 ON, |

But cen we avoild such difficultles by recourse to

al’ ﬁbid’ 9.980
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an.amended version of Quine’s criterion proposed
by . some. philosophers? These philosapheps include,
among othexs, Nicholas Yolterstorff who follows
Geach, {perhaps also I'rege) in the matier, The
amended version which preposes to read Quine's
fsubject” and "predicate” as 'logical subjeci! and
‘logicel predicets' respectively is this.

Only singular terms ¢an function as the iogical
subjects or seontencesni general terms o ot.25

. Can we, by treating the wq?d ‘ing' 4o our
example above as a lmg&qél subject, make it claésiu
fiable as an instance of singular wordé that, howe
evér, is more basic is vhether the woxd 'a king?
above eén at 211l function as a logleal subject, Quin326
is in§i&n@d to aﬁswar in the negaiive, His grcun#ris
théﬁ a loglcal sabjéaﬁ iglrequireﬁ ﬁo be the nage of

one definite thing or individual, while there is mo

25 Vide On Universalé $ An Essay in Ontologv,
The 1 University of cnikago Preas, 119707,
9.560 :

26 ¥ido Xord and Object, Now York (1960), pe¥13,
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one thing named by the word 'a king', WOIteratefff.27
on the other hand, meintains otherwise, He admite.
" that *a king' does not rofer to one definite indim
vidual in the sense Anlwhien the name 'King Ashokg'
does} howevar; i1t may be vieved as standihg fox tﬁe
single thing, the class of kinga, and, that way, as
.legical auﬁject in Quine’é'sanae. :

ﬁut thia.poéifion of Wolterastorff's does not
heve any particular appeal for us. For the single
thing for which the name 'king Ashoka' atémds is
vaicﬁsly not of the same kind as the supposed single
thing callég c}aaa of all things, The latter ié not
iﬁtelligiblc in the way the former is, ‘
| As a matter of faci, the am&ndmenf ofAQuéne'a
critorién by substituting the conceptsvof 'logicai
aubject5 and 'logical prodicate! for those of
‘erammatical subject® and ’grémmatical predicatet,

doss not mark any 1mpr6vement on ity Forp in ﬁhe

27 Vide Oy Universsls : An Essay in Ontolop
. The University of Chicasz0 Press (1970), peli9,
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first plaac; it is not true that genéﬁal woxrds g;ggg"
ﬁﬁi FUROTLIOH o logieﬁl'predicéteg.‘as menticned by
Woltér3€orff himselfj contrary %o the“otiﬁﬁlation
of the ameuded eriterion, singulax words, o.gs 'ie
identical with Vanua'28 eiso can figure as logical
predidates, ‘ o

Bisides, iﬁ the definiﬁibn‘of the singulaf word -
in Yerms of the logical subject there 1&. if wo may
say sa, a1 asmount of what is c¢alled begging the
qudatioh. For the conceph of'siggular wa&d itssls

is invoked to define the notion of logical subject,

LIT

Thué, together, thé grammatical-c;iteria dige=
cussed above tand in a waﬁ to. cover by and large
the entire range of words whicﬁ,are classed; on
ssmantic consideration, as general words, In this

soense, the grammetical ecriteria may well be saild
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to provide for a kind of 0xterna1 rationale Ier the
semantiﬁ crite ion¢ What, however, is going to be
considered by us now ls how far, if’ at ali, the
sepantic critawion can ba Juatified on £ts cwn
‘strength. That 1= to say,:we éhall dieguaé whether
‘ ;it'hgs eny internal vationale, in oﬁher vords,
reasoﬁs witﬁin itself for accepbing it,

As per éemantie eriterion, axgenerai word differs
from a aingular word in thnt, unlike the latser
which is correlated wvith ouly one object, it can be

corralated with more than one, A convenient way to

eocnduct our sesrch for a possible justificatlion of
it within itself is to note at the very beginning
the alleged difficulties of it, the major ones

at least,

(2) On smemantic eriteriovn the general word is:
differentiated in terms of the concept of applying to
more than one thing, in other words, by reference to

number,. Some logicians, Johnaon29 being .onee find

29 Vide Logic, Part I, Dover Publications.
Now York.
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.a difficulty in 1t Foﬁ it is alleged that there is
®nothing in the gg§gigg of a genoral name which
could determine the number of objecis to which it ia
applicable.gc |

{3} Take'expreaaionm such as 'integer between 3
and 4%, ?snake in Ireland?!, 'King of France', and the
like, They are general names, though they would apply
to no object whatever, |

{1i) on the other hand, consider expressions like

‘integeyr between 3 and 5%, "noleestart, ‘natural .
'matelite of the sarth!, ﬁ'efc., wirdch also are general
names, though they relate to only one objecﬁ. And
there is nothing in the expressions themselves which

would explain the diversity of the two ssts of expre-

ssiong in reapect of thelr sesmamntic Punctioning,
{e) (1) Contrarily, a singular word, as for oxample ,
the proper name ‘Caesar’, may apply to more than oae

object, 2.2, Julius Caesar, Octavius Cassar, or the

30 Vide Ibid, ps97.
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A’deg called b; that n?meg though, on semantic criterion,
it is to apply to only one ob;ect. |

| (&~) In the same way, 'Pegasust {Quine's &xampl@),
a singular word, whigh,‘én semantic cgitérign, is to
-apply:%e one thinge dvaes mot, in fact. gpply.to any
thiné.l" o -

Iu the light of thésa difficulties it seems pessible
nov for us to und@rstand what ome is to ﬁo if one is
-to fihé the required Justification ef the seﬁantic‘
cr¢tarion. Tha 3upposed semantie rblation of general
and singular wordsg to thelr respective abdacts haa‘.
so faxr been described in terms of such phrases as
'apply t0!, ‘correlated with', and the like, whach'aro
deliberately vague, The thing for us to do now would
be to see whether the somentic éelation is amenable
to iﬁterpretatiqn in any precise terms which, plaw
sible iﬁ’itself, wéuiﬁ}'a@ the same tilue, solve all o

or at leaet some of the aileged'diffieultiéa above,

h. We may begin with J.5.Mill's interpretation.
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‘Agccording to Mill, a general word is appliﬁahle in
the aame gense £o an indefinite number of thingssg
while a singular word is applicable in the narne
sonse to cnly one thinga'Tb quote Mill 3

A pensral name is ese @ name which is capable

of being truly afiivmed, in thei/ same sense,

of each of an indefinite number of things. An
- dndivideal or simgular name is a name wvhich

iz only capable of being truly affirmed, in

tho_same senae, of one thing,3%
And the reason why it is aso, is, according %o Mill s
( A general word ) fexpresses cartain gualities, and,
when we predieate i€ of those persons wa asaert that
they all possess those gualities®; but a singular word
is not conferred upon its object to indicate any
qnalitiés.Bg

¥M111l%s position makes a e¢laim to offer a kind of
solution of the difficulty stated in (b) (1). That’

is, it purports to provide an gxplanation of why &

singular name which happons to apply te sany abjcciég

- 31 Vide 4 System of L0gicg Longman's Groen & Co,
London ?965 s DPe 170

32 Vide Ibids
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does not heve t6 be identified with a general name
just on thet gfcund. Por, as quoted above, a siqgu—
lér word, unlike a general word, doas not apply to
the wmany objects in the samo senses The concaept of
does not apply in the same sense', hovwever, tends
to’menn. Lor Mill, ‘does not apply in zny sense at
g&;'.sg Mill's position may be formulated alternately
thus @ While application of a general word is sense-
based that of‘a singuler word is not sense«based,
There is a eertéin inner discrepancy in Miilts
interpretation which 1; not far to see. Ho speaiks
of a singular word as a word ﬁhieh does not apply
to many objects iﬁ the.: same sense,.
| ‘Gontinﬁing, he deseribes:éiagular word also aas
;:word which doea not épply_ta its objects in éni
schae at _a3l, But hov are the two deseriptions,

. namely, 'doeés not apply in the szme sense' and

‘does not 2pply in any sense® to be undsrgtood in
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reference to aaeh athﬁr? Fer-Mill, they geem to
have the same meaning. But this is absurd. 1£ a
word doesn't apply in any sense then it just doesn't
apply in any mense, To say that it does not apply
&n the same sense {or in some pax'tic’ular SeN86 )
wauld ocutrage speech. The 1&63 of gﬁt being anglgm
' cable in anx sense. exclndea the idea of bsing
appucable in. i:.he some. sense cw in a different
sense or in any par’bieular: sense, Toe put the mutter
in another *miy, saying that a aingnlar‘ word appllies
to its objscts in different senaes is to presupposme
tﬁat it han' aome songesg not that 1t does not have
any sense, |
Thus the two posit&ons of Mill's, vw., _
(a) that a singular word dees mat apply to 4%
objects 1n the same senee,~ l
and{b) that a singulier word does mot apply to its
6bject9 in any sense whatever, |
' dé, in,fact,.atand'for'very different positions

which convey very different meanings,
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. But neither of the positions is without
diffieui#ieaé - | ‘

(b)s that 1s, that s singuler word doés mat apply
g any -génse, is not quite tm#ﬁle. Iﬁ aseme néee&éary
" t9 grant that a aingulér-word can ésaumn eoﬁe Senee
for,itaeif,thr,otharvisa,Aﬁhat,iiu our eyésgrténda
. to becoms unacceuntable is the fact that in certain
caeeﬁ instmz@kas' of the same grammatical sentence
with ﬁhn aém@-aingulaf'wefd may -assume very different
‘senses, To mention a feu\examplésy | B

(L) T have a headache (said‘by me){

I have a headaaﬁe (said by my cousin),
"I have a headaoche (said by my neighbour),

{13 )This ia‘Elizﬁbeﬁh-(a name of & girl),

‘This‘is Blizaveoth { = rowme of 2 ship)y
This is Blizmabeth {a name of & queen),

{a), that is, that B singuler vord does nos épply
to its bbjeata in the aamé seuso, tends, on the other
héné, to do away with 4ts distinction from general
wofda, and that way, i% may be said to defeat iis

swn purpose, For, os poleted cut by Wolterstopfi,
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'Y genﬁral vord, when it is an ambiguous (or paro-
‘nymous) word, does have different senses and so)
‘naturally, one san well say of it aleso that it is
) not applicalbe to its objects in the same sense,
Thus, take the word *healthy*® which is a general
'word, though it may be applied to its objects in
: dtﬂ&ﬁht sennen, Such sentencss as followe will
4lilustrate this point, ®.g.
(;_L_) Her complexion is heslthy,

The men is heslthy,

This &s a healthy food,

¥alking 1s & heslthy hakit exercise; etc,
ox (11)This 18 a pen (vritting squipment),
This is a pen (enclosurs for cattles).

5, Thus Mill's :intczpmtatzi?n' is not relevant
" at all té the entire rangs of diffienlties that
Q:iﬁno t’rh the .,nei,t.ant:lc ocriteriony while it fails
_4n respect of the small avea (L., (b)(1)) it is
- spscinlly designaed to cover, S0, we may turn to

" the consideration of & second interpretation
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vh:tch wcmld appoar for noro eompx'ohon-i.vo in it-
| se(:po and wh!.ch wouid sesm to have - far greatar
dogrt. of pluunib:l.lity. ‘lhis :lntarpratation is
'Quin.*m
. . The d:l.st:tncfifa ﬁdﬁ:ig nt Qﬁinc‘ 'a Mtarpreiation
'ﬂ.n his crucisl use of two things which ore i
| Q ) the emcopt ‘of purporting to be true of
 am oppoud to being actually true of,
(ﬁ) the dineinctian. hie makea, bestvesn the
ctmecpt ‘of swbiguity and that of geneml:tty-
‘l‘u Iu oxpliait, ‘the nl.’l.ogod aulanc:lc relation of

a gancml vord to an 1ndor:lni.co mmbor o!' thil.ngs
7 and that of a ﬁ.ngniw werd to Just ono thing are
undomtood by Quine ﬂupact:lvciy to mean t
| (;_) that a gon-ml word purports to be m

" an mmﬁns.u number o:r ﬂu.ngn
i__t_!__ (g) that a singuhr word pgggnrﬁs to bs E.ma
f " only one things
The m.an:lng of the cxpresston ‘boing true of' m
- Qainu's formulat&.on is not’ as olear as one night

_desize, It is =pt to be construed in different ways,
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To mention a few examples. By saying 'w is true of
ae'onQ may aimplﬁ'moan that w 15 the name ofigleither n thx
in the ordinary sense or in some special sensos, Op
one may also c¢hoose to mean by 4t that the asserition
tovié w' wonld be a trne assertion. Similarly,
fallowing Wa;terstorffggu one may furthar mean that
Sy auppositeéBs for o'. And s0 oOn, |
| Anyway, the concept of 'being trme of' will not
detain us, We nceed not go into the details of its

oxpliaation; since whatﬁla erucial in Quine's

34 cf, On Universals 31 An Tssay in Ontology,
The Unlversity of Chacagso Prees; ppe53=55.
35 Supposition is a medeavel concept, Its
oiucidation, as qguoted by Welteratorff
from William of Ockham, is as follows 3

" iSupposition' means taking the position,

as 1t were, of something else, Thua, if a

term stands in a proposition instead of

something, in such a way (a} that we use

the term for the thing, and (b) that the

term {(or its nominative case, if 1% cccura

in an oblique case) is true of the thing

(or of o demonstrative pronoun which pointst the Lhing) thew wesay
the terphias suppositio for the thing.",

Vidg Ibﬂ.g' pp.sg—:}h,
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interpretation is (i) above, i.e. the expression

Tpurport?!, It is mainly this which, (combined with o

(ég»,lenablea him to get over the difficulties of
th@ usual semantic Eriterion listed above, To
explain this,

Take the general words 'integer between 3 and
v, 'ing of France', 'snake in Ireland', eic. in
(2)(1) avove., Take also the singular words like
‘Pegasus! in {(b)(ii). The generality of the former
set of words and the singularity of tha latter, ve
have meen, aye sapposed to be impaired in the eyeél
of some logicians, because, in actuality, none of
those Qorda refer to anything at all, so that,; as
required, no‘yord in the former set can be said to
refex to maro.than‘ane thihg, Just as no word in
the latter set can he said to refer to any single
thing, Buﬁvthis"ao-éalled aifficulty causes little
diaturbande fér'Qnina. The concept ’purport5 tends
to provide him with a way to gat over it, That is,
he argues that the words like 'imteger between 3

end 4¢, 'King of Fronce', ‘snake in Iveiand' are
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genoral by semantic criterion itéelf, becauae
ﬁha§ purport te be true of more then one thing, no
ﬁattér that iﬁ actuality they sre not true ef any-
thing et all. Inlthe'bamﬁ wayy 'Pegasus' also
would count as & aingular word secerding to Quine
on semantic considevation, for although it is hot
trna'bf'anything, it pﬁrpbrta to be so of one
single thing, |

In the same way, Quine would justify the
generality of expressions like *pole-star?,
fnatural aateiiteiof the earth' in (2)(4t) abovo%
He would say tﬁaﬁ, even though each of such words
18, as 8 matter of feoct, true of just onolthing,
yot»it-gurgbrta to be true of more than one thing.

But how is Quine t¢ handle the difficulty in
(b)(i)s i.e. that & singuler word, e.ge. the proper
name 'Cassar’® or 'John’, is true of more than one
thing? -

HQTOAaiﬁOQ Guine might take recours® to the
notion of ‘purpert‘..That ia; helQAght argue that

thhough the singular'name"ﬁbhn' ir 'Coesar® is
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used in practice to stand for more than one

indfvidgal. yet agch purports ie refer to.anly :
one inﬁiv&dualg;and thﬁt way,iiﬁ is a2 singulax
words However, in sctuality, Quihe relies pmore on a

supplzmentary course, To solve the difficulty he

. makes a‘ﬂistiucﬁicn bstWQ¢n the notion of genorae

1ity and that of ambiguity which are apt te be

eonfuseds Yees ganerality". Quine says, "is not

‘to be confuded with ambiguity.3®

To explain the point, Take 'pen', a word vhich
ia ambiguoucg it.refers tc moze than ome thing, &
‘writing equipment'; alse en ‘enclosure for cattles'iy
In this, it sliulates o general woxd, Segs 'OTAnNgET,
which reféra-ta'mdra then one objects. Yot a word -
w&th}ambig@ity and genaral word are very differeﬁt.
An ambiguous word refers to its more  tuen one
ijeeé by vizrtue of the fact that it has more than
one aéﬁme; that way,; 4t may be said to fuanction as
more than.oné wuédp_ﬁoﬁwithatanéing that it is the

same verbal shape or the some verbal noise. Bub -

36 Vide Methods of Lozic, Routledge & Kepan
Panly London, p.203,
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contrarily, Q'WQrd's g&neraliﬁy is ﬁo'eonsist in
its oapacity to refer to more than one thing in
the mame_gonses in other words, gua the same word.
in the light of this distinction between
general word snd ambiguouns word, the difficulty
alleged to arise from singular vords like !'Caesay?,
1John?, otc, scems to dissolve easily, For ‘John'g
while it means gsur neighbour's son,; has one senseg
but it assumes another when it vefers to, say,
‘the 0ld grocer'. Similarly, 'Cacsar'!, meauning
the Roman General,; has & sense different from
‘Caegar' which vefera te our dog. The singular word
tJonew' is smbiguous in that it might be used in
different contexts (0 name any of various persons,
but it is atill a singular word in that 1% purports
in an§ particular context to name ane and only
one pérsou.37-
Thus the peculiarily of a préper neme to

deaignate'mora than one thing, atcording teo Quine,

37 Ibid.
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is to be understood after the me&ol_of an ambiguous
ﬁorﬂ; itfia ay ground for denying'tha gingulnrity
of a proper name oxr for its assimilaﬁion into the
cléss of‘genéral worday 4

Quine!s major remedy for the alleged difficulfien
of the aemantic oriterion is ﬁis concept of Tpurport?,
. The way it has been foﬁnd so far to worklis not-
unaaéiﬁfactary. However, thers arise certain bééic
guestions, For example, what is it that 1is tﬁer& |
in a general word or alsevhere because of which it
purporis to uténd for moré than ona:thing? In the
- same vay, what is there in 2 singular word itself
or elsevhere because of which it tends to be true
of Jjust one objeet and not more? Such questions ere
nob eﬁsy to answer, And thisy very rightly, should
make one s bit doubtful about the ulbimate efficacy
of the'concept of Buréort, its capecity to do its
"Joby i.é. to reconcile the alleged difficulities of
the semantie eriterion.

Guine himself a2lso ié ndt perhapa unavare of

this weakness of his particular conceptual tools
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and that is perhaps the reason why he is inclined
toe give more credence to the grammatical criteria
discussed above, He says @

Such talk of purport is only a picturesque

vay of allmding o distinctive grammatical

reles that singular and general terms play

in sentences, It ls by grammatical role that

. general and singular tevrms are properly. to
he distinguished,38

11T

To wind up.‘

The common sémantic ground for diseinguishiﬁg
genoral words does not, on ultimate enalysis,
appear as st?eng as one would desire, On the other -
hand, neither is it as weak as some are inelined
to make it looks As & watter of fact, semantic
conslideration, combined with the grammatical paecue -
liaritiaé of their vole in lénguage, tond to nark
off general wokds quite clearly as a class by itaself,
1,20 & submclags of wéxdsvwhieh‘eannot be subsumed

in any other cco=ordinate sub-elaabo.

98 Yide Wozd and Object, New York(1960), p.95.
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SIMILARITY AND LANGUAGE

The criteria considered in the preceding cﬁapter
are not without limitations, ﬁonsthelesa, togaether
they seem enough té provide a ground for a ¢laim to
the effect thaﬁ the words called general do form a
distinet class of ﬁords. The part played by thia
class of wozxds in 1gnguago is doubtless too.srucial.
And also elaborate, iAnd to be in a position Lo sece
- this one need not go very far,.

It is debaiable Vhetﬁer alli our thoughts are
propositional or relatlonaly it is debabtable further
whethey all oux thoughts~are embodied in language,

oy yhothgr 211 thoughts so embodied are piroposie
tionel or relational, However, thére is one thing

- which is uuﬂaﬁiabls. It is thot some (or wost) of
our thoughts ave éogducted-in language'and that -

they have propositional or velational charactar,

. This means language mostly, (or at least partly) .
itjaqr vehicle of propositional thinking., And in this

capacity,y as is quite plaih, language all through
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has t§ incorporate geﬁnral words, General words
ars, in fact, the part an@ paical of every‘languv
age which.purperjs to convey propositibngl thinke
ing. Without them the 1atte£ is simply impossible,
For'whatever'sentences are o count aes the media
of propositional thoughts are bound teo 1nv01§e |
general wofda as their ﬁqcessagﬁbﬁrts. Without
them ouf propositionsl thinking oqbentéﬁnes could
never have done whai it is to do,; namely, to orga=
niaé'the world that 1les thought of'of spoken about.,
This faet of crucial involvement of general
worde in the partiéular language vhich comprises
propgsitional aentenceg; 1.8, sentences Stating
propositional thoughts, makes 4t obvious that the
twd exist in our ﬁieco&rse each for the other, So
tﬁat,'in a generaliseé senmey problems about
| general words are to count a2s problems zbout
langnage (i.os the rzlevant part thereof), Stated
alvernately, vhatever goes to illumins the charace
ferland'functidningief the formexr goss thereby.

alubﬂto'illuminé the nature and functioning of the
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iatter, That way, concern about geuneral words is
not an isglmt@d concern restricted mérely to
general words themselves;i inevitably, it tends teo
assume a wider bearing, bearing on the langueoge

of which they happen:: to figure as elements,

. The identity‘of general words is apprehended
;ntuitiﬁély, if onoe nay say se, Our search fox
their oriteria, semantic, grammatical or otherwise
ir the previous chapter wvas & search for an explie
clt rationale for this aspprehension, However, once
the identity of thé gemeral words is taken foz
esteblishned, i.,e. once we recognise that they
stand for a distinct class of words we coafront a
new problems. This problem is far mora sericus than
that of'cfiieria. Accordingly, it has alss engaged
philosophers on a far wider scale, This problem

raletes to the use of general words in our discourse,
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In a sonse, which is predominantly psychole=
glical, the problem may be conmﬁrﬁed #s a demand
for an account or deacription of the process ef
acquiring the ability to umse general words or ﬁh§
ability to understénd thom when they occur in |
languages. This sense of the question has no doubt
2 significange of 1its owne, No ong would deny that,
The psychiclogiczl investigation whilch 1% purpofta
te trigger off is indeed worth it,. Noﬁétheleas,
it is not this particular sense of the problem
which has gone %o make it a subject of pervasive
and intemsive concern f{or philosophers,

Phllosophers worrying about the use of general
vords have othér sanses.of the problem in mind, We
may distinguish three Euch seﬁéesa

(1) In the first sense, which may be called
logiCal, the problem ls ome of findipg a rationaié
or logicel pyound for the application of ome and
the same goneral word to objects which ayre in

many waye diverse,
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(41) In the second sense, on the other hand,
the problem, 5€:1et1? speaking, is egistemolégieal,
it becém@s one of finding that by knowing which . :
we come to know fhat certain particular things are
to be covered by a certaln general word, while
certain other particular tﬁings ere not, .

(111) In the third sense, the problem becﬁmes
an ingulry into fhe nature'and_iﬂentity of 80KG
$hing vhich may poesibly exist iy some possibdble
aense in the @iverse objects or eléewhore to ‘
provide én objective basis for the use of one
'andvthe same general word of ithom, This mémlsense.may
bo called metaghysical. |

The three @eﬁmes of the problem are closely
interiinked. They have a basic uvnity wvhiech ie téo
obvioqs. Nonetheless, thev are different, WNo
philosopher would den? 1%, although, in préct;ce,
fewlwoﬁld bother to take any serioug nate of 1%,
And why should they? For, to most philosophers

the problom, in whichever of the threo senges 1%
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is fﬁken, appears in all cames answerable imredi=
ately, if not aslisc finally, in‘térms of one and
the eame concept, nﬂmelﬁ that of gimilority. That
is, by some such hypofhesis. aé fox eiample,
*Decanse the objectsadaéignated by a parbicular
genoeral word are similarf, "By knowing that they
are similar®, "There is a kind of relation caliled
similarity in which the objects stand to ome another®,
And the iike,

In this way, the notion of similarvity is icvolked
' in philosophy to do the job of explaining cur use
of goneral words and, therewith, of throwing light
on the language in which they cecur. And as wounld
 be corroborated by history, this explanatory role
of aiﬁilarity happens, In fact; to present a very
wilde arca of philosophical agreemend, Lt provides
a meeting point even for the nominalists and Ghe
realists. Both subgaribe to the posiition that the
aimilarity hypothesis ig indispensable for the role
assigﬁod to it, Whati separates thewm sharply is

mainly their ivreconcilable stands on the question
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of whether or not similarity is to count as |
ultimate, Realists hold that similarity of thinge
is not nitimate and, &herefore,‘ itself calls for.
an explanation. Hence their»'uaivorsals’ from

" which similazity is supposed to derive;’Fér
nominalists, on the other hand, similarity of
things is an ultimate fact about them; ax so that,
for the nominaliata; questions of the kimd why
things are similar are all inadmissible tagaﬁhcr'
with the notion of universal which is brought in

to anower it,

ix

Thus the official ﬁas&tion as regardes the role
of similaxity ﬁis—a—ﬁisitha use of general words
4o that the former eXp;ains:the latters. That is,
similarivy of certain 6BJecta iz the universal

ground forxr the‘application of a genaral word to
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each of them. And to this, as we have mentioned,

| philoiﬂphe?l.’ however they may differ otherwise,

. widely agrse. Anyway, the position does not possess
" any inherent imuunity, that is, its vepudiation, in
. no senss, ¢an be said to be self-contradictory, In
principle the position, then, is open to doniﬁ.!..
And incidentally, in practice also it has been

; denied in reécent years, I'Philoqqphen of such emie

| nence is Auetin, The denial is mainly grounded on’

- showing that there ay

 ordinary ssnse.

| Anyway, the c;cniail calls tor serious examination,
In his philosophical wr:li!;{'n‘gu all through Austing

. &s is Whown to us, is averse tc adwitting universals,’

1 Sce for example, vide "Are There A Priori
Concepts?®, "The Meaning of a Word%, Philocso=
phical Papers,Oxford University Press, London,
1970,

Also Senme end Sensibilia, Oxford University Fress,
London .5.1935,4



SIHILARITY AND LANGUAGE 139

That way, he proves a coﬁaiafent ally of the
nominalists and the confirmed euemy ef the realieta.
But he goes a utcp forvard and upholda a poaition
vhich makes him a2 common enemy of both the realists

and nowinaliata. In Auatin ‘s own language 3

eve it is mnot tho lnnut trus that all the
things which I 'call by the same (general)
name' sre in gensral 'similer®, in uny 3
ordinary sense of that much abused word,

For Austin, simllardty apart, there are other good
reasons besides for calling different things by the

same Nane,

2 Cn his own assessment, hovever, Austin
 wonld make a.claim te be am ally of the
nominelists notwithstanding thiis position
of his, For the position, he fecls, by
weakening the caseé of universals at a
. more basic level, would ouly strengthen
the central purposs of nominalism, ‘nemely,
denial of universals,
3 Vide .“"The Meaning of a Word“, Philosophieal
aperss Oxford University Press; Londen,
1970, p.6%a
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see We often 'call different thinge by the ‘
same name', and for perfectly 'good reasons',
when the things are ﬁot even in any ordinary
sensge 'similar? seec i - '

But what, really, might these 'good reasons' be?
Austin does not have any'poaitiva‘angﬁer on thia
point, Finding tﬁgsa £00d Treasous, accorﬁlng‘to him,
Lp a job which should belong to a no mén'a.land
iying betveen ghiloaophy; on the one hand, and
philology, on the other, As such, hc leaves the busie
ness to tha‘corporato Obligation of phi;oaophers éﬁd

philologists. As Austin puls it 3

ses it 12 a matter of ursgency that a doetrine
should be developed about the wvariouns kinds
of goond reascons for which we '¢all different
things by the same name', This is an absorbe
ing question, but habituslly neglected, so
for as I know, by phileologists as well as by
philozophers, Lying in the no man's land
between them, it falls betwesen two schools,
'to develop such a doctrine fully would be
very compiicated and perhaps teédious t but
also very useful in many ways,. It demaunds_ the
study of actual language, not ideal onma.s

4 Ibid, pe70.
5 Ibiad,
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_ Anyway, let ns»coneeﬁtrato on Auatin'a pasiﬁiom
that 'similarity' is not the univcraal ground for our
calling different ‘things by the same general w@rdo
The pmsi@ion is songht to be Justified by him almost
entiraly on inductive grounds That is, what he does
iz to cite iﬁsfanden‘where we do apply = and arce
perfectly right in so doing - the same name to things,
although those things ere alleged by Austin to x be
dissimilar or not éi@iiar'in any ordinary sense,

These instances are listed systematically in the
third part of his famous article "The Meaning of a
erd“. But the instances, we are afraid, do not 4o
Atﬁeir joby 1.4 eatabliah@ﬁ the pegition of Aﬁstinc
‘They arvey if one may aayfée;‘not in fact relevamt to
the pésiti@ﬁ»at all. Auatinq in §ur e&as. seems to
have been misled bybthem; |

- (1) In the first-piéée, all %hﬁougﬁ Austin would
épﬁear committed, without én& expliclt justification,
to 8 preconceived sense of similarity. The pareicﬁlar
faense of similarity, it is to be noted, 6055 not haVQ

anything in itself to asccount for its credibility. Om
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‘the othor'hand,'ié»iajnot aieu univarsailyzaecepted.
The gaﬁiualiate would all of them reject it uncone
diticonally, while met all realists are inclined to
accept it,

(2) But,'éﬁ our mind, the remson which is far
more important and interesting is a clﬁitax efi ‘
confusions of differénﬁ vgri;ties which seem to
underlie Austin's thinking, Thase,confumibns are
betwveen g o _ ‘

(2a) generality of a word and its ‘paronymity’,

(29) generality of a word and its metaphorical
.functioning; ’ | '

{22) the notion of a word having tho game sense
aﬁd that“of'two wordSuhaving é@milar genged

(24) mera‘uée oflﬁ general word in difforent
- verbal eantex%éuaﬁd its @ae in the same sense to
designate objects; |

(gg),meré verbal shape or'a verbal noise of a
word with the word itselrl which is vefbal shape Of

verbal noise plus some sense;
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Let us underieke a survey of Austin's inaﬁanaes
to illustrate our points, |

Eyamples‘of (aa)} (zc).»(zd) are to be found
togoether in the parvicular instance in vhich Austin
refers to thé use of words like ’healehy‘. We do,
in our language, use the word of varied obaeetq in
saying, 9.g. 'healthy body', 'healthy complexiom’,
‘healthy exercisc', 'heélthz rboég, and so onj but,
according to Austin,~such things as ‘body®, ’campleﬁion'.
*food! .'exerciae’ cannot be sadd to be similar in any
sense which would not bt~mislaaéing.

The instanoe happens to figure first in Auatin'e
iist, Howavar; its connection with the thesis which
it is toAcorrpgorate does not appear at all cbvious
to us, It'ia, as ve have already said, perhaps uoé“
relevant at eil. To soa this ona‘ia to éo-into the
functicning of the word 'healthy’. |

Is &3& ‘healthy® a ganeral word? It uwndoubtediy is,

on Eravigo, it fuilfils the minimal requirement of a v
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genaral word, 1.0, if it is used, in the same sengey
to designote mll the warked cages of the quiklity of -
having heglth. For exgmp;e,:aa in the case when I say,
'My cousin is healthy'’; 'Thie is a healthy dog', and
ap on to mean;iﬁ sach éasa the same thing as that the
subject in question has mo 1liness, ' _ ‘

But doss it hold goodkaf the word 'h@althy' in
the fouw examples of its uga quoted by Austin? Ini;
other words, can it he sadd tﬁat the werd,.whetharrit
 15 used és an.adjactivé of }bedy' 6r of ’eonnlexion'
or of. 'foodg oer of Toxercies?; has all through tho same
gense? Someone may well deny this. He way be 1nelined
to say that the word thealthy' 4n each case above. |
has a distinct meaningy it'is'to count as en e#ampla
of an ambiguous?vard; and, the amblgulty of'a word

and the generality of it, as Qui&eﬁ Do ints outy is

6 "But generallty is not %o be confused with
smbiguity®, Methods of Togic, Roui:ledge &
Ebgan.?aul, London )
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never to stand for the sameé things As an ambiguous
ward, t.‘ne word ihea.lthy' in it\éz four -dii‘ferent

uses abmre, it wou.'!.d be said, is, in ract. t@ be

taken as foup dii’f’erenu words having in éommon

oniy, says the same. 'va:-bal shapet, oy fyerbal noiset, 7
o_n this interpretation, then,; Austin?s instance

uﬁée&- consideration would turn out to be a harmless

example of dif‘f’e;fent yords applyingv to _;iifferane'

thm@"_‘ s and not an example of what alone is relew
vanty namely, 'bhat of & game word designeiing things
which are not sim:&lam |
Auutin is not of c«:mvs!!; unaware of this. He does
envisage éhaf; Yhe word ’hea;thy' might be construed
by somre as an ambiénms» word and that such censtrual
. z’iéo‘uajd ténci to moke the instance under examination
irrolevent, Aecordingly, he hurries to add that "the

word {(*healthy') is nég Just being nsed qguivécaj!.l»g ,*8

7 The exgress LOTI® AT ﬁussell'a. ‘See An_Ingulr
into Meaning and Trnth, (Penguin Book),ppe21=22.
B Vide "The Meaning of a Yord¥, Philosophical
Papers, Oxford University Praaa, London 1970),
P'?"Q ' :
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Nonetheless, it is not a word for him without ﬁ@ﬁe
peculiarity. ?alldwing'ﬁriatoﬁle. he mointaine that
mit (the word 'healthy!) is being‘used;'parbnymouaiy'cg
And by this he_meaﬁs @erely that the word in all itéz‘
uges above has a "primary smclear senset 10 This
‘nucloar sonse, according to Austin, iﬁ “the seﬁsé in
which ‘healthy® 1= uséd of a Liealthy budy.““ @hia
is called pucloemr because Lt is, in Austin's words,
¥ Scontained as & part! in the other two geﬂaeé\
which may be sot out as 'productive of healthy bodies?®
and ‘rosulting from & hoalthy heay?.“‘z

.,But can we, oven by accepting with questioning
Austin's interpretation of th& word 'ﬁaalthy’, ﬁawein
‘thaﬁ it i= @ paronymous { snd not ambiguous ) word,
resporg the suppcsed relovance of his instance? Tﬁaﬁ
isy can the paronymity of 'healihy'® be considgrad. |
‘epcugh t6 reensure that the word 'heslthy', in its

various uses above, & has been used in the same seneoe

9 Ibid.
10 Toid,
11 ibid,
$2 Ibid.
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and, therefors, might gount as.tha ggﬁg'wordvaii'_
through? The allegea paronymitv, as far as wi undaso
atand, ¢an mﬂke at heam a claim to Bhﬂw thaﬁ the o
'sepses in which tha ward 'kealthy’ has been aged to.
qualifv ’bedy' 'faud?, ?exorciae?. atg, resamble
“dn a moat imparﬁant way. But vhat may that go ﬁé.

‘ implv? Perharsg mersly that 'haalthy’ in 1ta 81ne use
,anﬁ ’ﬁealthy‘ in its anuthar nee ara 3ﬁst imilar
vords, natwﬁthatanding that they have tha.sam@ verhai
shapa or proﬁmce the sama varbal noing, Simllaritz,
hnwever baeic, is nevex the sane as what we call

axample. Ypetulant® and

_aamsnesa. Twa wards, say, fef
'irr&table‘ have aimilag sensos ana, that ways, they
. may well be ualleﬁ aimilar wqxﬁs. But do they over
count as the samé word bedause of that? | : |

. Tﬁué ﬁhe word 5heaiﬁﬁ?‘ in tho diffarenﬁ cantextl
of é ‘s usa above, can ha saiﬂ to asaume only similar .
Senseay it dmssm'* hava the same sense and cannot,
tharefove, cavnt as the samo word, though this.
prec%aely, is what i% ﬂaxded for itb roleva nca. Th@
ward 'healthy’, &8 w& undersﬁanﬂ. is. in. fact, anly

& case of different words being emboﬁte@ in & common
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verbal shape or noise.
 $imilar analyele, we suﬁpése, would hold goed to

ezpose bhe irvelevance of three more confirmatory
‘inetanc933 in Austin's‘list, i;e. instances wﬁeré.:an
hie ciéim, ﬁﬁezgggg'generallwaré'goeaAto apply to :
things which are not,; according to him, similar in
any ordinary sense, Hare aiso, as we shall sec, a
partiaularigenerél word, which can at most bo said
to have similar genses in the diiferent contexts of
its use, has'baen miatakenly supposed Yo stand fof
different cumployments of the same word, because of
1ts hevirg the sane verdal shape all tbrough,The
instanceé, ve ave mentioning, are respectively those
under (2), (4) and (6) in Austin's list.
‘ To state thomse instances 2d seriatum.

{z2) pertaﬁps:to thelﬁaa of such words as 'faaﬁiat;!
?éynicism', ete, On elaborationy it i3 as folliows 3

Take 2 word:liké ‘fascist’ s this originally’

connotes, sayy a great many cheracierietics

ot once : msay X, ygnd Z. Now we will use -

tfascist! subsequently of thingzs which possess.

only one of these striking characierisbics, _
So that things call@d 'fasclst' in these senses,

oy

which wa may call 'incompletet s?gses. need not
bo similiar at all to each other, .

“3 Ibid’ p.72.
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(2) concerns the use of what is called ‘snalogous!
terma by Aristotle. As Austin puts i% 3

Yhen A 3 B 22 X 3 T then A and X are often called
by the svme hame, €,£. the foot of a mountain and
tha foot of a list, Here there ls a good reason ’
far calling the things both *feet?! Lut are we to 1
say they are 'similart? Hot in any ordinary sonse,

{6) concorms words like ‘youth' or 'love', Austin
says § |
Another case which often provides pazzles,
1= that of words like 'vouth'® znd 'love?
which sometimoa mean the object loved, or
the thing whichir is youthful, sometimes the
passion 'Love! or the qualiﬁy(?) tyouth'e 1D
(6), 1.e. the CAGOR of vords like Ylowve! and :
tvouth', we supposac, can bo disposed of eaaily. Thoir
confimatory relevance cam be denied by uvs exactly in
the way 4n which ve have deried it %o th& word °healtihy!
abeve; for those words are ltkenesd to 'haalthyﬁfby.
Austin himsel@l, presumably, to meen thet, like thé
latter, they 2x¢ also paronymous tords, That is,

here alse ws een say that nelther 'love’ nor 'youth!

14 Loid, pre7i=72. (Italica auru)
15 Iblgd, PeT3e
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is an example of one & and tha samg vword being used’
of di;?_fereﬁ*b things ;g?which alone is relevants in -
sach cuse what we have is only gimilar words in a
common verbal shﬁj;a’. ‘&Q;si\gaating different objachts; '
tLovet, measziﬁg ‘ahé passion love, designaﬁes one
things 'iove'!, meaning the object loved, is. another
{though similar) word designating another thing,

These are two words for twe things, not the same vordy

S0 to exoming the remaining two instances. |

Take (. "

The word ‘fascist'! originally c,omimt'es haviag the..
choragteristics of __z;é I§ 2+ But what ,:i'a it that we
do *éabaequ@ntly' in ds;ﬁng &9 &llé’g@d by Austiﬁ? Wq*
may put it this vay. Someone callis a person A a ‘
‘fapeist? o mean that A possocsses ‘t}he‘a eharaci':er?istis
of x: someonc aise calls A or another person B a |
'"PeR 'fascist' to meon *é;hai: ha possesges “the charactore
1stie of v; and 8o on, Thus the word ?faacist'; in one
use of it, means 'having the aharactefistic of %Y,
in anotuner use of it, 'having the characteristic ot

z',i and .so one Sut what does zll these amocuat to?
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Plainly, that the verbal shape or noise "fascistt
assunes different aensss in different uses of it, or
that in using this word we ave, in fact, using

different words (in the same verbal shape or noiss)

to mean different dissimilar things (i.,e. "the

characterdstic of having g’ s Ythe characteristic

of having x") s it die m;:’f an instance which 1is
gorﬁane to Austin’s position, i,e. instance of .a Bama
word bfoing uned of things which are not similar,.

Ve may now tuin to (4). How exactly do 'foot’ in
the p&n'aﬁe *the foot of & mountain' and 'foot' in
the foot of a list® stand yis~a-vis each other? Do
they havs the same senss, 80 that they may count as
tvo occurrences of -?;ha sanme word? Adistotle, as
gquoted by Austin, has o apeci&l nawe faf thsmg he

callg them ‘enalogous' worda. dud in so doing, the

_idea that &hey are sccuirences of the sawe word seems

to have been clearly &anieﬁ. The description impliles

that ‘foot! in one ecﬁni'.exi; and 'foott in the other

gontext have oaiy siwilar scuses and, therefores

they are 0 count us simniliar words,



Someone, who has in mind such phrases, ¢.g. "a
nightqueon®, “the queen of birde™; “quoen of hills",
etc, might, oﬁ the _othci? hand, offer to understand
the phrases 'foot of a list', *foot of mountain®,
stc, after ti:eu‘. That isy he might suggest that the
word ‘foot' in the examples being considered is an
extension slong ditfqﬁnt lines by way of —itapho’a
of the aithal ian_t'i_ of the word *foot' as in .‘ﬁg.
'He walked on feet', 'He injured his feet', just as
the word ‘qgueen' in the above cases is a mtaphér:teal
_ extension along different lines of the word ‘queen’
in 4its literal noni,oj as in e.gs 'Quesn Vietérit"’»

But does it make any difference? Well, on this interw
‘pretation, the relation betwasn different uses of the
word *foot® would correspond to (a) that betwesn some
particular verbal shape or noise in its litSral sense
and the same verbal ahai:j;p or noise in 3k a mataphorical
‘senss, or (&) to that betwesn two motaphorical senses
of the same verbal shape or nofse. But in either case
*£60t" would count only s similar vords in a common

verbal shaps or noise and not as different occurrences
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of :gﬁg # same wordj; mince tha identity of a'iwqrgif is

R eonctiéﬁted' not by Lts verbal shape or noise but

) by tha sense’ in wh:l.ah it ' e amp:l«oyod;

ou:- unegad irrexwmce of (&) is pcrhaps Justie -

ﬁ.m on ;nothcr eount also, -'rhings to vhioh the word

'foot'; in ite var:l.oun uscs; purports to refer to,
_pegemble

‘ do. in z'aet, mon% in a dafs.nito wny; it ie not

th. uasa tha*k thuy are no_t._, as’ nnppon& by An;tin.

i:lnﬁ.&t* in any ordmry nnn. Au-tin anti.c:!.pates

ema ;au&nm lme the wuy he mmta M: ipp)aﬂy on ouyr -

annlyniﬁ; tc bo totuxlv maatiaf&ctory.

Rcfcrring ‘to A and ¥ 'dn instonce {4) ae’ quoted L

abovog Au-t:\n forimlates the yoint ‘thus 3

wu Hay oay ‘thet the snlations '4n which thoy
stand to B ana ¥ ﬂﬂpdeﬁvﬁy are. ni.m.t:.ar
rautzm.si SR

e - [

md. ehwom. pwo&aedﬁ to élml:‘ it ap ‘by aay&ng t'

%n nnd good but A and X arc not the
- pelations in whiok they stand t and anyone
-simply told that, in omlling X and X both
Yfeat? T was ecalling attention to a 'simi-w
3.arity' in tbmn. uouid prahably ba misled,

‘6 bid, Pb?gv P
‘7&.

4163
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Tﬁié éeéﬁalfo ﬁe a dangerous line-of argunent, It
-wouia tengd toﬂméke similarity of any twe things ine
'deacr;bable.jTrué, A is not the same as its relation
to Bj} vor is X the same as ité:relation to Y. This is
not aéﬁied. But that‘$5'éertaimiy not a»gruund for
aaying~that A and X are noﬁ similar, The point is.
that if x's rulation to Y and At's relation to B happen
to bs similer, thon. that w111 provide a ground for
saylng in a definite gsense that A and X are similar,
$imilar1ty in reagect of thair relations i indeed a
groun@ for twvo thipgs being called similar, For,
otherwise, how can we ordinarigx desciibe eny alleged
simiiérity of two fhiﬁgs? One ¢annot say that we can
do it in terms of the similar (or same) qualities of
the thingss because the argument, if taken for valid,
would apply egainst this‘hypothéeia a;ike; For,_j Just |
as a thing@ is not the same as its relotion to aﬁéther. N
it ,i'sv ziq"b a'-i's'o: the same as any pa'rticuia:; gquality
of it | o

V¥hether relations or qualities are to be everys

thing which a thing stamds for is a traditional
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mﬁtapharical issue, vhich need not at alil concern
us here, Nonetheloas, what cannét perhaps Se ignored
is that thay are unavoidable in ordinary deacription
of things, S0 to admit that any two things, saye A
and X, stand in similar relations, say, B and Y,jis to
g&m;ﬁ»that A and X are thémaeiveaﬂsimilar on agecount
of r! and‘ﬁg. But the sense of similarity which
underlios Austin®s thinking seems to miss this point,
- Similaridy is by no means a single concept; Nor
is the wvord ‘similayr'® so, This is parhaps-cliar
enough from what we have already said about it in oup
earlier chapters. The use of the word ‘aimilar® in
languége is, in fact, obscured often by misuses or
abuses of it, And insofar as he describes it explie
c&tiy as a "much abused word"’gngustin is not
unavare of ite Yet, a bit un@ccéuntﬁblyj the wdr&
'aimilér' itself éoes not secem to conacrh him much;
when he concerns himaclf with it, He does iitile
tovards theiexplieétion of the word's meaning; while
the: particular sense of 1t, which he has in mind, is

far from toc explicit. He epeake'repeatcdly ot
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'uimilar in Ordinary-aénae’. Eﬁé'what exactly doas
it mean for him?.Whét is it for twé thingse A and
jB, to be similer in the ordinary sense? Perhaps
‘bnlﬁ that A and B possess é‘¢omman quality, say,
trad?, 'sucet’ and such like, But this, as we learn
from Wittgenstein, is a mistéke.'Ané the mistaﬁeiﬁ
madé by Austing =gm it 1a,preciseiy-on account of
it that he is,»in our opinidn, lsed to misconstrue
the correct iﬁpart of his counfirmatory instance_under.
.(3), which, as he pﬁﬁa ity is a3 Tollovws
| Another case is where 1 call B.by the same

name as A, becauss 1t resembles A, C by the

same name because it resembles By Deee and

56 on, But ultimately A end, say, D do rot

resemble each other in eny recognisabla
sense at 311.19

‘Put what ie 4t that moy be sadd to follow from
thié? As wo understaud, only that A and D do not have
fany quality in cammcn. But is that enough teo confirm
the suppositzon that they do not vesemble in any
recOgnimabla senae whatever and, therofore, are

called by the same nsme independently of their reseme

19 Ibid, p.72.«
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blaneé? Can we not qay‘that'a, E, Cy Dy and { thersce
fore A and D), rosemble each other in gome of thei”
sensas in whielhh "games®™ er;"mémbér of a-?amily*_

are sald by Wiﬁtgenatginzo %a:resemble~eacﬁ?s other?
That is, "similarities overlapping end crisse
crossing®, "overall similarities®, Ysimilerities

02V and the 1ike, This secums definitely

of detail
poasible, If'A»anﬁ 3 are not found to be similar in
the particular “recognizable senge? of Auatin, then
wvhat follovws is Juat'that they are not similar in
that particulav‘éensa only. But thie cartainly is
not the enly sense of ﬂimilarity‘ Thera -are other
reecgnisable senses besides, And A and D may, as in
fact thoy are, similar din some such particular sense,
Thua tno sense of sim&larity waich is callsd ‘
5orﬁinary‘aenaa’ of it by Austin and to ghieh;Austiﬁ
is wedded is inﬂoed a bit too narrow, Things which’ﬁ

have arecﬁmon qual;ty,'e.g. colour, taste, eﬁé,,‘do

'~ea1,1nvaativatrons, Tr.G.E.H.
Anscambe, Baslil Blackwell, Oxford, 1968,

k 9031. )

21 zbid, Pelie
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cartginly_relﬁmbleo‘Nobcdy wcgldldepy this. But
simllarity is not always e mattar of poaseqqing _
such a ccmmon:quality._ﬁs already mentioned, thinéa
mey well become similar in other ways and for other
roasous. besides. Austin falls to see the truth of
phip,.ang.for ;hat, as we saw abnye. he is led %o
ﬁisread_the instance {3) and, in consequence, to
misjudge its rglovance=£or his positlon. It is

this samé drawback which, once again, obscureg'fo&
Austin the corvect impoxrt of the case he cites
undey (1)9 The case in point 4s that ofy ... 2
cricket bat anddcricket bail and o cricket

n?2 The epithet 'crieket‘ is epplied to bate

umpire,
ball apd umpire in the same sense though, in Austin's
eyes, they are not similar.

But can we really afford to see through the ecyos
of Aqatiﬁ and intorpret the matier exactly as he .
docs? Is it truly the pese that ocne cannot spoak of
any sense whatever in which the things designated

by 'crmcket bat’ ‘cricket umpire‘ d ‘ericket .

ball® may be aaié to be ﬁimilar? Let us oonsider.

22 Yide "The Meaning of a Word", ®hilopophical
Pagers, Oxford Univeraity ?rcsa, London, ps.T73.
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Take, firat,lth& wox'd ’criaket' which, no~doubt¢
is a gonerrl name refoerring to every instance of the
kind of gemes that eve called ‘ericket’, €oZe the
game that is mov being played botween India and
Pakistan, the game. that was played between England
and Vest Indids last year, and'so §n and =o fgrth.
Such instances do resemble one another in many
reapecis, so that the applicaﬁion of the same gensral
name 'ericket?® to them in the same seﬁsé woul&
‘unhesitatingly be said to be grounded on their
similarity, | .

To—téke, now, tﬁe phrases ‘ericket bhall?,

*ericket vat'y 'ericked uméire’ peparately, It ié‘,
plain that each i3 a gondral name,; hecausa "cxrickat
:hall' epplies iﬁ'the same sense t0 every instan@e_

of the'éﬁass'of thiings which axre called ‘cricket
ball'; likewise, ﬁhe nhrase *ericket umpir@' i
applied in the same monse to designate every menber
of that class ¢f human beinge who function as umpires
~in a cric.étuganes and so on, Crloket b&lla resemble

one another;‘and.ao do oricket umpires or ericket
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‘bats, etc, So the names 'cricket ball®, ‘erieket
bat?, éna toricked umpive’, etc, do-ﬁet:prﬂsent‘anyi
special difficulty, General naming in all such
 caaeS»iﬂ‘basad on - the feaemblaﬁme:af named things
or individuals.

But Austin's case, as quoted above, is different,
It porbiains to the use of ‘ericket' in the same
sense as a comwon word for a (crickot) ball, a
(ericket) bat, an {cricket) nﬁpire,*etc; Cricket,
haere, is not exactly a word to desigmnate the instan=
ces of the game which have obvious rescmblance. bo
one another. Rather, it is a woPd vhich designates
" a>ball, a bat, an umpire, and so on, These obviously
are not similar in the way the,inétﬁnces of the game
salled ‘cricket! or the instances of things called
jicrickﬁ&'b&il' ave 0. In facts ﬁhey'are,no@-éimilat
at all iﬁ the way ia wﬁiﬁh sbjects ca@iﬁg under any
other ordinary class néme.—g.gr appless Kangaroés}
tea eupa,'ﬁ;eéc,*ara"ﬁu$ ie that & reason to &R say
ﬁhat'tgey are nathsimilér in any seus: whatever?

Take'ohe.wha, sharply unlike a nominalist, aiready -
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eogmitsqhimself to the.viéw that similarity is
de:iva%ive in some sernse, Iis %f really not pOBsiblel
for him:to spagkuof an alternative sense in vhich

‘e érigket bali?, 's cricket bett, and *a cricket
umpire' may be said te be similax?

One possibility_whic&.would tend t6 suggest ‘
itself immediately to us is this, It may be said ¢
Well, theée bsli, the bet and the umpire Q even though
they may not share = common simpie quélity - may
nevertheless be seid to be similor in the sense that
.thei gre'ell used in, or are parts of the common
gewe czlled ‘ericket’. Avstin is no doubt awvere of
such‘a aﬁggestian, Hewgver. he turna it dcun'becaune
he seems to feel that it would smount %o o sin against
logic of definition, That is, he scems to fear, if
x# wo rightiy underg%aﬁd his mind, that 1t would give
Tise to the logical vice which 1s commonly called
girenlority by us. He argnes 1@

sse 1t i3 no good %o say that ericket simply

means ‘used in cricket's forms we camnot explain

what ve meen by 'erickesi' excont by explaining

the special parte played in cricketing by the
~bat, ball, &c.23

23 id.

[ =]
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"But the fear of circularlity, as for az we unders
stand, is not gperhapse we.ll-fmmded. It is likely to
be digpelled, 1f wa go Just slightly dasper, first,
into the notion of civeularity itsclf and, socondly,
with that, slsc into the sxuct nature of the relae
tion which holds betweon crickei, on the one hand,
crickataball, ericke?»batg criclet-umpire, etec, ou .
the othewr, : o , .

Take two terms 5.and Be hen, exzctly, may thoir
definitions be said to Lacome clveculer and mays an
t}zat. ground, become&*itiated‘? A cirénﬂ.arity, whilech
is viciousy will zo doubt coccur if I define 4 and
- 8 straighdway by mutual reference, i.2. by saying,
A dip By vhile saying simuliancously alse 'E is
A'. Tikewlso, the definitlions would agein be circu~
lar and vicieﬁs, it tﬁa ralation batween.£ and‘§
happeis to be symmetrical, and, thersoeun, L define
both jumt in terms of thot relation. E.g. I define
A as the brother of B, ond E as the brother of A,

But ths definitisn of 'ericked' and that of

tericket ball', fericket bat'!, ate. need not be
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treated as axaet.pérallgl of thias, Flrst, iﬁ-ie;tq
ts noted thet, one do;s not define 'ecyicket? by
saying thaf Bricket is ebicket-banilm; nor does one
define Tericketwball® by saving that it is cricket,
Again, someone may well say ¥ ‘oricked® is the sum
 total of 'cricket ball?, forickst bet', ‘cricket ,
umpivre?, etc;“g but, then weuld he conversely say
that 'erickei tall?y Yoriclket bot'; 'oricket umpirel,
ete, are fha gum to¥s] of ‘Yericlkot'? No. The fact .
of the matter 1s that the relstion between 'cricket!
on the one side, and 'ericket ball', ferickes bat?,
etc., on the other, is not an dnstance of auny .
asymmetrical relation, rathor the oppeailte of i,
it isy In froolty a porticular instence of @ particular
type of symmgt%ieal relation; namely, that which.
holde betwesn a thing and its parts. That is, vhile
we sy, Yerichket baﬁ‘; Verdieket bali', ste,, arve
parts of, {or sve used’in}, @é&cket, we do not Bay,
in the $am9 manner, alao thgt'tricket 1z & part of,
{or is used in}, 'erieﬁet ball?, ‘tcrickat hetf, etc.

Yhet remaing now to be examined by us is the
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case under (3) in Austin's 1list. The case relates

A . o
£® that of what hesg been oalled by H Jehngon™ © a
feeterninable’ {e.g. colour, shape, etc,) znd
tdeterminates' (e,g, ved, blue, green,; etc., or
round, Square, bralbgular, ste, Y.

Censide ory for examplo, '1éd', *bHiluae', gresnt,
etc, Thcy all have the common genersl name ‘colour®s
althoug& hey do nat appesr to have aay quality in
comaon {ms, say,; things called 'hocks! have) and,
in that MmJ&e,<eamnat Be sald te he similer to one
ancblicr. '

eee is there any (sccondary) adjective which

analysis would r&vcal as characterising all

thege differvent {primury) odiectives?®h
{p N
asks Jolmson and, thereon, procoods to give the
foliewing snsver:

In my view there ie no ouch (secondory)

adjectlives in fact, the several colours are

put into the same group angd given th? same

name colour, net on the ground 0f =ny partial
SLTeCR STE AN PP S

24 Vide logic, Parb Is Dover rubliicalion,
Waw Yﬂfkq Chap. xx.

25 Ibid, pel70.

26 Ibid
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Note also the following ifmmedietely proceeding
this ¢

¥het is moat prominently notable about red,

green and yellow is that they are different,

and oven, a8 we may say, opponent to one

another .. 27 |

Thusj on the kind of analysis which is Johnson's,
the different hues, *red?, 'blue*, ‘'green?, ‘yellowl,
ote., covered by the general word ‘colour'® are not
similay, So, paturally, to Austin, it happens to
come in handy as an instance in which a general word
is used independently of *similarity’ being the
rezson for that; and the 1natance, in turn, becomes s
ground « inductive of course, as we have said = fér
his general position that 'eimilarity' is not the
universal reason for using general words of things
or indifiduals- |

BDut what, then, might be onr reason for using

the comaion name 'colour' for the-variéua hues?
Austin does nof deny that there is such a yeagong
although N8 waxkaes ne claim o kuow it, Nor, again;

does ke undextake o discover it nimmelf t the

27 Zbid, pi175=170.
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entire matter, as we already know, is left by him
to the care of hisAphilosopher-ghilologist. Johmson,
hovever, does otherwise, He faces the problem and
suggests a solution, which is 3

s2s the speecial hkind of difference which 2
distinguishaes one colour from another ses”

The fact which ie to support the hygothesia is,
aocording to JOhnSGﬁp’th&t no such differsnce can
be sald to exist between a eolour and a determinate
coming under another determinable, as for exahple,
‘triangular?, 'roundt!, fsguare', under shape, In
Johnson's own words 3 |

ses the ground for grouping determinates under
one and the same determinable is pot any pare

- Bial agreement betwgen them that could be )
reavealed by analyeis, but the wnigus and pecu-—
diar kind of difference that subsists batwaeen
the smeveral determinates under the aame deter=
minable, and which does not subsiat between
one of them and an adjectiveé under some obther
doterminable .29 .

How, then,to interpret this analyeid of Johnson's?
Whaty exactly, can it be said to indicate? Does it

really do away with all pessible similarity of the

28 Ibid, p.176 (Italics ocurs).
29 Ibid, (Italice ours).
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different de%ermipateé of colour? Cannot 'red',l
'blue', 'green’, etc. be said to be similar'iﬁ any
mense wvhatever, so that their example might count
as a basis for Austin's position that similarity
is not the univaersal reason for aame4gg£§£;§?

Let um look into the matter,

One thing seems certain, if’tﬂe annlysis is
right, It is that the determinates of colour do not
have any commen positive characteristie in the way
such things as, say, red roses are saild ¥s to have.

But is that encugh for saying wunconditiocpally that
colours are not siwmilar?

Well, for some it may vell be mo, ¥e mean ﬁhéae
who presuppose that s;milarity of objects muat; iﬁ
all cases, derive from theilr poasession of some
common characteristiss, and, theréwith, presuppose
further that such characteristics must be positive
2lso. Bub, es we,héva mentloned before, this is only
a narrow view of mimilarity to which all philosopheds
noed not aubaérﬁbe. So such philosophers, it would

éaem, are under no obligatian to deny simllarity to
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colours : they may not feol debarred from talking sbout %
fhe similarity of colours in some alﬁerngtive BEN3G,
if there be any such mense however,

Pirst, toke those who are prepaved to commit
themselves to the first presupposition abovo, while
denying the second or remaining nonwcommittal about
" it. That is, those who, while saying that simldlarity
is alvays derivative of common characteristics,
would not 1imit the range of suckh characterisiics
by saying further that they ave positive, There is
indeed a senseé iﬁ which such philosophers, we foel,
can woll say thaﬁ colours are similar, This seuse
does not exclude the idea of a common charvacteristic
possessed by colours, Aﬁd to discover 1t we mneed
not go at all far. I¥ lies, if we may say so, in
Jomson's snalysis itself, although unfortunately,
it is hiddén from the author's eyves. &Aud that, we
suppeses 1s because of the narrow view of similarity
which underlies the analysis end perhaps also
because of the notion of difference which happens to

figure in a key poeiticon in the analysis,
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The senge of similarity we are.referring to ‘18
quite msimple., Using Johnaon's own terminology, uwe
may formulate it thus, Determinates of colour are
aiﬁilar in that oach differs from others in a way
in which it cannot differ from determinafes of any
othexr determinable,

But this, one mey say, is defining the similarity
OF colours in terms of their differcnce, which is
the opposite of simllarity., Isn't 1t 807 Yes, it is,
But what renlly is thelharm in that? VWhen is simie
larity the opposite of differenmce, mo thot, & then,
we are prchibited from defininglonu in terms of the
other? Takeéﬁland B. If they are similar, say, in
Bythen, obviously, they cannot differ in s; and wo
cannot say that theirlaimilatity (in g} lies in.
their difference (in g). This is precisely where
similarity and difference becémea each other's Oppé-
site, emd we camnot talk of ome in torms: of the
other; thai ise where simlilarity and differenca are
referred to same aspect of things called similar of

different,



SIMILARITY AND LANCUAGE 170

But all this does not scem to have anything to do
with. talkiny about aimilarity in terms of differenep
(or hwm about difference in térms of similarity). And
this is what we are deoing in;aaying that the gimilae
rity of colours consists in their unique difference
from one another, Thers ie, in principlé, nothing
wrong in it pérhaps; Ve doy on'bccasiens; understahdv
dinilarity in terms of difference and yice versa.
Take @#ample§. X ﬁhich 1s brown, différa'fromvg;
vhich ls red; 50 doos, says ¥ which is yellow,_ﬁould‘
it he Qrong_here tolséy'that the differences of X
and ¥ from Z are éim:;lar (o0, 4n éaapqct, orf coiour)‘?
'tdkawiae, sSUPHoOse, gvxésgmbles§& §.1n:be1qg red; while
'zypamemﬁlasdg in being ecirculari both then resenmble -
Zs snd can't we say that in tz;j.s case X and ¥
reaemble Z in differenp vaysf(iﬁq.‘g,in rospect of
célour. and X in respect-_'ef shape)?

,.ﬁnngy,‘ﬁbtwithstanding-aillthia. oNne may, we
faar,lcontinua to experieﬁceAdifficﬁlt?a It is all

over the use of the word sdgifference?, The word'
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cccurring in the definition of the similarity of
colours {or of other things) might present for
him a sense of contradiction too acute %0 over=
cometﬁﬁor him, then, we may Tind a way out which is
possible, It consists in re-~formulating the definie-
tion by dropping the word 'difference' in fagour of
the word 'relation', which is a neutral word, and
is wide enough in meaning, to incorporate the
noﬁion of difference (aiong'with that of 'similarity?).
That is, we may say : the determinates of colours
are.similar in that fhey are related to one ancther
in a unique way, a way in which they are not relae
ted to the determinates of any other determinable.
Now, btake the others, naﬁely those who would not
accept eéither of the two presuppositions stated
‘above, That iste say, they maintain that objects,
" to be similar, need not, in all cases, have to
possess any common characteristic {positive or
negative) at all. The two phiiqsophérs'we have
specially in mind here are G.E.Moore and R.W.Church.
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The former mmn%ionava dafinite senso in which
‘calaurﬁ may be said do resemble, 4nd so does the.
latter,

The sense. of resemblance, wve atsribute to
Church is called the 'anmlogical sense of rescme
blance', It does noty; presuppoese any ¢ommon
propexrtys And Chuien's position as regapds calours i
is that they may well be. sald to rvesomble in this
sense. To qubta-him $

The reason wiy red; orangey yellow, groen,
blue and purple are called by the same name,

Yoolour®, is thet they resemble each other

{more or lesa) in the primary analogical

DONLE .44

The Moeorean sense of resomblance, on the
other hend,; fa called by him %dimnediats® ox
finternal r@semblaﬂcﬁ".lit is distvingulshed frc@
the kind of r»esemblance which consists in the
passéssian of common propertiss, 4nd colours, =

according to Moore, are sald teo be similaxr in this

¥

30 ¥Yide Apn &palveis of Rescublance, George Allen
& Unwin Lide., London, § p.116, .
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sensc, In his own words §

ees if we distinguish carefully between patches
of colour themselves, and the varioua propec—
ties which they have such as size, shape, brighte-
ness, ote,, We might, I thinl, say thalt overy
patch of colour has to every other a relation,
ealled likeness, whioh nnthing else in the
universe hapm to them, angd that this isareloe

tion which does not consist In the possesaion

of any commen property,31

To wind ups

What is it that is to eount as the reason for our
use of o single genevral wméd to desipnate different
things? This is the'pfoblem,'Granted:that thero is
sense of it, it would maturally call for an ausver.

The official answer is 1 because the things, their

31 Vide Some Main Problems of Philosgohy
Collier Books Bdiltion, Now York (19623,
Ps365. (Third italics being ours).
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differﬁﬁﬁsiipctwithéhandiné; aye siﬁizar in‘aomét
sense (the oﬁﬁinamy sense of similarity bqing79ﬁé¢
such:aehge); §he.gnaw@r has app&éﬁéd qgita acg@yé;_
~ table to uagiﬂathing,"in fact, ésema to come in'the
vay. Neithoer any empirical faégg_ﬁgrfanyﬁhing ﬁg
the concept of similarity or thaﬁ.aﬂ'gemgral wé&ﬁa,
Valuable by 1tself, the answar becomes mers' so
on another Qbuntf’xt tends to give us & better
'nndﬁratanding*df #hﬁfmaat iﬁpbrtant part of our’

longuages namely thai which involves general words,
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