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t:. · statect lll ceneral teN•• the toli~nc ••••J' 
oertt~•• aa-eumt• •i•t&ari.tJ' and ita _..la'tion·~o,ouJ" 

laaa~. The 11Ub.1-.c• :•• muteroua cftta*D•.lone. V• 

•• aot '&IJJAw.,_.. o~ th8t. Bov.,.-•r• our 8111lly•1•-• 

needleaa to-say~ doe• aot cov•~ ~~ ot th ... "or waa 

i.t ••r mtenc.ed ttt cto ••• Tha'- way,_ th• essay· ta 

, cl...-1y SneshauatSv•• fbcmld, v• rnllJ' tsa•• aeplt'ed 

t• -~· t.t •shauatlvet t'h• ••••Y ccmf'a .. itaelft aa 

it •••• to •· HatrlotM ..-eat ita ooaelu•.lon ta, 

· : . ••lilly twofold • 

i 
' ' 

(1-) that.-~._.,.,. •• • tta•to ud dQlqu• · 

~•J.atSotl• aot fii11J" ._lyaab1• S'll 'tei'N 

o:r t•• eopat• • i.e. tcl•-'tlJJ' •· 

--aal- (1) -.t, .,_._, ._ aust..-tt7 4•pencla tb• 

SDte11ipbt.UtJ' ot ~ lllD&Uaa•• to 'M 

~ .. ~. •• , a aoet •SIIdtiollnt p~ of ••• · 

aeae· OODOlUai.oq,i .. _. •• _... 4!• QOt ~ mar etlai.m 
' . 

t'O· ••bo4J' ·•v $rutba 4J.acovenc;t In' ••• 'tmt tmtbs, in 

-• c•••nl ••Y · uct aultatotlalJ.Y.t ••• •lnady bHn. . 
. . 

Jaienm to pld.1oaep~J'• .What ,. h••• tri-' to do j;a •a:lDlJ'. 

•• *'•aua1yae<•.:-'~·•.-•'•• and ~'••ontil'iD th••a:: and tllia; 
' .. I '•' . 

eJJd•••~rt #l;:, •· --y ••r ao, ~· aot · pe.dlapa be•a alto-. . 

a•ther ~-~out any • .,..,. about •• '"• . ' . '~ 
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•.. .-•~•ty•t.•~ ~~-,beie.• _.ct ~eecmf~ft1atio11 •ort.b · 
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S.tt 'fh• :to11owtnc te th• anawer. 

· · Si~1U"lty1 undeniably:,- ba$ a. f'und~t•t- plaoe 
• '· • • ' ~ • • I • • ' 

' . 
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·.! ' ' • • ·• -. .... • . •• . 
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qutt.e cm.ee . a,ata1· .,... Gbi...,:•n••• ot tbl• l'l~tJ.oa 

·' :: -••. tta.~U'-··• ._._.._bJA·: t.-ot.•2 -••• ... ...__, ar&\J'ili• 
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! ' ot .... OM:&. • ••• f; plltJ.c>•OphJ't· ••ong other t'blac•, .. 
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: · tile.t we ta~ abcmt tbi~a aad ..-'Yldua~~ . ~Ma '· ... . 

. woUid···b&'l'e. b~eil . tota.J.Jj' iiapoa.tlbl•· without __ etA-.1•.;. 

rJ.Q>• S:bd.1a~4iiJ' . ~· t j.n f'ac~f oile of tll•· llllPbl1.l•. 

peof:mdltiQne o'-. t.t. ·•voz-ld·:U.t ,•~t~l• elJtile~t~ · 

'l•a• ••• . it · .v•nthJDa v•n tmitke · ~yt~ elee•, 

aay•··•••tint •t._r• .-ld·b· •ot~ <to 'aat•"' :, 

· ·· · stet.laritJ' .U• po••ftbl• tP ulie '•f • vord~r Jn . . . \ 

. . . 

••• ----t~c· ··1-luttr betv••• th• v-•-.t utter-
eo• -~ .•. vCdt(l ·ancl tb• ftMet: utter.-. o.,. ~ •• tbe : 

. I ' . 1/1'"'"' . . 

I . ,.. ..... ftqtJil'e. ~ti ··-. 4l~e.2;teJ:di o~etanc~ii' fJt. 
Vhi.Ob ae •w woi'cl ia ~ •• ·a..ust b• : •llliJ.uo.,. · 

·: Al.is'o, 8tialladty • ·...o~ag •••~•'" tbias•• Qptatne, 
• ' • • • ,. y •• 

·' · lild.UoU.on•··J'ot,.·•·eve~· tt•·-•••1a··.x~eot~t,on,.·,.ll71i 
., ' . · Q•t.u•·· •a•ilenda •n _..,._.blailc:e ot et.Jfcum•t~ee., -· 

l f • • • •• • • 

~s•~...- vLth .ov· telldeaoy to exp•Qt •iid.lar oauaee 

·~ . to •v•· •J.Iil~A .. : •. tt•.,•••":' . -. . . 
: . . ' ~ 



. ot ~e1.: •••• ~n th• · ~oncept •~ .. aa~e~~tent•· 

. ; b. q•rfiat.n ~:tsur.ative uaae o£ tasl,uag$, ·~a. the 

: aaaociat~on t>f · iaeaa 1 -~ ao em• 6: · 

. . 'Notvithatandins aJ;1 thla • ,a~ud.y o£ •illli1P".i il:Yt 

·on t.ta own. acoC!»Ult; ··~ lta re1-tj.·qn to ~o aa 
• a part ,ot. that; ct~•a no• appeQ' :to :bave .. occupi•d . · 

. p~loac;J~e~s. •o th~ e::ttf:JJJ.• :1.·• ahould hav~.. ~the 

: nop•~> 'aDalya:i;a .o£ tb• conc•pt · Q'!: ~eaemb~o•Jt··· aa 
' . . 

. ,.~ ... »Y ·S"lghtl., obaeZ.vfld. b,- o•ocnmer., .. ,. ot aome ·, 
.. ~ . " ' 

: lrriportar1ce ror philcui•phT ~or a•veral .,. .. o•• bU.t 

. t t~ baa. _.,. J:Gf)•j.ved ·U.. phj.los~pe;-• at:knfioa. · 

· propo..-i.on&te· to ~t• .:imp~r~.c•.c.'r '.t'he pu:~icular 

area •~ pld.lo~ophy vbioh. i.n. ae:tual;J.ty, ha• d .. .-. 

loped . ~ th$ oono.-.pt ot aitllt~ri t7• •••me rea1l7 

, tJi •:dd.bit-, if on• may ·••Y ao•· a d•~ea ot peou·liar 

: &mbalatJ.O• ·• tho .a•Jor put o£· lot· aee••• :til :tao~., to 

. hav• been occupied by what aaa:y. b• ca1~ecl tb,' pzrb1 .... 

: :rolatilla to th• ·•:xpli!Qlat:Lon fd •i.iailari~• t:.e. · t'be 

! Yarto\UJ' · th•or=--•• Q.bOu$- im.j.veraa.i~ and tJaoae d•n:r~ · 
: their -.:.t.atcoe• !fo 0. do~•• it.h• J>ld.lo•opbioa1 

·.· bpor~~nce o£. :these tiloor:i.estiJ ~~~ £ngi.d•nt·all7t .~b•y 
. I 

' ! 
: 

•,,· 



:INTRODUCTION 9 

nave, among other things, come to obscure the study 

of' similarity as such~ And thia u11:fortunate tragedy 

':Ls alao not ~ matter to be ignored. Nmt, :it i& in 
.,r;· 

·' thi~ ·background that our ana1yais below as~umea the 

"-·value it may claim :f'or :i.lsel.f. 

:). 1•1y indebtedness· to Hr »'1. Chakravarty, my 

t~aoher, :f'rom 'td1om r have 1 earn t llha. teve:r 1.i t t le :r 

know in my subject and under who~e supervision th~e 

essay has bGon completed, oa.un.ot be atated 'in. len-

guage.. I do not know whether ·t:hi:s eesay 11 in. its pre-

s()nt :form; would sat:Ls:f'y the standard he bud althrough 

been relentlessly i.naisti.ng on. l.atn deeply indebted 

~5 my addi.tio:oal supervisor (a:fter t-1r. Cha.h.:r·.•w·arty 

ie:ft this University to ,ioin Hyderf:lJ)t.:•.d Centnii~ Uni­

versity in Ootober'80) haa helped me by many valu-

able suggestions. Further I record my deb·t of' grnti-

tl!L.d~ Pr.o:f. LleweJ.yn f'or ·h:i.s most v~lu.a.ble ori t:i.ci.:ms 

in the l:i.gh·t o:f' ~:hich certz.in. portio:n!i.l l,)f' th:ta dlsser .... 

for having very ldn.dly grru;ttcd me reseal~Qh FeJ.J.m·; ... 



ship for more than rour years now and to -the Govo:tn­

ment .o:f West Bengal for having f!>anctionedme leave 

f'or tbe same peri.od •. :,.:n thia connection, X wou1<:1 

record my deepest eense ot• persona} grati:tuqe to· 

M:r J.,C~Ohatterjee• head of: the Government department 

to which I. am still. attached, :for hi~ constant 

help, .a,:f.t'eotion and enc:ouragament. 

Finally, I thank the Libr-ar:tant North Benge.l Un:i,­

veraity I .. ibrary and the Librarian, National Lib:r•acy, 

Calcutta. I tha.nlt al.eo the Li.brario.ns of' !'residency 

College and Vivekananda Colleg~, Caleutta .. 
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\ s~IQ.lv. tldons• · ~· · ei.lni.lar · Ua: taan:r ocmaee, &il.d · ill 

· tbia chapter an a~t-pt bae tJ••Il, ~nad• by u• to di•-
f . 

. ~~~ma:l.ah ap~ c~ezi:fY,~,~:: tbela!ll 1'hti.e wf.J.l euaure· itODie . •, '· . . 

dtj)gr~o. of t:i.t:\~nesa. iot: _oilr v~rkt · wbiob t.s valuable.· 

Wbafl :La aore V.aluablet holf"irer, ia ~ proepect -ot-
. . 

eo~• 1taoiaen*li'1 iDII'~pt j,nto '-•• •tuzoe · o£ a:t.aiJ!la• 

rity j.taeu·. 

tt. -The 'cdter~• £or ~ purpoaa ld.sht vel.1 beoome . . 

· _ a.rif.laole .. ua :t.f' • on. u eJq)lozoat:Lon ··at the 1eve1 

o:f li~as-t · we oo"lcl tiacov•r t.vo o:r. •Q~re au.,b. pJ;"e• 
. . 

di.c.at•• of a:i.-.lari."Gie• ·ae would be anstually •aclu• 
. s;Lv• ana• ._..: •ogetner1 vou~d ~o,ver -.&111imt.lar:i.ti.'-­

au.d· a:blilar.:Lti.•• Al.oe••_Th•r• f.lldeed are examplee 
I . -

el .. Wbere o£ .. q~:i.red erst~-~ dtv:La,on h&v~D«. 

· · · . bo•• · obtain.O · in i;he .... -vay by pM1oaoJ>beril. ~tilke, 

~o» :Lnat~•• tho diyj,•:I.OA or· ••al'.d.Dctu1 ata~ementa 

lnt~ tb.o&e "tat are .· tme . .-ul tho•• that azoe £alae•. · 

or o~: a-.teao•• f.nto tiao•• tb&l •• PJ!!!intf!1! ~ · 

' . 

' 

thoae that .U. ••a.DJ.gltt••• tAkewi••• ·oae di.v.idet 

act:lone ~nt~. mogl afld. aon.om.o.aJ. I t~e predi~atef 

taoral• aild· · •non-•o .. -.1• appll ·to ~haractenett' -



s:nn:t.AIUTY AND LANGUAGE 

actions alone; they are mutu~lly exelus:lve andt 

together, they cover all actions •. And there a.re many. 

~ut ean. we o'btain: s(Jro~ criteria of' t'hi,s kind. f'or 

ou:r projected d~vi.ion o:f siw!ile...riti~s.? One, we 

ISU:pp(lse,. cann:ot p~rhaps be eerta. .. in: : ~ iir.iori i:'tbout 

that. 'J.'ha~ i!l, pendin,s .actual. Gxplorat:lon ot tue 

word!; and phra's¢s which are used to descr:i,be simila­

rities 1 on~ :ts :not per:b.aps in. a. pQsition to knoll 

definitely that }tOme of them would e:x:olude each . 

o·ther, a.n.cl at the same titne• eo~i.lld 'be pred.ica·teQ. of. 

all. })imi1arities and similariti~:~ alo:;1e. At a.ttY. ·rate, 

such. e.riteria, in theory, are ?lOt w:ltbput some ,adv~­

tages. Fi:rs·ttyi the -resu1te they n'lig~t y:ielq would ~-
. ' ' ' . ' ' . { ' ' ' . ' '. - . ' '. 

~.x:hau~tive.~ tha.t ia, the ~ub-cla.sees e;f sim1laritit!8 

obtai.ne~ on their beusia would. cover a11 similari:t:Lea. 
. . I ' , 

More, :it "1-lO'ttld. en:=mro, a kind. of' pu:ri ty also in. th.a 

sanse that nothing 11hich ie no·t an insta;nee of .. si~i-. ,- . ,, 

. l.arity oould ever usurp a room in. tb.~. sub-classes o~· 

si.,mi.l.~J:"i ty •. 

Yet tl'J.era ia a l.:J.mitation about tha c~tte:ria 

becausl9 of ;..fbich we are di$suaded :from undGrta~<ing any 
' ' . " 

search for it. The ;s:-aqui;rad preH:.li<?ateeJ of' e~ttiil,.arity 
- . ' .. . ' . . ' -. . . . 



.. , 
. which are. to conat:t.tute them are, a• we have saidt to 

bo rnu.tual1y exclusive and applicab'le to all si.milari• .-
t:toe e.nd s:lmila.rities only. But euch predicates,. if 

di.seovered, migbt .prove to be too few to do justice 

to all. tb.e d:!t!itiue:t:!.one smong -similarities. 

One who has in mind especially tha purity of the 

re~ulting sub-o:tas~es o:r e~nd1acl ties nd.g-ht be incli­

ned to look for the required criteria at a metaphya~­

CJ!l 1~vel, 1 .• e. in the poee:f;blo ees~nde wlrl.ch :le 

oommon to all ~nstanoee of similarity. Bnt_tbe move 

is bottnd to tt(lt futile, 'Wh:l.ch is obYiou~!,.. ~or 9 the 

common eeaeno~, if there Nally ie any at all, can 

ser~e cnly to ~n~te similar!tiQe and not to dist~­

~1i$h their d~~£eren' t~e$. 

For our o~i t~ria, we are thus l•d to fall. 'bae~ 

~rimarily on whet may be called the ~nimal·constitu• 

ente of' !Simi.la.r:tty. Similarity. nf'ter all• ts a rela• 

!!,.~ holding between two or more !,.f!!ll!!.• The 'terms . may be IIHtJUn 

different; ll:keviee, the relation l!llso may assume d:ttter-

on~ f"onns. And our cri ter:la :tor d18tlnguiehing varloua 

typee of' !!l:!.miler!ty will d8r:lve pri1r2erily :from thoee 



(1) the terms which are called ail'lli,lar, 

~.m\ ( ~) the peeulf!itr.-it.!~&. of' eimile.:rity-rela·t:ton 

iteo1:f. 

This rnei:hod v111 h~ve e•rt~tin p~ctical advantages.· 

f.~ret~x~ the ~ange o~ t•rme aa euch as elsa that o~ 

r~1at!on.s 8& eueb hl!lVe nl»eady be&n eooght ·to bill:! orga• 

nised by ~b.tlo~opbe~e under dif"f'ar.•nt schemes of: classi­

f'ieation. S()1 na:tursll:y, f.n e:tto.npting to divide elmi• 

l!tr:lt:!.ee into. ver:loue 'typee in terma of' criterin deri•ed 

f'rom the oons:lder&ti.f.\n of tbo relation. vld.Qh ie simila-

ri.ty and the range of' t.ts objeoto • ve sh•ll hove ready 

at hm.nd some vnl\la'ble wor'ktng a1odel tc tulde us. ~econdl%, 

the method bee nb"endy boon put to appl::l.cat!on b) .. some 

eira11Rrlty-ph!1<HJOpherm. Suelf' philoeopbe:ra. inelude 1 

among othere, R.~.Cburch1 and o.J. o•conn•r2 who 

t'ollovs Church in the Q1atter. Our special indobiodneea 

to tbeee ~hilosopbera ~11 be clearly mani~eat all 

tbrougb our di8cueston bel~'• We ehnll ~raw liber~lly 

upon tbe rosul ts o£ tb~ir invei!Jttge.t:l.on. 

1' !!!!!, :!._q_,.Anptz:•~f.-~!..P..!.!!.'!!>J.'l..n£!-t Gooras All•n A 
Unvb 1 London. 

2 !,:ide "On Roeamblllru:e•, P..!.9~~iu~~ .. ~f-~ 
· Aristotl.een Sooittx, 1945-46• PV• 7-76• 



TYPES OF $ZMILARITY 15. 

:r; 

be divided into 

(a) those that may be called part~eulars, 

.!i!2, {b), those that may be called non-particulars. 

Par~icularm Dre e.uppQsed to include objects (e~g. 

· • the books on th:i.s tabl• • t •·f'aoee of' butn!'m beings • , ·. 

eto .• ); and event• (••S'• earthquake, headache, marr:t.cge, 

etc. )• Non-part:i.c~lara, on tho other hand1 are beirc 

· taken to include qualiti-es (e.~:r.heavy, aquar~, rt~d, 

- etc.,); and relut~ons (e,.g. below, parallel., bein« 

brother of, etc.).. Accordingly, we con divide atmila• 

r:i.t.:Qs into 
·:" 

(l) those that bolQ between partiaulare, 

and (.2) tll.oi!Je t.hat. hold between non-partiCulars. 

The aeoond, i.e. {2), ie called by O'Conner simp~• 

01' unclerivat.ive s;t.m:i.la~:ltiea. ,4e opposed to tlli.a, the 

fir~t claee. oi' e!isai.lari'tiee, on tho other band, .is 
I 

oaJ.led oomp.lex or de:ri. va ti ya • 'the epi tllet 1 oomj.>lell • !.a 

not im!J.ppropr:i.ate at al~. Fora an object ( or event), 

being nothi~ more than its qualitSes, the e:i.milarity 

betwGon on.o object (or e.YEm:t) au.d another may w~~tll be 

understood ±n terms o£ qualitija, i.e. as a~milarity 

betw•an on• a•'t of quali.ti.ee and another set ot' 

qunli.ti.ea. 

"8?544 
',' . ..-....... ,. 



SIMlLAHITY ANO LANGUAG-E 

2. Simple. (or underi.vative) :d.milari ty i& more 

f'undamental than tho complex {or der:l.vat:'i.Ye) Sii'i'li~ 

larity. The latter bas been said to hold ba·twean · 

two events .or between tuo objects. So, -ror onE\ 'l'fho 

would not ident:Lfy object and evom.t, i.e •. would 

t6 

believe that tl1ey d:l.:f:fer e.t the levl~l of ontology,. 

( 1.1) one holdinB" bot1toen t~·to ph.ieet.E., 

( 1 ~2) the other holding bet"W"ecn · t.-:o ~vents. 

S~milarlty, ~imp~e (unde~iiative) similarity, wh~ch ha• 

been eaid to hold l;tet't¥f!en qu41li ttee or rclat:Lons, 

beoomos · disti!'lglliellable into two types, tl:at is, 

o£ 

·, ' i,·: 

(2.1) one holding betllii.t:en qualitie~, 

(2.2) the other bold:i.ne bctw•en relatione. 

(1.1) eim11arity o~ objects, 

{'1. 2) td.ro:Llf>l.r:tty of' .,v(;'ln ts, 
{2•1) stm:tla.rit)r ot qual:f.ti~s, 

·(2.2) eim:tia.rity of rolations. 

J.:.et. UI!J. DOW go into the· details of tbeae four typee 

similarity, that 18. emon@.' c;,ther th:tng~, 

(,!!.) into their possible r~t:lon:::\1~, 

(~) into tbeizo pose:lbl.e ramtt:l.eat:Lone, 

and{s_) into their pol!ls~ble peculi.aritioa 41 



TYPES OF S:tMXLAlUTT 

3'• 1'o start 11:1. th ( i. 1 ) t. 1. •.• aim.ilari tv 0~ 

ob~eets and ( 1.2) 1 i.eo J!_:lmilari ty of events. 

3.1 • Are they truly dist:l.nga:1ahable? This would, 

natural!,., dep•nd on two things, namely 1 

(1) whether objects are rea1ly dist~nct from 

event$'t or onl.y •ame thinga und•r dif'fer• 

•t ~EQG9J · 

and (j.i.) whether siUd.lU'ity hoJ.diltg betlleen ~jects 

haa P.lY peoul.~nrity wl:d.oh io nut I)re~en·t 

in that hol.ding between.events.;. 

(s) '1'ne word • object • haa often been taken in f·or 

e~nployment $.n c~rtain special. ~Se:ns.es. 3 L:1keuipe 1 . the 

word • avGnt • a~so h~s como tQ assume ce::t1 taiu special 

'-' sonsos in the wr:i.ti.nge ot some pllilosophenJ .... lh.:!t 

have any of' such spacial. ae.r1se~ in tliind. tJo. taJt.e thea 

events. 1'hus 1 f:O'f.' us, a~ e;-templ.:l.f'illd alrt>ady, th:ia 

'bQok1 tha w.Qoden penc2.l., ·the candle aticlt and eucb. 

. lne are objects, wbilEJ, an earthqu.aka, a f'laeh of 

·. lightn~ aDd such l:Lk" .are events. 

:J: E.g. \1ittgonstein. 
4 E.g. RurJS(;)ll and Whitehead •. 
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'· 

. Understood in t!d.a .way, ob.tecta· end. eventa may b• 

· aa.:l.d to d1f1'e., :from each· o~be.,. in certa~ ~espec t.a 

vhicb appear quite bae:io. 

-Tohn. WisdomS in bill Problema o~ Mind and Matter 
6 .· . . . 

. cti.a#:lbCUiahea •v•nta from .facta.- Uaing that ae a 

aod•l ve aaay :Perhapa aay that objects an at a t:l..u, 

/ 

\ 

wbt.1• an event: o2eu2iep a p•riod gf' t:lm••· 'lhe plauaib:lli ty 

o£ tld.• diatinotlon may be •atc1 -.o deJ':lve :l'rom the 

tact that by ·~t: w• can we11 accOUDt ~o-. why ve ·can 

apeak of an ~vent (•••• an earthquake) b•tng of a 

a.horter or 10~1" dol"&tlon, though··..,. oarmot, :ln th. 
' . . 

·•ame way, •a.y ~~tan obJect (e.g. this table) :l.a ot 

' a tdlo:rter or lon,ger duat:Lon• 

Analosoualy1 the dif'f'•ronce betviitea obJect and 

, event ilaJ' ala~ b• defined by r•:ter.nce to their rea­

pective ·relat•ona to apace. Objec-t!• ere ~stfnded ta 
' 

·apace ud ue aiao localiaable in apac*• But th~a ia 

. no-t. en.t:l.rely $ne ·of all event•• Take, ~or •xample, , 

•ucb ave:nta1 ao are oxempli:ti~ by 01ir'ettu1ia1 a.cte 1 

41.;g. a tit ot _$Dg•r• a toothache, and the 11ke• ·They 

u-e none o£ thea •patially ••ttndad UJce ob.1ecta·• 
) . 

· ' Sea p •. 31 . (Paper baQk edi <t;:t.on1 1 ~63) • 
6 i'actt, how.ver1 to~ Wtadorn,. to• not tho ••me .aa 

wha't •• ·call obJ•ct. · 
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thousbt like obJecte 1 thoy may only be loce.ltaable 

i.n the space oQoupied by the b~dy o:r the t.)flra:riri 

who :t.e ansrY or :l.n tbe ta.pace occupied by the toQth 

wbi.cb :La aching. 

!'rom tho above two diatinot!.one between object• acd. 

GV(mt• f'ollowa a:e m. corollary a third diat!lnction. ~ 

th• ianguage_of'-G*Conn•:r f.t may be stat.d ae f'ollowe t 

• • .~'t:u~ spat.:i,o•tameor;a;t c}lara,cterlat:t:ce of 
svonts are ~n~rin8iC to the nature• of the o~ents 
~n a way · :ln :wbteb the col"rt'e;eo~dillft chas::,ac,teris• 
ttce of objects· are not intr~neic to their natures. 
Al.thougb wo may t.n de:f:l.a:d.ng the eaoonce of' an -
obJect exclude from the dit'i:n:ltton of' i.ts relation-
p.l sopertle..f• v• cannot <10 thj.s }on the caee · o'f events. 
~ mu~t deftri~ event• prim~~Z.P% their relattona~ 
_gropt~ie,s. · · · 

(!!) Thie thb'd di•tJ.nct:lon is1 by itself9 interes­

ting. However, it •uasumee some ap~oinl importance 

tor Uth For, In our eyes 1 tt tends to prQvJ.de a bnsi• 

for an af":fj.i."tmlt1ve answer of' a !d.nd to (,!!) above, 

i.n other worda, ·to say that tile~e ~e $. algnifi<uant ·· 

dif'feronoo between ~ipilar~~¥ ot objects on tlte one 

·IJ:!!ilarit.x: of' events on tho otber. 

'l'he dit'f'erence :i.s thi.a.. The def'ini tton o£ the sim11a.­

r:1t.y tllat.hold..s betwe•ri events moat compnse description 

1 VidtJ UQn Ro&emblance", Proceedings ot the 
Aristotleag Societz1 t9't.S•46, p.71. (Ztalice 
ours). . 
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' \ / 

ot the co~on t>elattonal prop•rtiee of' the event•t 

bUt the def':bd.tton ot_ the corre•pondlug airnilarlty 

, ·. b•tweett. object• may wfi11 go without the dee~r~r-: 

tt.on o~ the c·ommon relational pS'opertt•e of tb•· 

'· 

' 

1 •• 

:s-1. lie· bav• ••ntione~ '}bove ~ertain .point• 
' ' . . 

·vld.Ch diat~Pl•h obJecta and events troa •aob 
'. 1 ' • • • 

' ' ' ' . 

. e~oug'b to provide- a ra~ional• t'or tb• ~llege~ d:i.a•: 

1;inct!loa be"w•en aiiDila:ritx ot· objecta and etm:t·~fl-

. r.itX Of. eventtt• tJqn~thelees., they d~ DOt ·~nark any 

absolute e~e:Pat.~tton b•tw••n •vCJJ,'lt• and ObjectaJ. tha-t 
. . . •, \ 

:l.a·, d~ not ~xt;)l~de all· po•etb:ll:U:y o~ their overlapP-
. ' ! ; ,· ' t • i' - ' ' ' ; ,. 

:La,;. ·•• J:"•Co81lised by .o•connerl · there :l!ldeed are 
. . . . . ' . i 

aa. ev•n.ta anct ••. obJecte.,.o tto11ov o•conner•~xam~l• 

·O'I •t"~a~•• or. 1iptD1-nS• and tba:t of •Candle '1•~•··~•: 

'the t'ormer are !lorm•llY called· event111 howev•~ •. U 
•• • ' • ' . . !• 

'th•Y lae.'t £or aome houn on• "auld ve11 be :Lnolined. 
•1 ,. ' I 

to. call tl'le• obJects·. Corr••P.ondlng1J:t · the latt•r :I. a_ 

co-.nonly repa"d..tiaa - Q'bject, thougb, troll a poillt 
' : ' . . ' \ . . 

.Of V'eWt tiheJN VO\i1d be J10tbt1lg WODS in treating :lt 

. al•o aa a ••Z.:L•e ()t eventa • However,, examples o~ 



l'YPES OF s:U'll.J..ARITY 

euoh border•lino cases, accord:b:&g to o•C:onner, 

tend really to provo 

•• ~ tl~t thoro are a very large number of 
g•neral propertSca common to objects and 
ovente ••• 

21 

Recognition o~ this ~act that ovent8 and objocts 

may share c-ommon properties lute an :J.mportan.t 1mpli-
. ' 

cation. It leave:s us with one more ld.nd of" •imila.-

:r:lty under (1), (:t..e. e1Jft:llarity o:t particulare or 

dor:l.vative similarii;y). T,Jiie new kind o~ similarity 

:La that betwe.en events and objeeta.. 'J'hu5 we he.ve 

:now :t.n al1 three. kinds of' derivative simile.riti•s, 

viz. 
(1.1) eimilarity of objeete, 

. (1.2) simi.lerity of events, 

~( 1. 3) s imi.lari ty betwe~n objec to and events. 

4. (1.1), ( 1.2) ~nd ( 1.1) al.iOVG are examples of 

what we have ohosan· to call derivative (or complex). 

s1wlla.r:i.ty. A& distinguished fJ'om th~m, (2.1).·i·•• 

$1milar:Lty of qualities, a11d (2.2), :t.o, e;.imilarity 

. o:f relations, have been olassod as ~;x:nmples of un­

derivative (or ·•imple) aimilarities. o•conne~ ba• 

a :roid ·-· 
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two alternative expreasions to dee:l.gnate them. lie 
i 

call.e (2.1) _material_ similarity and (2.2) :formal 

a:lm:Lluity.9 Let us n~w get t.nto a dl•eu•sion o£ 

the two. 

4.1. Qunlitiee are often dietinguiehcd9 afte~ 

LQeke,. aa primary and ~econdary. Primary qualitiee are 

ea:id to complt"ise aolidi'f,Jy, extension, _mot_:t.on, rest 

and numberf while aJ.l qualitieo bee:ldea theee, e•g• 

coloure, soun~, smells, eto., are said to b• eacon• 

dary. Primary qualities are suppoeed ~o be objective 

:Ln. tbe.sense .o£ .bo~ng i.neeP.arable.1'rom the objecta 

.. and hU.tq ~a:ist:Lng !tctually in them. ,secondary 

qualtti•s, on the other band~ aro euppoeed to be 

sub.jective antt separable :from the:b~ obJec~e a .,they 
" 

an eaid to be f'oieted on the ()bjecte by the perce1.-

vLng minds in Which they truly exist •. 

Thie distinction ~£ primary and eeeondary quali­

ties ie not un~vers~lly accepted. As we know~ ~t ie 

denied by many, e.g. Berkeley~ Anyway, wo shall not 

p;,o 1~to the rinh~ne,ss oT otherwise o-r tl'lo denia}..L In 

:tact• the distinct:f.on by itselt",or.'fvhother it is 

valid or not,~~ not at ~11·& d~reet concern or ours 
. '· I 

1\o;oe. Uoweve:r• aasumins llXP.othot:Lcall.y that the dis• 
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·t:lnction holds. good, what we w~t to enquire :is 

whether (tr not f'rom lt we II can. procee~ to make. a 

corroeponding distinction in the rang·e o:r the eimi-

lar:J.tiee, of qualit:lee. That irs, we want to eee 

whether or not we can speak o~ (!) s1milart~y hold­

ing between primary q~litiee and (~i) that holding 

bet-ween secondary quali.ties.9(al 

Take the latter, thet ietthe secondary q,ual.ities. 

1-Je. may indeed talk of s:i.milarity between them. No- ' 

thing seeme to <lOme in the way. Consider; for e,Camp1e 9 

the f'ollowine expre~si<ms. '!!t~~r complexion re6ernb1es 

that ~f her mothe~', 1Th6 two fruits taete alike•, 

lemon 1 , and so on ...; these a.re eommori · in 011r speech. 

There is indl!;ted rwtld.ng wt•ong about tbem. 

Dut the- case o£ primary qualities is very di:f't'er-

ent.,.We :seem debarred :from talking about them :ln 

terms of eimilarity o:r its equivalente,. Similarity-

language clooa not aeem to be appropriate at s·11 f'or 

them. For one doee· not normally say, e.~. 6 The number • 

of' children in tllis room is !!limi~a.r to the .number of' 

ohi1dren in that room", and the like. what one would 

?(a) As f'ar a~ WEt undere~tat\d 1 there is nothing • 
pnrticularl.y wrong about eueh an hypothet:l.eal 
enquiry.Howcver. in caee it appears eo to any­
one, he may treat the enquiry on our part a.oe 
non-e.x:!stent: that will not, in any wayt·· pre­
Juuioe the oentra1 issues of our uiscuoeion. 
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ordinarily say inste.ad is rath~r •The number of 

children !.u th'io room te the same (or •* identical 

.with) en the number of children in that room•, and, 

the like. Primary qualitie& ar~ talked o~ in terms 

o~ eamonese; and similarity and e•men&ee are not 

Primary quai.i'tie~, then, .emmot be\ea:ld to be 

aim:tia.r in the ordinary 5tm~e 9 i.i!'l. in the sonee.in 

wluch we ~peak o£ the eimilarity of eecondary quali• 

ties. But can there be any epecial een~e.in which we 

van talk of the eimilaritf ot primary qualities? 

O'Conner s~cme inclined to admit one. 10 Xt ts $Ugges­

te<::\ to him by Ruese1111 wllO epeak$ of equivalent or 

equal·aete being s:LRdlar .. thereby meaning by s:l.mila• 

ri ty their uuoer:!oal ident~. ty. 

nut is tltia~ strictly speald.ng, to e:(Junt as an 

~xamplc of' eimilari. ty o£ !!riro~E.X qual~_,~ei'J at a11? 

We don,1t la1ow. O'Contler stleros somehow wrong on tbi_e 

point. The similarity apoken ot: by Rue:sell between 
1 2 two •ete, say, S . and S , ie not exa.c tly the sim:l.la-

1 0 .Ibi.d. p,. 56. 
11 Vide Xntroduct~on to Mathematical Ph~losopbz, 

Pu.b~ished by Si1non and _Schuster. 
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ri ty that may be anid to hold be.tween the number 
1 . . 2 . . . 

of$ and.the.number. of S t i••• between a pri.mary 

quality of' one and that of the other. Zt :l.s rather 

to be oonatrued as the a.itldlar:i.ty holding between 

two ,p•l•.• i.e. 'b•tveen s1 and . s 2 ( . in respect o£ 

number ) 5 but sets are eets, and not primary quale 

11t:l.ee. So that, aim:Llarity of seta spoken of by 

Ruesfl.ll .i.:s , properly epenking t not an examp:Le of 

e:l.milm.r:lty of the ao-o(llled pr:J.mary qual1t:l.es. To 

eay t~e is perhaps enou~. We need not commit 

anything more ae regards the· nature of the aeta. 

But why 1e :i.t tha.1: the primary quaiit.t.Js {num­

ber• mot:i.on, uol.idi ty, and the ~ike) are· itnporv:i,.oul!l· 
\ . . 

to description in s:i.m11arity-.language? Why a:rc we pro-

JU. bt t.ed :from saying that tQ.oy l'"eeemble or are · eimilar 

to each other? What,. exactly• is pecul~Qr about them 

vas-a-v:J.e aeoondary quali t~ea w])ich, c.ontrar:i~y. are 

· vel1 amenab1e to be~g eal1ed sim~lar? Finding an 

explanation of' thie or mak:lng an at·tempt in 'tlle 

direction, we asuppoee, may not be altogether :ihe-
l~vnnt or unintereeting •. 

As·opposed :to the sec:;)ndary qua~:i.ti.o.e, tha so-
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called primacy qualities are essentially (or pre-. 

dominantly) quantitative, h the sense that they 

repr&.eent various quanti.tati.V0 dimensions o:r objects 

and event•• In f'act, tor Qn•• who look.s upon quality 

.and quantity _as separate categories, the phrase 

'primary quality' ie a total misnomer. Being modes 

of' quantity, the relation~S are· amene.ble to being 

read in. t•rme of what i& called .waot.._identitz. 

Theve ~e indeed an app~r~tu~ to ensure this; it ie 

the appa.ratus of: counting, raeaaur~me:nt, etc. Th.e 

concept of similarity doets not really fit :tn at all 
I 

Simil~rity is essentially a gualita~iv~ concept ' 

as a· descriptive ea.t~gory its apl)lica.tion is co:n.­

f'irH!~d to the 1•elation5 ·of q\Mllities (it is pointl4>ss 

to limit them by calling secondary) pOSe~'h'!ISed by 

objecte or ev<entr~. :In te"lking abOtl t l"ola. tions Cit 

objects and ev·en.ts t eimileri ty-langut\ge provides a 

qualitative ettbetitute :for (or a eupplement to)· the 

quantitative language of' •xaet identity. 

Th~ eo-c'-\lled qualiti€Js ktH:rwn to ue ·a.& primarz 
aince ·~ke ore, in £$ct. to be treated ae th• 

• 
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' qua~:tttl!ltive or ftWIIert.oal aspect• o£ ob,.1ecte to 

. wJU.oh 'hoy an ea!.d ~o be,long., 'they ~om• to '" 
•' r 

confused in tb• mt.nda of ptd.loeophe~e Wit~ quall-

. tile a perha:pa b•~au•• ot grannatica1 j.tf.luaion. Th• 
. I I 

2'1 . 

:Ll·lua~Oil seems to ar1•• fro111 the tact that tb.e uses 

of' the. vOsodi!J doaignatq the $o-ea11ed prtmaey qua• 

lit••tt• ••g•••ol~d'• 'ea&tende~• lite., in our lanp .. 
age are· graana~$ca11y 'tl0!1-4S.1'fer•nt £rom . thos• ot 

What are •o COUilt •• qua.llty•wol'da ~~ •sc.Jlence• 

~-.g. •blue•, t'bttn•volen• •, ·· ·• sweet t., •o~lct• t etc • ··We 

aay, •Th• 8kf ~· bl~•'• ~S\lg•r .:I.e •w•et•, 1l:ce-creaa 

l• eoJ(l • •· iuld •o OD.J aild likeV'lae, •• ai•o eay, ''the 

·. table le aqw.s..- • , '*rcUX7' :la hee..yyi, 'The •un ia 

laree • • 1'be :fP!"allinatt.cnt •tatua ot 1 aquan • • 1 1arga • ' ' - . 
. ·' 

Ol'_ · 1lltt4VY~, !..• abaolu.'teJ:y ··~•k• that ot •blue 1 
11 . 

. ·. 
· 'ben.-volent • • • ••••t 1 o_. •cold •;. The ao-Ca-lled _pd.ioo 

mary <tua1itlea, in•o~$~ •• -tilef are am•na1t~e •o 
' . . 

oottntlng and ra•aeUI'em-.t, ·ar~.' for that ..-.aaon, to 

be •itted to tblnkin~ tD t•r~'Ot the Oone•pt 0. , 

exact :ld•nt:l'Tt which, aa we have ·~s.d,. i• not th. 

••me.aa eU.i.larity er· lt•_•qulvalente •. The primary -

quaU.tt;ea ..... in fact, to b •. k•pt out C)f' the ~ange 
- . - ' 

Ot aidlarl..,-•lan-apf, Vhf.()h ta. to nHJIUl that; ~or> .ua 
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thore:f.e no aqqh eub-ioclase ot (2.1), i.e.- similarity 

Qf' qualities, which might be oal.l.ed similarity o.f 

primary qua.U. tiee • 

We are, howev.,r, aware of a possib1e attempt to 

reetor.e sim:tlari ty f'or tho so•cal:.l.cd primary qua­

lities tn an indirect way. Zt con•ist• in under­

standins thG •i.milar~ty of the so-called primary 

qual.::Lties a.e that between sets o£ relati.ona and, 

thereon, in subsuming :l.t as a particular eub-c~aas 

under·(2.2), ~.e. eimilarity o£ relations. The obVi~ 

ou •. batJe ot' this attempt :l.s tb• motaphyei.cal poa1tion 

that the eo-called prima~ qual~tieo •nre reduci~l• to 

rela.ti.onal. a~W.racter:latics" 12 of' thiri.gs~ Xt ~s a:rf,>Ued, 

Coneider • • •. tho so-called primary quali tie& o£ 
matter~ l:s the position of a thing logical.ly 
separable ~om it& relations tc other things, or 
its ehape thinkable apart :from the relations 

' which tbe parte o£ ~ts eur£aco bear to oaoh 
other and to .th• objecte whic·h bound it? Motion; 
veloo:ity, mass are in· a a:l.milar· pos~tion. Z am 
not sure that I ought not to go further and say 
that all tho sc .. cnlled .primary qua.Ht:los art...t· 
zoeducible to relatj.onal ohazoacteriat;J.os ••• "" 

1.2 S•e• e.g. A.C.Ellingt l:dealism, Mathu•n ~ Co. 
Ltd., London; ( 19:33 Jr p.190. 

13.:Ib:J.d. 



Blit· the ldtlla that. the ao-oall•d p~:l.muy qualil!*> 

ti.ell are r.eiat4i>n• •••m•·• :ln tat;tt• vroxu.n .so the 

queation·o~ •Qbe~m11lg the ao-oa).1ed etmt.larity ot 

the ~orm,r to that tif ~h• la~t•r c=.annot art••• 

Zt ••Y weli be tbe caee that eqme, c •• g. po•l• 
. -, -

t:i.on,. maaa; vel~ctty1·. eto.) · o.- :wen a11t the •o• 

c~11.d pr~~. qQlit.f-•• ar,e Jl~t thbtc•.,~• ••o•pt 
in teJ!'IBe o£ the ~·la~ioD*l ~Juu"•crt•r.t•t:lca ot th• 

ob3eot•• But what doea tha~.t.nd t~ indt~a,e7. 
' . ' 

· ()Dly t.~t ·~••••• o,r th• • .-ca1Jed p~b~ry qua• 

. iit_tea ot an object d•p•t:~da Ol:l ttt. avue_.e•• o' lta 

; · r•lat$ona,J. pnp•rtt••• . An4 .nothsng more.. Xt provi~ 
• ' . • I • ',, -

' ,:''• 

. The assimt.latton, for ua, ta. in. tac:t, ··i.apoaelbl•t 
.; . 

• '•' I ~ ' 

qualt.t .. ea 'and.S.elat:lona,t•· on' our •naJ.)':d~ •• ~it 

' too. bast~. :The tt>rJB•r• ••·· <t~e baye •aild, are .i$p•~ 
' 

•~oull ·'tl9 cba_.acJ•ri•-.tton ~ ••"* or •Wlarity 

epithet•• .~o '*not trua·of the latt•~• S~la~~ty 

do•• .hoJ.d •on!;. r•lat~ona,, .· •zid ,.,, ·do talk d rota.-. 

tf.on•· l>;trlg a.i•$lar,., 
. : . ' . 

/ 
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I 

qualiti.me i:n.to primary and eecou.dary; wo are not in a 

posit~on to maltca a corresponding division in thG aim~­

l,.arity of' qualities• namely, that holding bet)feen p~i­

aary que.li t:lee on the one hand 1 and .tba.t. holding 

betwe•n secondary qua].itios on the othtn:·• Nonethe1eaa1 

qua1itiee do not pre$ent a w~rld which is homogeneous. 

They nre'amenable to division 1n oth•r ways which are 

notinsigni.ficWlt• 'l'hue1. in the :first pla.ce 1 v:e can 

dist~ieh qualit~ee WhiCh are sensOfX and tboee 

. that art> non•eensory. The f'ormer are div:loiblo !lito 

simfie and comsle!, and .,o ~re tbe 1atter. Th:te.w-.y, 

we ~·t £our types of' quniitioe. namely 

(a 1 ) llimple .sensory qUt\.litiea, (e.g. m:l.lk-whtte• 

ness, vimiblenese, .ta:ngiblene&!1 1 equality• 

equa~ene~s, oto.) 

(a2
) compl~x scnrsory qual!ti~e, (e .. s. ee:tinc. 

cpiura, playing golf' t etc • ) 

{b1 ) simple nori-sf)nsoey que.11ties 1 (e.g. pa:J.n.; 

· pleesu~e, etc~) 

(b~) oomplex non-sGnso:ry qu.a.lit~es, (e.g. our-­

sentimeotei·etce}f 



and.;. QorrQapondin€; to them, -'atural.ty, :four typo• 

o:t' simi~:tty ~f' · qual:L ti~a under· ( ~l~ t _), · namo:iy, 

(2.1a1 ) 0.im<l1!lr:l:ty· o£ s:Wiple' sensory qualitie$t 

2 ·(2.1a ) :ilJ.milar~ily o;t OOmp1eS sensory q~Ul:J.it.:tles, 

(2.1b1 ) 's:l~larj.ty ():t: simpi.e non•eonsory quai;tt:leet 

(2.1b2) •$;m:1larity o£· complex non"""eensory q,na1.t.~:1ee• 
' ' .. ' . .·· 2 .· ' 2·· ' ' ., 
Q:E theee ;f'oo:r t:rpes, (2 .. 1a ) and (2.1b ) atre ~ot 

. eo· rmt()h a fH>~ir'Ce. of any specia1 phi.loaophi.eal. prob1em. 

The. fOrtnGI". is Understandable ln. terin15 Of.' (2.tfl.l) and 

tbo ·latter in terfllS of' (2~1b1 )Q Ho-.iev~r, thi!!J caunot 

be SO said of' (2.1a1') nne! (2.1·b1). TJ.t~y l~t:),Ye., in pl'dlo­

. so~hy, beeorne a source of' aome epactal. ·J:lr'obloms and 
'tltat ia on account of' the ~imi>'ti~eitt. o£ the qu~1:1:t:1~• 

bl!rtvet,n wb!eh they nold., The qua1i t:lea being .a$.thp1e, 
• • '' I • 

one doee not, naturoa1ly, fi11d anything common to thel!l 

by wbi.eh the:f.r e:tmi.lar5.ty m!€Cht be de:f'ined. And ·tiUe 
' . ' . . . 14 

bdb' 1eads some philoso~hers; e~-g~ Austin , atn()ng 

others, to maintain that e~plo quttlit:te;, are U:Qt 

similar in anY ord:lna'7' aensGj $0 tli~t •-iJ~milarity• 

1:4 Vide "The· lietm.:tilg· o;g a. Word"'. J!hilloeor!~e.i 
gapers,, Qxford Un:i.versity Prese (1970 
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o£ en.y epecie& of qual1 tieei · which are .s,:;..,mpl.e would 

sh&11 undertake the discussion of it only ~ a ·mo~• 

appropriate context·h•roat'tftr, 15 

5• \ie may now turn to (2.2), tbat i.e to says. the 

~imilar~ty o~ relatipns. 

There is indeed a bit of oddity about the eimila-

r.i:ty holding between relations vis-a-vis those we 

have oo tar considered, i.e. eimilazt1.ty of' objecte~ 

that ot events. ~r of' qualiticso For, similarity 

bo:lng itaQl:t a kind o:f rG1ation1 1n talldng o£ the 

similarity of rolat1ons He arA in :l'act talking ~bont 

a kind o£ relation amon:e relations and not among 

entitie.s which ar! not relationn, nut :ln. \fh:at senee 

can ·there J!Ubsiet :relation antong relnt1.ons? Relatione, 

obv:i.oualy, a.ra not r~lat'd .to one another in the way 

Qbjeote or qualities 41.J:•e. J::f tlle la.ttor are said to 

be re1atea materially, the relation between t~e £or.mer 
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:I.e t~ be called a :forma,l one • l1hich means in being 

concerned w~th. similarity o£ relatione, we aro 

conco:rnod ·with 1-1hat may be CE\lled ::ln the langt;s;age of 

O'Oonner16 'f'ormal or structural' similarity att 

oppo5ed to tho 1matorlal' similarity holding between.· 

objeots or qualities. 

An;y~1ay, let us get into ®X' .ta5k o:t distinguishing 

tha various type.s o:t si~ilie.rity of' t'&latiODe.- . 

Above, we hav~ distinguished eimilari.tie$ ot par­

ticulars into di~Tcrent k~ds according tc the dif~er• 

ent t'jJl6& of' particulars b.o~een wld:.oh they hold • The 

same ruodel h0.s been :to11owod. by U$ .also in ~dstingni• 

shing. the di.ff'erent types ··of ei~larit1.ee holding. 

bet1.-1een qual.i tt.es. So, i~ ue hnve :to carry this pri.n-

ciple of' d1:vision :tu:r.-ther. on. to the ~im11~r:ltiee of' 

:rolation.s, l>:hat naturally beeornee ineumben.t on us is to -.. 

base otu"'selves on a dependable C.he,rt whieh eorte out 

·the dif':f'er.ont.typ~a of relations. And the chart, we 

sha..ll accept, i.s the on$ .l'rhich has been "10rked Ot1t . by 

16 ~ "On .Re.semblanoe", Prpoeod:lnftS o£ th.q 
Ar1stot1ean societx, 195!5-46, p.sa. 



5.1. The main principle by which Ruesel.l dist:tn .. 
' ' 

r;uiehee various k£uds o£ relatione bears on. tuo very 

fun.damen·tel. properties of' relations. 'these propertie• 

are transitiveness nnd symroetrx. Relation8 mey or may 

not possae6 either o£ these two propertia$. Accordingly, 

17 t'ollov · ~:f.x di:ff'e:rerit types o:f relations to wld.cb Ruasell 

gi vet: the fo110l-r:l.ng names : 

{1,a) sxmmetrieal ~~lat,on, 

( 1.b) ~on .. aymmetric~l. relation, 

( 1.e) f.~n-mmetrica1 r~·lation• 

(2.a) 'l'ranet:iti.ve relatio:r:tt 

( 2. b) Non ... tranBi ti·vo rolation 11 

(2,c) l:ntrnns1ti.ve r.olation,. 

(1.a) A relation which is eucil that xRz ahr~ys 
'. Y:-· 

implies zRx ie Called (1.~), i,e. synnnetriC$.1. The 

relat:t.ons epouse, £9Ual. •• t,o, e.nd such lilte are e.lwmpl~e 

of symn1et:r::ical relations. 

(1.b).A relation wh:J.eh doe~ not poaaese eymmr!try 

in thia sense ie to be called ( 1. b) , i.e • non-syynua.­

trical rolati.on. E.g. brothflr, s:tpter• etc. 

17 ~ Introduction to Mathemat~oa~ C~1osoPb~t 
Chap.VJ Pr~no~~les of Mnthematioa, Cbap.XXVZJ 

• also Ot.u: Knowledse .of ·tlle External World, 
pp.5&:59. :tn thie oonneot:ton t5ee L.s.stebbi.ng, 
A Modorn :tntroduct:lon to Logic.(narper To:rch­
book)l pp.tl&:169. 
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( 1"..-c) R<:!lations whieb possess ·the oppoaite 

pro·perty of' symmatry, that is, wh:Loh is such tl:uat 

s:Rz al11a:rs Gxcludel!l yRx, is called !'l;SYmmetr:lcal 

relation .• l!1.g. ~. husband, _l'lGpbi<n:r, ~· and 

eo on. 

(2.a) . .1\ tra.nsitive relation ts sueh that whenever 

it oocul"'s between !:.. anr.l J! and a.leo between .£. and £ 1 

it holds between A an~~~ Example, be~ore, after, 

sreater, above~' and the.like. 

(2.b) A relati.on. is :no:n-tr:!lnsitive ~ihonover it :1& 

not tr~.n:siti.ve. For II· exam.plo, brother, f.:tst!£• 

{2~e) An 'Intra:nsit~vo rolat:tpn is such thr:-~.t i:f it 

holds betwean A and B e-.n.d also bet,deen B e.nd _c, then . ... - _. 

it n0'1.rer :holds be't¥reen!. c.n.d £.• For @x~mple, :rather, 

j:JD• one year o ldc-r, nncl the lHr.o. 

Nc::rt-v· we r:1ay t corresponding- to t'he six varieties 

o:f relat.icna ,-rh'ich are as :f'ollOt-ls ~ 

{2.2n 1 ) SJ.tnilo.rity o£ eymmetr:i.crll relations, 

(2.2a2 ) Similarity of' non-a~metri.enl relations, 

(2.2e.3) Sim~lnr~ty ot asymmetr~ca~ retation~, 

(2.2t>1 ) Similar~.ty of" trane:1t1ve relation$, 
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(2.2b2 ) Sim1lar~ty of.non-treneit~ve r~~at~ons, 

(2.2b3) S;t.mi1nr:lty ot:' intransit!.ve rel.nti.on~. 

5.2. It· ie· desircble that vo de:finEl precim~1y 

each o:t: these sis: tyPos or·aimila:rity of relations. 

The t;aak is by no means ,ea.sy to accomplislt; and we 

eapa.blo of that. For, there romaine something to be 

done at a moa:-e bao:f.e lovel. It is to ma.lte an attempt 

tcn:ards· O,o3:fiuing the similari:ty holdin.g het"t.;een 

guishe.d by· ue • ;;~.ro but si:& 'v""Ei.rie,n.ts. We shall do it, 

onoc again, .f'olloidl'.i~ Russell. 18 

Iu. dei:'in.i.ng s:l~:d.1ax'i ty of relations ae such Rc.,ssell 

takes &S u co.se of' ±t t 'the similar:l ty holding betlv~c:n 

the relation o£ Q:r:l,C place to another, say, 0:? @. 

oi' tho country. In nmro concre·t:a te:rms, it is the 

eim:i.lal:"ity holding bot.-we~n the relat1.cn of Oaleutta 

18 Vi.de :Introduction. co· Ma.thematioal_Philoao·eJa.l!:.• 
Chap.Vl•t Pub1~$hed by Simon and Sehu~ter. 
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~o Darjeeling and that between the two correapon• 

ding posi.tt.ons on the map of West Bengal. 1!be 

relation on e:i:ther side is a epace-relationJ 110 

the. t·, in defining similarity o~ ,:oela tione, which 

Rueaell doee, in f'act 0 j.a to do!'ine slmilttrity ot 

two space-relatione. Both the relatione are of tbe 

eame logical ~ype, and eo their ai~ilarity ia one 

between relat:lonl!5 that are 1homogeneou8'•19 

~t how, }.)1"eeisel.y, it; this. rd.milnrtty def'ined by 

Russell? The ttvO rcla ti.onEJ' are eaid to. be eim:ilar 

when thor$ is between them a one-one relation auch 

the :f':iold o.f the OT3B ·~nd th!tt tJ'£ 'the other• Xn 

We may def:i.ne two·z-elatio.ns P and Q. as noimilar", 
or a:s ~ving "likeness" , when thore ie a one-one 
relati.on S Yhos·e doruain ~s t~o i'icld of P and 
vhoe• converoe domain is the fic~ld of' Q, and. 
wnioh :.la such that• if' one t~x·m h&s th& 1"'el~ti.on · 
P·to another• tb~ curre~ate of' tho oue has tha. 

19 Russell :1s not pavticular about det':in:l.ng 
s:t.milar:i.ty holding between heterogeneoue 
rel~tionet on the ground that "•••the not~on 
of' likenefS.e 'is not ·~.rcry 't.U!If'ful ae e.pplied to 
relations that ar' not homogeneous.•• · 
Ibid, P•.53. 



. \ 

i ' 

Tba poait;tou la esplainetl llY . Ituafell til -.be. · 

1i#ea ca•o<t.s tt•~ov ·vt:•b. ~b• 11$1p o~ thta ttsure • 

. $ 

.. . ) y 
I . . • Q 

)8 

Wt -~aD~.% b.e two t•ma haV~ tb• *'titlati.on J.> •. 
!Jlen thtt_.e · •• to tt.·. ~wo t•""'• A• _lf.t. eu•h ''-at 
.a ua the r~lat.on s to A• %. baa the ..-J.at'• s · 
to z, an• J! ·_has the re.ktS.on Q to 1!,. :t:f' thl.a· 
~SJP•Da· wilib •v•rv pair ot ._.2'8l. euch •• .a-~ · : z, mel J.f' *h• conv•r••. ha:p~• v:l:th ~J.T pat•· 

· t>'f' I ••~• _auo.-. ~· .a _0114 X• t.il t• olor· -t~t fo'f! 
. ev•J:T P .• -tan-.,• in · vl'd.oh tbe *'elat~oa P hol.Qe 
th•~• ie ·a oone•pondj;ng lnfl.tanc• '"'2J11i.ch th• 
s-ea;at.t.on Q hold.•· &r1d viiJ• x•:raa ...... : 



And tide le "hat, Bu•aeU aa)"•• ~. dee.tres to . ~ ' . . .. . 

'•ocure by l1SIJ d•1'i!l~tton o£ · a:lmllarity d J"elatf.ons. 22 

D. 

~. o-r olaeai~l~ation ot •im•la~tie• ba• ao tar 

been baa..S :em • .~e:fer.,.o• to the. var$ou• k:~d• ot 

teras betw .. n vbf.ch th~y may be •ald to hold• lt is 

nov to 'tie· carrl.ecl :turtiaer f'onan by ua in accardanc• · 

·· :wi'h 'th on.-·oth~~ w.ay,. have mentlonedt2' .Y:lm• 

in re:f•nnoe to .certa:I.D _..,..._._ pecuU..-it1•• o~ 

'.,J..11P."it7• 

'•"• St.tdliiri~y '• a ·nlat:l.on tt.a.l£. on tli• othe~ 

:luutdt -.e have, .'8ft•r Rualle11, diet~nsui.h~ above . 

. nlati®a into .tb• ro11GWing ~n.Js, nam.ly ·• 



(1.a) Symmetrical ~elation, 
' . 

{ 1. b) Non-symmetr:toal. r"lati.on, 

(1.c) Asymmetr:i.cal relation• 

. (2.a) Transitive relation, 

(2.b) Non-trarud.ttve relation, 

(2.c) In.trane1tive relati.on. 

40 

so, :l.n classif'yint:: eimj.laritiee a. very natural 

possibility £or·us ~o e~plore ~s whetber ve can 

read in similarity (which is a re~ation} each or 

any of' the above six types o£ rel.ations• Tha.'(; i.tS,. 

whether we oan, ba.v:tng the aix types of relatione 

in mind, :1nterpret s:l.mila.rity in terms o£ one or 

S~mil.arit;v is common.J:y looked upon ae an ine!'la 

tance·or.symmetrioal a.a al•o ot t:ransi.t::lve relatit>~· 

And th:lo hol.ds good no matterwhetller the ~:i.milar:lty 

:J.s material or formal. 

Take two particulars, ,a and .!! wbioh r~semble 

materially in 'being, eay 1 peen. The aimil.arity of' ,a 

and _k, ~ ~h:l,e caee, ·1• obvious1y aymmetrioe.l; 

becauee .s.Rl?. here is auch that it implies !tJlA• Taka:· 
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I , ~ ' . 

·41 
' ' . I . 

a eec~d · exqp1~· ~volv~ tbre~ particulan 

•.!.• .lP. and s_which' reeeabi.t aga!Ji, tn' ~ing gl!e"n~ 
u._.. alao• as in ·the:~Jteoedf.~ e:xa•pl.e•· the a1m!1a..-

.. rity tlt A• .ken~£ i• ·•)'mm•tr10a1. J'o~; vbile . .t.R,h 

iltpl:t.ea Jl.Ra anct AR£ implies .e.Bh• £liS. t;lipllea s.R.!• 
'I '•' ' ·, • • ' .,!. ,. 

Al'J.d the ·simf.1Qt&ty ie tran•itt•• al•~• lleic•u•• lll\tl 
II·. 

encJ ,wt£. imply !.ll£• Thio. tan 'be i11u•tratta in the 
. . ~ ' 

l~•. ·~ aleo :i.ti re•peot or the c01Dm0n C)as•e ot 
' . ) I • I 

torma1 et.mt.la.A.ty, •• 1".- oaapl•• tat; ~••w••n two 

os.- ao•• cla•••• or betwif•il two u mor• r•t•~~Qne• 

Jiu\ •• all a$-mll•...,t••• •)'mrnattitoal end ,,_,:1.• 
:. ; ·.: ·' : . ' . . r·r ' 

,· ' ... ·.,. 

vay, ~··~ - ••r-m•-.:r&oal aJ~,d -:t;&'all8ttiovet I:At u• 
'.'' 

' ""~ .ati tled · to• diet•eu.i•ht nu•ly • \.: : .. 

. (,.1). •1fl1m••~:I.O$l~trana:U::i:V$ af.ftlilart.Cyt. 
. . . . . ' . . . . . ·. 

. . . . . 

S!!l (;.2) aa,..etr:lea•intranat. tj.ve ailmi1a:r1 ty • 
- - -:·- . • . ,' J": ' 

().;!. 'l'h•r•. itid~ed a~e cas•e: vhe~e :l'C et~e.a 

p_,,.eib1e to ca:1;egor~•• elmil~ri.ty •• irlstancee of 
~ ,. - ,, . . . . . . . . . . .. . ,. ·.· 
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asymmetricn1~intrRneitive relationa Wa aro go~g 

to tnont;Lon b0lat1 two auch cases~ ·rem6in:l.ng non­

comm:t.~~l about whetb.er or not there ar.-. more. 

(a) The t~ret· is to be tound in c~~cumstanoes ln 

vh1cb1 aaong other thinga, 

(,!) the terms o£ s1milarity are at leeet three, 

fii) incidents o£ si~larity are, at tenet, two, 

!m5! (.;t:L:t.,) we compare the eir.tilarl ties :t;n terms of 

vordt5 · e1gnif'yi.ng ~egrea, t·.e. in terms of 

-ettoh vorde as 'more•; 'lees'; and the iike,. 

Takeeol()ura, eay, yellow, orange,and.red. Suppoae 

one · eaytl, 'Ye :t.low is similar to ~range, orange :I. a 

e~ilar to red, nnd rea· to yellow'. Thie undoubtedly 

ia'a descr:t.pt:l.on of' Q .eimilarity wbieh ie eymmetr:l­

ca:t .Snc! trail:sitive. ··ror, obviously, it •ecords w~th 

tho form of' a}'ltlltlQtriea1 rel.ati.on mentioned above, 

~· .!,R~ impli.es .!.!~··and Aft£ impliee .£R!!t a:., alfu> 

·with that of' trll.lisitive relation. viz. eRb and bRc _. ----- ... _ 
imply !ilS,• 

.But th~ aitua~ion become~ ~~~ferent as we bring in 

th6 cQmje.ri.eon o£ the three col6urs in res pee t. o£ 

thei.r degree, and• aoc.ordingly, tu.troduce vorde like 

'more' or 'le•-e,t in out- atatement. That :la, as eoon 



:!s to red•, 

or cs (ii) 'Red i• lose similar to yellow than it ~e --- ~ 

or :i.t1 a:lmila.r other ways. Neither fulft.le the raqu&e• 

ment · ot: c&J1muttry <>r of transitivetlese. J!Qth tend t4). 

fit ~, on the other band~ exactly witb tho contrary 

of' it •• ~or, i.n the :firot ploee,. if' "'! sax f!l and {Ji) 

th•n we cannot eay ·~ngo ~eecmb~cs yellow $0:t'G tl~ * 
it reaembloeJ red' ; nor' oan we eay that 'Orange is 

ano1yais wi.ll cover all. like Qsamplee. A :f"ew .inetnncae. 

1The fir5t son ~eaembles his tather more than the 

second eon•, 1The tirat daughter ~osemb1os her mother 

le&e than the second da~gh•er•, •india is more simila~ 
'· .. 

to GrCJeco tnan to England~! , • Orange ie lesr.J l.Ute bl.ue 

than 1t is like yel1ow;~ and so on. 

(£,..) 'The second k~1d of e'-mtlari ty which is y;erhaptt 

understandable as an lnetan~• of an asymmetrical• 

£ntranait~ve rGlation te what ~- oa1led '£ami1y 

reaomblanee• by w~ttg$nste:ln. 



SIM"'LAU:tTY AND LANa:U.MlE 

Tld.e kirul o£ reaemblance is aai.d to hold, f'or 

example • among t game a.' or 'memb•re o£ a f'amily' • :It 

exclude~ anything being pose8aa411E1 in common by all 

the members o£ a class; it ~e •aid to constet rather 

in • ti:lmilari ties overlapping end cr:!.ss•crot~sing' , 

'overall eimilarities•, 'eimi1aritiee of detai1'•~4 

and the like• 'tb:l.a particular brand ot eimilarity9 

because o~ its obvious peculia~lty, hae come in 

.naturally to trigger oft some new philosophical 

:i.ntereet in the con.cept ot: eim:tl.a.ri.ty. :tt has, in 

. t'act, figured q~i. te proainently in' nurru!!II'01.1& pld.loso-

phical disouss.:lone in reeen.t years. 

Anyway, 1et ue explain our poLnt of 1ookinrr at 

.'family resemblance• as a poesib1e :lnetnnoe o~ 

asynwetrical"":':l.ntranl!!i:l.:tive re.lat:Lon. We may do :t't 

t!ti.s va.y • 

Take A , B and C who ere members of the same . £am:t.ly •. 

Suppose thE!t ~~ resemb.lee B in rcrspect of' x, and B 

resemblea 0 1~ Ji'espect of Y• \\·e say that tlle three 

resemble :ln a eenee. But this ianot a case in whi.ch 

24 Vide :t!,_h~ioeophi.Cal.. Xpveet:f;;gat:lonf!t Tr. G.E.H •. 
Aneeombe• Basil. lUacl-cwel.l t Oxf'ord 1 ( 1963), 
p.32. 

/ 
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~e can.eay tlmt sim~larity that holds betvoen A 

and B holds a~so between A and C. 

So, wa have ground to coni'!.rm O\lr envi.saged 

ditJ·t:Lnotion of' ei.milari ties into 

( :-3.1 ) thosG which. aro symnJetriea~tJ:•ansi ti.ve, : 

£m.!! (:h2) tb,oae which .are asyrmnetrical-intransitiva. 

G.:J. :tn {!,) above w~ have mentioned two seni;onliit 

(!} 'Yellow ie more similar to ~rang~ than it 

is to red• ,. 

~ (i!) 'Red 1a 1oss sim1~ar to yellow than it is 

to orange'• 

The aen.tencea can hardly make a claim to ru1.y 
. . 

absoiuto singularity :for tbemselvee, For, obv:l.oue1y• 

(!!!) 'Tko dogs re~omb1e ea~h oth~r mor~ than 

they resemble a ~ol£', 

(!!.) 'The two brotllere reeembl~ ea:eh other lesa 

taan they romemble t~•ir ~ather•. 
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· 'fhetJa .two . 0X::tmples atle not exactly. like tbe 

earlier one!! , i • e • (.~.) and (J...!) • In either of' (!) 

and (i!,) the comparison is conf~ned to two instan• 

ces o·r' similarity. :tn (JJ the s~ra1larity ia bot·..-oen 

•yellow,and orange' and between. •yel.low and red'J 

and in (A!,) :l.t is betw.eti •red and yeli()w' !!Uld 

between 'red and ore.nge'• But.(!.!!.) nnd' (~) are 

· both o£ tllean dif':feront. :tn each case tho oomparieon 

cover& thre• inatanoee o£ •imilari·ty. 'l'hua :ln (!!,!) 

we h~ve etmilarity between. 'dog 1 and dog2 ' 9 between. 

'dog1 and the wolf'' and 'the ctog2 and the wolf•. 

Lik~wiee, in (~} th• ·~ilarity :l.s ·between •son1 

and eor~2 • , bet,~een 'eon 1 and. the f'a ther • and 
2 ' ' 

betwaen 't'!lon- ftn~ the f&tber•. 

Each of: o~ :four examplee above covers three 

t•rms, e.g.- •yellow', 'orang~ 1 and •.red •, · or 'dog 1 • ,· 

'dog2 •, and 'the wol£' and so on. We 4ould a~so men-

tion &xamples involving more than three-·terme.; Eut 

to have three or more term$ iL'!I not necessary in all 

expressions de~ignat~g degree. Nor, againt i& it 

nea&aeary £or that purpose to use the two words 1 



strs. -wc.l.l soy t 'T'hc two eop;i:f!Hl are exoctly s:l.milar•, 

or 'The two brothers are more_ or lees e:lmilar• .r.t·he 

involves only two terms. This, however, ic not to 

Mean that one cannot have euch eentences covering 

sore ~han two terms. T.bere indeed arc sentences of 

thie kind which may :refer· to nn :lnde:f:inite number. 

E.g. '*rh• brothere- ara more Qr 1eue aimi.l.nr to one 

another•, •Tlie books are exactly alike one another', 

and eo on. 

Anyway • all . this, v.iz. sentences dee:tgna ting 

d~~ra~s o~ s:imilnr~tYt th•number o£ terme they 

:involve, oto. are by them:tolves not ot muoh ilnpor­

tnnce. They aro import~t booauee they tond to ppo­

vide us w~th a n~v principle for the claeai£ioation 

· of' similar! ti0e., namely., cl.nssi:f'iot~t:l.on according 

to dee;reee. 

2' !!5!! ·~~d.nkjnc; and., Experj.enc~, aute:td.ngaon 
University Li.'b:onry, London, p.14 41 
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call th.era : 

(:3., 3) 'exact t ei.mi.lar:L ·ty, 

~ (,.4) 'total' or 'complete• eimilar~ty. 

(.~.) Similarit;y, Pr:i.ce sa.ys, ·t'has two 'dimensions· 

of variation. :tt may ·vary in :intcma:ttr1 it· may o.l.so 

vary in extent.u Now -we hB.ve e:J:act similarity between 

two things when ·the simil.ar:i. ty between two things 

sh.o.wif, the maximum degree o:f intensity. 

Two tlli!~IJ,'a to be notod abou "t exact eim:l.lari ty at 

this po:i.nt ,., 

On~ ' being the tnnximtllll :l.n the range of' the 

var;icltion o:f similarity, in respect o£ intensity, 

cxac1; similarity is not.itself' amenable to variation. 

Thill. is-obvious. 

'two· t no· 1'1ne. obJect as a vhol;e can· be exactly 

simi la.r to another tal,e:o. as a whol.o. T.he.t two obj ee te 

may bG exactly eiwilar on~y ~ one particu~ar aapoot 

of them. 'to illuetrate the point, let us ta.k~ two· 

p~eces of paper. Sny, they are un1~ke each other ~n 

respect o:f !Shope, size and thickness, 180 tbat neither 



• 

aea whol.e is exactly eimilar ~othe other. Yet 

they may be exactly etm:l.lar :l.n· being·•. say., white. 

'l'bere are eomc pMlosopbere who are inclirled to 

diemiae·exact similarity ae an tmrealised ideal• 

Exact •imilari ty, for them, is a rnyth• The ground 

for this poeit~on is ±nduct:J.ve. Xt constete £n ehov-

.ing that, on occa.a:l.ons 1. two things conaidered exactly 

. alike at the beginning manifest unl:f.k~nese on closer 

uuspection St\bsequentl.y. This indeed is a f'aot ·whic.h 
. 26 

no one would d.any. Yet as :l• pointed out by Pr:l.o~, 

:l.t- is a b:f.,t too ine_ctequato :for its job, nw:r:oly to 

just:U'y o. SllOeping denial of' o.&aot si.mi.larity. For; 

th.ere also a:s::e ruany oases wher~ n there is no dis-
. . 27 

covorable iu.~Z~tactne5a in a resemblanco. 11 E.r.;., the 

o:f aha.pe or size, that between two parts or a piece 

of' '!·th1te paper in res:pQo·t o1· their -whiten-ass • 



' \ . 

• •• ,'!' • 

~-.-

·. JO 

. •••liar; what· ,. t2lkera .. oon•ideratj;on ,. a .,.rtaf;n 

••J.•e;t.d aap•~t o~ thcl · wo ~-•· 11\tt, In •• o••• 
or vha,~ v• • ._.. OhC)IId to oai& th•tr ooap1e•• sttdtli!i 

-

.. lari't¥t: then t.• il4 •uC)'b ·••leott..on •. The. a.pttoJi t:~t. 

coapl•t• •lld.lui._. t.tl'VC.'lv••, nt•J'•nc• · to •l' ••petct• · 

o~ t-• tvo ·tJd.ug•-• 

. o-. -·. ·~ , •. J1t1$$lot , •••• bl• -.oh oth•l' in 
I 

every "*pe~tf Sou, •••• 1-eJbld.•• •• ve iim,~w• «_,.. · 
th•~ tMy :O&D• 8!• lt theF· ..,... oc ..... ~· •t.tla:t-1 

· th•Y iro•t• · t• ,,. .. hid, cu.ne..- ·In .. a•i;'talb spatial am1 · 

.. topo.-1 obaJ;taoten••ic*:•• f,l'bQ•• detin• •b•'• .-.ap.c.tl .. 

_: $<leaUtie• -.,blob._ .... : ~orict•( .,..ouad. tw ra'•nin• 
: •• th .. ••· twa, tbqlf --~-d .O,>on•• AllJ"f&Y •. we _.. . -· . . ' ·,. <· ' .. 

: n•t .. aoinc to oppoe• tht•._ pC*:Ltt.#· nor-· to .f11pp•n tt. 
· . st•tl.-tyl vldoll ·•• a!!i•!a•lk o(,apl•••• •i we•d 

• - • . - Y_;:. ' ... 

OallllO• :dat ••••• to the p~_.,,. -toollpl•t•.•t•$1U4~7·• 

For• ftt'er•n.,~ to t.t ill_· -av~lQbl• ·When •• oba•.-v• 
" ••·~~ts•·· ••one 't1Wlc•· . .,.~ iB u'~M' _·-~··..-.~a-nt 

' - ' - . •. -- ··. ~ ' 
. . . 

: .to d••~lbe th.e•• -~ 4 ·.us .!• on the ,~• lu:md1 ~ .,s 
. . . . 

. ::a, alld I• oD th• otbW• Supp_o ...... !. Pd-.. ~ "···bl• 

' .. 

. '.-



,, 
ea.ob othe2:" tn a11 re•pects ezcopt one• \ofh:lle£ 

QJJd R, reaemble ln a11 :reapeota ucept two or three. Sax 

1'o c:t•ecribe .,uob a sLtuat:l.on we oay 'The eim:t.larity 

betv•en.Aand J!le more oompl.et• than tbat.between 

£ atuJ !' t or 'The abi~ty between£ and Jl is 

· ieas complete · than tbat between A ·and l!' •. 
E.xa¢t elmi.l.arit:y, w~ have aaidt is not smenable 

to variation, being the 'maximum po~t :ln the ··Z'aDgCt 

of th• :lntena:l.ty ot eisn:1.1ari.ty~ 'J'he .aslmwn o£ c()m­

plete it:LmilarS.ty may'be Ill! unattainable idea1.What 

... attaUl&bl.e 4.e only verioue degrees 0~ approd.•a­

tione to thf.e :lclea1. We need reference to· tho phrase 
. . 

•complete s1mi.1arJ.ty' to deecrlbe theao variat:l.ons • 

. xu-

'To • aum up now. 

We st~ed wt.tb. two principles according to whiOht 

we aaid, •&" pi"C)jected claes:i.flcation o£ eim:l.lari t:lea 

was to ·be carr:Leci Q'titi~' One oj theee two pr:lrie:lplee • 



/. . . . 
SJ:M!LAU:tTY·AND LA~GUAGE 

•• we caa remember, ia to take into consideration 

the- varioue kinde ot term• between which similari,ty­

relation may be eaid to subsist. T:be other oonsiete 

in taking into cous:lclerat:l.on the p~ouliaritiea o£ 

tj:lm1larity•rel.ation t'ttSelf. Aa above, i.n X and .l::t 

re•peotive1y1 the two prhlciplea ao far· beve yielded 

two p.-allel sete o'£ a:Lmilar.ity-aub•cla•s.as which• 

.finally, may now 0. B~hamatia~d as fellows t 



Similarity 
• 

X 

• 
• 

(l)qllilvrity hetwePn 
part\.cu'l.ur.s\complex 
or dc;-i \'fl ":. i vo f\ 

ln"t'ity) 

{2)Similnrity ·~t~cen 
non-part:l.c1.\l.or~ 

' • 

( ei•ple or. U.ndc.:r i­
vetiye aim11nrity) 

'' 

- . ----. -------- --.6. . ...,_ _____ _ 
• 

• 
' 

(1.1)Similr rity 
of' ob.1too t 

( 1.:: ) . .,i• .iJarlty 
of' ov£>nte 

( l.J)-:'i.rnila­
:rity of" 
ot·j~ct., 

ond 
vent• • 

(2.1)Si 
of' 
( 
•1 

1lerity 
qua U.tie8 
terial 
ilnrity) 

' 
' 

• • 
(2.~)Si~ilnrity 

C.> r ro l e. t 1 or,. 
{ fot"rn<ll eimi­
lori ty) 

• 
' • ' . 

' 

' • 
(a.1.~ .}8tatlart~y ot -

ebple ••n•OZT 
q11&Utlaa. 

• .. 
( •• Ua )Staita.ri ty. ( 2 • 2a1 ) Si mi larity ot: .r .a..-aea- .- . -A ao ftAii.lt..;. · .. - • .,_,. . ...... c a l. 

tl~'-,....,...,. ' · .. a :. relations 
_ t~. (2.2a~)-· SiJ!d,larity ot 

(2 . 1a)Sim:l.la ritT o~ 
eeneory qual.t-
tiea · 
t 

' 
~ c . .. . ll~et,...trical. 

, · - - ~ ., · ' "---'- ~'-;;_:.· ·-- - '1 ~ ·· - ·· reiatiGDa 
' . 2 . . I _• ( ' (z.-1a )~1ar1ty ~t' -=- --_---ot ~- --~;·"~, . · I ' ~- z.2a:. ~ S~lla.-ity ot 

·~·· .. a-.·' (2.1b )Sild.&ari• (a.1~ )8W1.arit7 aa,...t$a1 
• .,. 4lQAlltle•• .ef: -~~~~~· . •el o•plft ... la\l'Oiilt-. ..... .... ., 

qa&U .... 

• 
D 

' {2. ft 
1 )Slmila~it 'T 

tran.ttt. .... 
- ~-nlatS.()na 

(2.2b~)St~~~ -.r 
aOD-ti'lliift .,._ 

. ·r.ta~ 
(2.2~b" )litdla~>ity d 

tat ... •ttiYe 
~ .. -.. 
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Qhapter I 

S~ILAR:ZTY AND ~FliTITT 

We have tait•n e:tlftilarity to be· a ~elatt.on. '1,11at 

indeed· :lt t•• There ·le l,tttle ia ou~ 1tngu:1•t:lc 
! • . 

usages,. as -rar aa we cculd eee• by which. we mtabt 
' ... .. . ' . . . . ; . ,, 

·~ led to mteconatrue :J.t othttrwt•e·, · ..... a•· ::• 
! . 

. ~ 

quality • · .:aub8"tanc• . ot- •ncb like• aq. buainct.•a now 
' ' '' . . 

:ls •o ~ 1m ·account. or atm!lai-ity yl...;a,.vt.a . t ta 

.cognate•• 

1.1 .• ~e copatea,. Ol'l a l'an.~om lia.t~~· .may b• 

eaid to oover1 ~ter · •!\!!• •ueb •iaUon~ .. aa are·· 
. . - ' . -

1 . dea!IJfta~ed by 1i!ktinee••:, ••qt&ai.tt;y•; ·~~V.t•n.••• • 
I 

·•parlt7':• · 'pat.tal1e1i•m•, . ·'•Bl"'•e••n·c·• , 'doi,tre~o!l• 
j - : • ' 

I. 

. d.enc••·, •c~oftfttlle•',. •to. lk&i; tbt.• apparent mul.ti.• 

plicttt need riot ~· taken tao aes-toualy. l'or• •ac'!l 

aucb· nlatl.ont w•''':.a~oe·e, .. ,. well be ·1.lJldereto~d 

· as a variant Ol"' ft!Ode o'f a vtd•r ..-latioil Which· t• . 
tdent:l.fy ~:r nemen•••• Tbua we· a•eilt:Llate the- coen:atea 

~t liimt.lari.tt under the. common m•'trix·of' identity, 

part:lal or ~omp,.•t• t pai'e OJ". •Odlt'ted. T~• ha~, .. ·~· · . . . - .-. 

••thodologtcal ad...antage t 't en.aua-ea a deer•• of 
' 

l·. •l•plict.ty ·- ·our enqtl~. 
I 



SIMILARXTY AND tANGUAGE 

But gett~ng etrai~ht into ou~ job, t.e. under­

taking ~ comparleon of similarity with identi't)(v 

provee a bit ~oonven1•nt on account of one par­

ticular reason. 1'h.e reason, interestingly, is 

'oim!,lar:l.ty' and ' iC!entitY';the werds tlie!Dse1ves. 

Both are abstract eubetantiv~e, and. beioB •o tbey 

tend, ·like oth•;- abstract aubetant.:ives, to present 

"·the 'aspect c£ a blank and v~ry high wall", 1' t:o 

pt>oduc$ in.utt.a eense Of h•lpleesneee about tb.em I 

we io not know hOWt fiSQ.ctl1t to d•al With ,them. So; 

ovident1y, \that is· tuactnlea.ry f'or us 1 aa a. matter o_, 

method, ~e to repla(j& tlie not1.on ot a.tmf.lari ty and· , . 

that of ·tdcptity by some lee& abst:toact or lees in• 

tat.~g:f,.ble 'eubst:i.tu.tea .for each•,. Such aub~tttutes, . · 

£"or us f are 'mainly ttio . t 

· ( 1) Ueee of' suob. t.iords ,or pbt."e.s~s as. ·•sW1ar•, 

'st.milari ty• , •resemblance •, • to . resemb1e' • and . 

their synoJs)'ms (£-WOrdiJ) · in laJlguage and the uses 

o:f' such worde of phre.eee as 'iden-b:ltyt, 1:ldentica1' 1 

• same~·, 'aameneii:s t and their "ta!"'iants , (}.-word~) • . 



SIMILARITY AND IDENTiTY 
' . ' 

(a) ·Sentences $ta:t.ing sim:Llar:i:ty (a,-senteneee) 

and those stating identity (!,-sentences) • 
.:; 

W'e distinguish ( 1) at1d (2), because! the •u::ie 

of n •-word' and a · '&-sentence •· do not seem to mean· ... -~ 

e:x:rictly ·tha eamo th:b;g. A''\nd ·the same is to oa said 

al.t~o abGt the »use of an !-:word • and n:n 'A-ttentence • • 

'l'&ke the .a,-s~ntenoe •A, is sim:i..lar 'to /.!3 :f.n being r~d• • 

The l!entenoe :Lx.r~rolvets tho Ut!$e of a S•l\Jo.rd and· :t.s at -
thGI sam~, ti-m• a .fi..;sent•nce, 1.~. aent•nce stat:blg . 

aimilur:J.ty. But; tnust a ,a.•sentonc~ employ a £•Word·? 

l'l'.ba t about the e\lnt~nc~ 'A and :a aro both red' 1 l:'t 

oxemplif'ie$ a s,-s~ntence bUt not the U$e of any §,­

word. L1kev1s~, conatdo~ 'A :l.a id·anticul with B t· 
/ 

~ whioh i.a an i•e~n·ten<'e exemp·li!'ying at tb& same time 

a. uae of: an ll.••t~orde Su t we can veil. have the same i-- . -
sentence aleo witbot.tt the use of an J.-word. 1 ~.-e.· '.A 

:I.$ n •. :aut is not • :Le' ·in *.A. J.s .13 • an J.-word in the 

esense tluit it is a eynon.ym of the word 'id0ntieal 1 "1 

The point La not without all force. f$t' it remains 

true that i;Ls', in~o:f'ar .aa its use in ou.t~ ord:l.n.ary 

lansua.ge is eonoornedt :le not an explicit synonym 
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ot 'identical' 0~ a synonym in any absolute's&nse; 

for, 'ie' may be emplQyed ~lso to designate rela• 

tio:ns other than.t.dentity, e.g. causal relation (as 

in 'KtAOtlledge is pow(!Jr• which means 'knowl.odge 

produ~ea pow$r•), implication'( as in the ca$e o~ 

'To ·assert that .,u is t;o believe that .2' ) 9 and &O 

on.· •::ts• may be made absolute synonym. of 'identical'' 

.!•eentences or !.•eontenoes 'talten by themeolvea, 

are independent respectively O£ any .!,•WOrd or,!- . 

word. Tbe tuncttan o:f a .a,•sen'tence · :ln language ie to 

, record OJ' state a s:lmi:la.rity•tJ:ltuati.onJ while that.· 

o.z.a·.!,·worcl mat be ea:ld to c~tegoriee or name j.t as 

eu~b. Thus the ~sentence above• 'A a!:id. .B are both 

red' , •nd• · $ ts Job · by raaora.:tna or etet:i.ng a eimi- · 

lar:lty•s:ituation. :aut the oth•r eonten.ce, •A :i.•' 

.a.tm11g£ ~o D in being ~eel'• tneofar a• it U!volv•e 

a ,a-word, record:! o s•:i.lar~ty""'si'l;'&lati.on and,. at the 

same time, also names o~ catesorise~ ~he s~tuation 

as one o£ td.milarity., The aarn~ analysie holds· good ot 

.&.•sentences and .&. ... worde. tVhile an !,-sentence, . gua 

t.teelf't is &opposed only to dep&ct an :ldentity ... situa• 

tton, m1 ,!•word i;s uaed to name i.t explicitly a~J 
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auoh. !£11 ahort,1 the function q£ a ,!!•Word and an 
' 

. J..•Wo~d. ·may ba said to provide labels respeoti1l-e1y 

f'or 11hat is stated by f.l s-sent.ence eu.d what is - .. 

statod by an·~·sentenoo. 

Tl::n.l.a in a less abstract or iess in.t;angi.ble :for·m, 

i-~.~ in th~ :form in which :l.t- would porhaJ;)s be lees 

d!f£icult £or u~ to hand~e it, ~~r buainesa of 

undarstonding_simi.lar1ty ~n re~erenoe to i~antity 

W}ould amount to 

(.fa) _that o£ underetcmding 4-.sontGno~s in re£~:.;-

(.2,)· of: understanding· the use .of' ,!.-words in 

referonce to the u8e of A-wordG• 

1 .• ~. X.t woul.d . be ·enough for our purpose :to 

follOll only (&)• Th:ia rei'oZ'IllUlat:lon aJ.onet however• 

doee .not seem en.ough to cle~ the path to our bua:i.­

ne•es completely. {~· tendB to become a source .o£· 

soma epeeia1 di£ficuity. The di£~iculty arises all 

over the :!.denti:ficat:lon i•sentenees. · · · 
• • " -- r • • 

Samplee of' ,!.-sen'f.iences. ar• not dif':fieul t ·for ~!:3· 



-- ';,, ....... ,, . -

! 

. j 

.• l! 

:'. .. ' . . . . :,;, . . . . . . .· . ' . . . ' . . . ' . 

. . to C)bt~·~~ 'l&.y can v•11 be moac114td· Uter 

~if'•rent t,-pee ot· •t.mtl&J:i.ty' ··eort-'1· tru1i by us .in 
~he _preceding chap'•*"• ·.But _w~ch s.ent.IGces,eXa~tly, 

I 

1 
· .. , be ~~~d to o.-v· • ~a*akab1e· •xaJJ~ple• o£ . . . . ; 

.·I 

! 
I 

. ! 

· !-a~tencest W• d~n.•t ·r.av•llnY ~uivooal.and ready 

..... _. on. ·tli;ta poin-t• Xclontj.:fication ~~ !•aentenc•• 

. t.n .1aftcua«e ·,. n~ti t~~- eaay. • Job• We ai'~: n_ot ~ ' 
• ~ , : \' • , , , l :' ' . ' : I , • • . ; • '' , 

p'•••••:Lon ot aily o~ear-: ..,.JtaQlirle rot: ·the PUZ"p.)se~ · 
·.·: 

, : obaoDI'.a_·~ contSOOYeni•• aaong phi.loaopheJ:O•• So.;. 
' , 

,, 

i 
! 
! 

. \Uld•rtak•· ··o-- i$aal7ai• With a v.~•w ~o iaoJ,atU1s" 

tttatumce• · 0t · ·p~n• ad ••levant; .J;.-aent;enc~s·. 
. . ' 

We may tak•·o.-~ with tb.• f~ll'*itlc ~ob· •ppa• 

.. f ri#iily--... paa'l),dgm. inatanc;ea o:r .t~e~_ntenqe•• 
1 

·. ··<a>'~ ·1 ~: ,::._,: · ·· · · · · · · 

~ · <!1> ·,. a + 3 ~: ' + a: • 
, . I 

;·.·, 

1 .... 

I . . ~ . 

! 
I 
I 

'I 

' 

(s_)' :.:o~:~.~r-'a·iv•n·et • ·· 
, . 

. (!!) :•··~- a the. :tiiret Prime: M:!.it;l.eter: of hdia ~,. . , 
' ' ' 

: .~ . ' '. ' . . ' •. . ,' : , , - . . , , : . . . I' . . 

·what• te p•cult.az-· abou~· •heae ••n*4Uioe• j,• t~t the· · 

· · : · •·oompone~t· t•i:in• ot' each c:tt' tn•• · ar• d:Lstmct · .oc.c:urr-.. 

.. o••. 0£ the ·-· or dt;8t~~'t . •1nplq.-· t•raiB '"ef'ert'ing 

OdlvtcU.nSliy to i;he .... e ob-i•~t• .O..t; · • pro'blent· ari•e• 
,;,-""· 
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over the.aign•a:• t:n them, the f'unet:lo~ng<if it. \'batt 

~xnctly • doee 1 t purport to do"' May 1 t be said .. to 

go between the .~pjecJ; ~e:ferred , to by the one term 

and that referr~d to by _the other? Or, ehould we 

underetand: :lt ns going between tbe .!:f.sns.:tn .uhich 

the terms eG:risist? (tuine apa.rt • most phi1or;opllers 

·are inclined ta ~eaept' the f'o~er altE!n'!at:l.ve. 

ThB.sephil.oaophers tend to tntorpr0t "tho role 31: 

the sign •=• as bein.g that of upholding a claim 

to ~~l.~te the Ob,.1ente raf'e:r.:t"ed to by the terms by 
lm.y of ident:f.t.yt and• thereon, they ara led to 

react ndverscl:y aga!nelt the notion of' 1,danti ty or 

:i-aentenca itae1f", on the ground that. the claim is 
~ ' /- ' 

. . 
1~e1.at:lonal l:n th• so-called t>•lat:ton. ot iden'tity 

~ ', . ' 

sought to ba upl10ld by '=' :ln the above sentence~~ 

because it tlppears t.o him to relate an object to 

itself. ,Similarly, aeoord:lng 'to 't<7ittganstein., "to 

say of"'one 'f;hing that 'it 'is :ldentioal'With itss1f' 

. :ts to e,;_y noth1ng"2 • And. the same JJOl!!l:l tion !e. Ul,_ 

·held by lt:'ad1ey when be amys that sue~ sentences 
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0w~.1e protess11l« to say aom•t;Mng11 "~•ally. aay( s) 
' - - ~ - . ' - . . . . - ~ . 

. J1()thi.~• • .3 :ror:t: in each _o:i' th&•• · eea-..nces th• . . - , ' . . . . ' ' . ' 

. . -
pr-dto~,ttG _:is .no~_di.ff'erea'l E~em the fritbJe:ct1 and 

"••• if you pred:laate What i.e !!!.!.. tiU~uelt•,, you_ 
- . . . . ~ . ' 

~ay notbU!g at ·al1. •
4 ~·• . t~kea a a typ:loa_l. e:p~~ 

cim•na · o£ i:•~Jentenc••• . the Mtltei\eee O't ·the kf.nd 
\' 0 0 ' .... '0 A 

. ' 

~de-:t:_ eo,na~de~tion · _diailluet~ Hwn•, ~dley ;eel 

Wit tgon•tetn aMong ~t~s -1 th•Y f'tnd in .them no 
i · reco~ of. relatt.cnt aor aa)' :l"-t'orm•tt.ve va1u.e •. · 
\ . . . . . - . -

· : . Quitle, ho~•ver; b.aa uo oocaatora, _to ~· dtet.llu--

a:lon•d by the •xaaaplita o_, !·••nt•ricEnJ• · Ulo· aenta~cea 11-. 
""'t-

,. on hta int·•rpretra~ion, are no$ to be 'take •• purpor-
. ' - . . ' . 

· t~ng to .poat• · any .-elation ot. iden*'i ty ··ba~•••. ob.jec'te• bit, 

ft.,, '•' (n them, eccordiug to h:lm, i.a a ·•rel.att.ve 
' - ·'- '· ·. , . - '' 

ten•' jo:l.nt.~e _tb• signa lrt · Vblc;h •h• oOtDpODe~t. 

terms conelil~t. A1.1d :•aeratCNKI til t~ie _11.ght, ,!• . 
I . • . . . 

! eentenoee . tJf the . above klild need aot bit flf}C4!UJsar:l1y i ' . . - . . . . ' ' . 

i untn:to~ati•e~ ··(c) al'ld (d) ln oilr-:-e•ampies 6o ,. 
,- • • • • -~- • .. • 1 • 

: :l.nd.ed contain :lntonat~on. ~d&nt~ ty tha't •• ·fl .. -. -
' ' ·· .. · . . . . . . 

. \ 

3 The gZ.:lDo:lpto• of Loge, Vol. ~ t O.tol'd · , 
. . tfni v•rs:i ty Frees• London ( 1963 J • P.• 1 ~ 1. . · · 

· 4 AJWe&rattce.ppd Rea1ii:z, oato'"d ·( 1897 ),p.17• 
' !ord ~nd ~Pb,feC\• · o~mbriq•, ( 19~0), p •. 11:s. 

·, 
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relat!lon 11 aooor.ding to Quine, i.s to relate 

ob,.1~c~t'{, not. to join td.gnrh Not just th:at. The 

objecto must nl30 be nume1"icmlly di:f"ferent. 'l'hie 

mearu! that the DJll~$l;ua~non o:f a genuine .1-eantenee 

i8 that ~te component terms mu&t be • auob as have 

:f:rom Quine and read together vou.ld_perhaps euz up 

his position. 

Id,e-!'l'ti ty is expressed :!n 'English by thoaa usee 
o~ 'i.:s' tha:tt one is prepar~&d to e"pancl into 
'itJ the ~ame object ne•.6 

:ldtmtity is intimately bound up x!'li~k \'lith 
tba divi.d'tng o£ t•ef'~yoene.e •. For the d:Lviding · o:r 
ref'erenoe coruti$t• in settling oondit,:Lon$ of' 
identity t how ~•r ycu have the aame.anple 
and when you pr;;, getting iuto anothor.,7 

Qro not genuine exttmples of A-•entencee. ·:rn what­

over other way one may ebaracter.iae tbe.mt they ca.n­

aot be viewed as reoord5 o£ any ~elation between 
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and aret in that sense, irrelevant for us. That 

i.s to say, there is no point in undertald.ng to ' 

understand §.-sentences in re:ference to·them; :for 

,a.-sentences, whatever ~lse they may be, are, 

basica.lly, records of relation between objGcts,. 

Thue examples of g£~~nu~ne ~-sentences are not 

ava.ilable to .us within ·the ra~ge of: tautoiogi.es, 

which do not express any relation at all. So we fa~1 

back upon such noD.-teutologies as 

(!,) .'SoorS:tes ;is wise'; 

(£) 'Roses at•& red t, 

(,t;:) •This is ·that shade ot' green' , 

and such l:tke. 

They seem_to pro\tide genuine. instances of',!..-

sentence.~, i.e. sentences which _express the relation 

of iden_ti ty 1 on 'R_royj._so. that we ax·e prepared to 

expand them, as per Quine's dictum, respectively 

into 

(!1) 'Socrates is the same person as a wise man' • 

(!,) ·•Roses are tbe same object sa as some red thinge', 

..!!!2 (J.) ''J. .. his shade of· green i's identical· with that 

shade o£ grf;)en-. 1 
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'laid down by Quinei 'fhay posit re1at:tons between 

objects,. Thnt :1s one tlting. ,Bee:tdes; the objects 

referred· to by their component ·term'e are not also 

tho eame. 

For Bradley, however 1 sertten.ee.!} of' tho kind 

(s)-(~) or.m count as ,!-~tentences on.ly in a s.,u~l:J.­

.:f~~.,.9 .... s.ons..!.!. 'Unqualif':ied idonti ty 1 And' therGi'ore, 

an unqualified ~-sentence is, £or him, an "idealftJ 

"1-7:1:\ere there is no diversity th~ro ia no -~,d.antity 

a:t; ail •., • NS 'l'lJere batt bO J'le) tlU) GbjeCt:S beh.rean 

l'i\CCording:tiy1 "bh~re Ol'..tn be no ~e:t1tonee which can 

tru.J.y claim to eivrt9ss :tt .. Every :i.dentity, aeco~ 

d:!ng to. Bradley; :ts ":tdentity-in-di.:f:':f'ft~en.ce" or 

only t\partial idont1:ty". "Idanti·ty ~'11'ith.ottt 

. dif'f'er<:mca" t saye Bradley, "is nothing at ~ll.c. J:t 

teJt.as tlm to make the !mme •• • ";9 and this 

8 .. '1-.P'Qearand-e and Re§l1itz, Oxford ( 1897) 1 Ih526 • 
. t !he Princ:i.R,lee of Lot;:ic, Vol.I.! Oxford 

un~.vors:ity Pr.e:ss, Lo"lldon (1963)-t p.1-41. 
' ' 
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"~mmerioal dietinct:l.on", ae $aid hjhim .further, 
10 ~ia_not distinqt~on vithout di£~erenee •••ff 

\ 

0 Without dif~erenoe in character there c~n be 

no d:i.3tinction, and the oppo.si·te '>.rould seam to 

be non:sense.u 11 

'We sh~ll not go into tha tenabili,ty or other-
I-

wise o:f' the l3radleyaP analysis of: idonti ty or of' 

hie :l.dea or identity-in·di:f.;f'erence or parti.al 

:l.dertti.ty. 'l'llE!tt. ~n :tact, ia not necessary. lie 

have ruled cut the. claim or tautologies (a)-(d) . . . ' . -. _, 

to o~empJJ,f)r ,!-sentences. So, the only sentencee 

that J;'emain, :far us • to fall back upon. as the -samp1ee .._. 

of' !,•sentencos are those J.:t.k0 (,!.~ 'to (eJ• Indeed 

we "!Sba~l treat them a.•~ ,l-aentences. f,ibat.re~lly, 

j.e wrong :ln that; i.:f wi; remain non-o,om.-rt!ttal a.'bou:t 

tha exact nature o£ the J.d~nttl.ty they eatpre~st 

Bradley's view that they can make a claim to·sta,ta· 
" . ·, 

does not seen.. to como in. the -way, oV&l:a. if ~ t i~ 

10 &epearanoe and Rea1ity, Oxford (1897), P•531• 
1 t ::tbid.t p.S32. 
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£.t ie partial or with diff'ere:nce, :,La, at"ter all, a 

mode of ident~ty. 

1.3. 1"hues we have ao:rt~d out a !"$·w sEJntences all 

samples of' ,!-ecn·tenoas. 'l'ha ~~~·ob.le1n f'oz· us is one 

of. deciding ~:u:rw ·~ !!,-sentences sttttld in relation 

to them. fi priori. tbero are at .least f'our poesibi-

( 1) s-sori'tence& and i-se:nterLcos are "t1.JO distinct ... . ..... . 

and mutuall:y exelusi.ve classes o£ senten.oes, · 

.un<hn."'stood :J.tt :rei'eranoe to the other. 
' . . 

(2) !.-•~mt~nca• ;;oud ,!.,.s~n'tonccs ar.;;. tt-\o .logically 

with tn.a.t of' ·the other, at.l.d to undaretnnd one 

would mean under&tandi:ng the otll6r. 

( j) .A ,e.-sentence MUst neColSsarily be understood in 

rcf'arence to somo 1-sell.tenc61i and not convoreely, 

so thttt !,-eeJ].ttmces (and for the.t mattGr, ictentity­

relat:t.on) ·are to bo looJ'ced upon as more fundam•n-

tal. thun !t,.-sentencaa ( nnd f'or that matter ai'm:l.la-
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( 4) Every J:.-sen.ten.ce must necessarily be u~der-

stood in reJ·.orenee to some J!,-s~ntenc'e, n.nd 

not convex~.sely. so that £-~entences (s.:ncl fO'Z;" 

that (fsa..ttcl.'• simtlar:Lty-relatioll) ax·s to bo 

vielied e.s .rnnrc ft:L."ldamantal. tl.:.an i-si'ittenc'es 
. - ~ 

(a~.Ld f'or that matter, identi.ty ... rclation). 

1.4. ( 1) llttii .indeed vt~ry littlt) plaus:ibility 

which :L.a not bard to eee. · We o.re not at-ta:re of nny · 

sition. 'l'o mentj.on just a :!:EJ't'l such instances; tba.t 

w1..l1. be 0nough. to illustrate our poin:t. 

COni!ider, f'or.examplc~ the f"ollowi:r.:g .e,-so:ntenees t 

( 1.4a) Glasa and diamond r0semblo in hei11g 

transparent. 

( 1.4b) .T.be two ei.s t:Etr• s:re alike :tn being talka• 

't_ive. and extravert •. 



Vhat •re. the compoJ'!ent•1 · senten-t1a.i or otbennse, 

:tn terms of' wblch {1.4a) j.s to ba analyaed? What­

ever other things the compon~nts may o~ may not 

include, they .muat obv,ouely include at least 'two 

sentences t namely, 

(!,) Glaes is t:earusparent, 

.fe.4 (!ti~ D:Lamond is 'transparent. 

(!,) rmd ( :U .. ) are tho. inalienable ele.menta o£ . ( 1. 4a) 1 
/ -· -

the latter would not be there a.nd uou!d be _completely 

unin:te&·li.gible l'Ji thout the f'o:rmer.. R-.:1t (jJ and ( ii) 

the!x.<ef'ore, not also in all casas :U'lesaentia1 or irre.;. 

levant for t}lG interpretation ot the latte:c-. Likewieo, 

(1.lfb) also contains a ntltllbor ot i-.sentenees - 1.dtbout 

x:ti:k,uhioh ita rn<»aning oannot be undGrstood. These 

!.-sentences may be taken to comprise~ e-~· 
1· 

(~) S:lster i.s. ta.llt;):t:ive, 

(.t!;) Sis tar 1 :S.s extravert, 

(.~.) Sister2 is talkativ-., 
.·;. 

(E,!) Siste:r2 is ext~ravQrt • •. · .. 



~ ' :, 'f. :· . f&. I> <; ~ '' 
........ ""' 'l'' ,.,., 

'\' .. 

~· any ·suppoeit#.on . to th• •f".teot that A~••a..ttncea 

aad .&-eent•noea belong tc. ctt.a·tiinct. eentan.tta1 oatego­

rioa and b~ve •otbtng ~o do with •ach ot~~ ~· pal• 

pablf· ~·'·- i~m, ·.oaees_at l•aat,. a8 ,;e can ••.• , 

.e.-••t'-cea 'pn•a~poa·• !•••nten~•• and ·••· unaccoun~. 

table without ihela. !JUt tt ,.~ t9 'b• IIBde · exp1loit 

thlat :in •afltls ao we· do no't .f.n:ted. to. •• ,. tbat a-­
•enteno•• in al.J. caeea do, ae a am~t•l" o# ~a~t, or 

a• a -tttr of' a•oeaait~• -..•~:••· to .!~••ntencsea, ... ~~:··· 

are, In fa-otf aot 4ft • position to •onot.t uythillg 

as Teea~e tbl• poaetblltty. So it would b• 3~dtci• 

•• . 'o J:Jemaia n<m•co•tttal pctmd!us turtb•r tiJ:U!uiry, 

. i to be precise, ttSa1ilslation or (3) h•na .... er. · 

'·:· •'\ 

. ··Odl- J:"e;eotion ot the ·SUPJ)O*i tion. that .a••~teno•• end 

i,•s•nttmoea •• abaolutely diati!J.ct an,d· ntue.lly excl,., .. 

: •t•• mt b• eontirmecl al••• c:onva~ae1y • 'b7 ell analyala 
. tl 

or J.•••ntenoe•• TrUe, we - '- a ar.• not .ill a pot~~• 

t:lon to make -.y co.at.tmut ·tc> •cb effect •• tb&t 

, .J.•a•ntencee t.n ail .,•••• n•c•••a1!'l1y pWeeuppoa• 

.a••entecea •• theU' 1og:l.c£ll component•• P9Jlc:liDC 

· ·f oonetd•ratf.on o~ (4). aboVe• Ye• there iadeecl~ • ..._ 

' ' 



. .,, .. 

••• .&.•eeatent)ee wb:lcb aeem ~o. llnvol•• ..-••t~·. 

ce~;•s •~•lr compon•nta_and a"•· on that.•ocouat~ 
UDirlte11iSI.l2le wit'~qu:t ~et..-fJJnCo to th• la.tt .. ~. Let 

•• tak• 

( J .IJc) Sool-ates , :I.e ~ae, 

(1.1tcJ)· Roaea, a:re red, ·.· 
' / 

•wo ddlpl•~ ot .4••entances• to i1iuetrate tb.- point~ 

Wha~~.,. da~ l.t la&y or· aay pot involve. ( 1.4c) • '••• 
1800I'Ate• la Wl•e t t W<ntld •• 1Ul!ntell:i.sibl• 'lUll••• 

• ! 

-!.~ t• taken to H••r to nc;h .&.,.••nteuc•• •• , . 
' ' . . . . . . 

·' .. ,; 

(z&&) So•:n••• .-eaemb.l•• a vj.•• IIIID. ill Hap~f)t 

o~ poa••••t.ug td.ad•• 

.· (J&i!) Socl'at•• .-eeemble• a wi•• Man .;.n S.~apect . 

ot' betona a lover or :tJ'Uth, . 
. . ' . . . . 

amt: •o on-. Si•ll..rly, (1.44)~ t.e. 'tto•e• •• 1-•d'• 
also dei'J.v•• !te. aen•• 'by •r••rll'Ja;; arilC)ng oth•r 

poae.ble thtna••· to •ac.th.-.a.-e•nt•no•a u 
· (&x) · Roe•• ._.. atm. &a" to r•d tbinse ·in. nepect 

: ' . ~ . 

o' oolourt 

(x) aoaee ar• almtl.a• to r•d ~h1Dga tn ~e•p•ct 
• ' > ••••• 

.· .-. 
·< 

·',r 
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Thua (1 ),. the supposition t_hat ,!.-&entences and 
' -

1•eentenocu~ are- tota.lly d:L££erent' and a.rtl und.er-

stand$ble in all. C$8tliSJW:ltbout any :t"t9f'oo;"Once What'!"' 

ever to each othcar appears wrong. B~t should i-t 'be, 

tkken-- to impl.y that the two olaeees of' sentencee 
- I 

are .1!S!cal~ ind~~t~~guisbabl~? Ob~ouely not. 

')?he matter, in f'not-t eaunot be decided pendi.~g Ql)X• 

ploratt.on of (2) w'hioh eml?odt.ea euch a hypothes~s. 

' 1.s. To tak• up ( 2 ).. Ar• ,!•etentences and .a.-eenten~ 

cee logically i.nd~stinguishable f"om each other'l Do 

they z-ea1ly belong -to one _and the same c1~.es ot: sen­

tence• under d:l.£f'e:t'ent namest'On& eould indeed 

answer aff:l.rmatfively if it wero, among other th:il'lgs 1 

such t 
' ' 

( 1 ) tlwt t b a11 'cases. the ' in:torma_t:\on wb1.ch a 
-.~,.i.tsentence purporte_to commtinicate eoul.d be 

oori'Y'eyed . to us seJlauetivett ~n terme of' on• 

ormo.-e_!,•8entoncos, 

.2£ ( 2) conv~rseiy, that :ln all' caees the :Ln£orma­

t1on which ~ A••entenee purpo~ts to communi-
.. ' . 

cate cou.1d have boen oommun:loated to ue -, 
I 

e:Xlla.ustivelx in terme o't one or more .!.•sen­

tences• 
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No1 ther of' the two alten'iatlves, WEll a1:>e af'raid, 

will hold good. Pailure of (1) may be illustrated 

by ttefcren.ae to common examples o~ .a.•aenteno~s. Take 

( 1.-Sa) The two brot:hers resemble each other • 

{ 1.3b) The two brothers- resemble 1n being tall •. 

To descr~be in terma o£ !•aentences (1.Sb) 

!.mplies 

(jJ Brother ( 1 ) is tall" 

and; (~) Brother· (2) ie tall. 

(!,) and (!!) • thone ore no doubt inf'o~ation which 

( 1 .• .5b) purports to convey. :But 1 obvi.oualy, that ia. 

not the eui'f'icient tround f:or saying that (1'.Sb) 

ia logically ind!et~guishable from (A) and (!!)• 

To maintain tfuch 11 positio:n one :ls to show that the 

form•r .aaye nothing more than the latter. But thia 

does not Beom plauslble. {1.Sb) does not J~st say 

(~) and (!!) t it purports, i~ addition to tha,, to 

·describe the relation that holde betw•en brother (1) 

and brotber(2) on account· of (,&.) and {.~i) being 

true. Thus a a•eenteneeO, while it may cover wnat 

:tt& component !-aent6noes aay, ,sa.ye a lot more,. 
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' .. ... 13 

o~. ?.'be ·in'£ormatt.on tt-~pt>~ta· ~o oon~et to .\1B t.e. 
• • • t ~ • ' - • 

not nduc:lb.ie •xhaue'b:L vel.y to that oon~fl!ned itil i te 
I ' • ' I • ~ 

. . . 
id.._t,£ve cont•nt ot .a .a--•entence gua .&••ente~oe 

e•emS · ·iJl 8.: VQ'J' inc:Jttpendent • ~f .4.;.••rataC•il• ~· 

~oom•• clear;· atong o~her tht.nca.on cona!cieratl.on_ 

br~th•.r• &-eeemt,J.e •ach ath•r• •. 1 
I 

•t.d.l•rl ty Jtolde b•tw•en · 'two . •rull:vi.duala~ Thj.• t.a 
f • v . . ~ ~ f 

: cl•ar· by ~te•lt~ )$ut uy not a1l tb•s• be. aaid ·to 

: de~&nd .~ 4)ne, .or·· more · . .l,..;~t•n••• whi.Qb. tld .• ,a•s~-: · 

·i ten~e ·eay poas:lbly b~ ··aid 'to. tJivolv•~ · I . . . . . 

t. 
1

. Tho pecuua~ity of th!s .a-aent«tn.:e v!s-a•vfe 

:. (1' •. .5b) ta ttmtJ t:t_ do'ee ae-a· tr!'&1! .out ·~:'f.tci\1y in . 
I • • I I . . - -~. . i ; ' . - - -

I . .. . . ' . ·. . . . 

~what apeo:Lf".t.t:a11y the simllel'itY •onet•t•• M()W; C~"'!" . · 
I • • • ! ' • • ~ 

i·" 

:aider thoe~ pbt.1o•oph~re wllo .... ·ne).C: :lnc11rled to look· 
1 . . -

! upo~ aimltart:tt *-•. ·aec~seadl.Y, de£inable l~ t•r. of 

: ait:v ·c.()lUIJ'le>n oZ.· t.d~tlc>al p~opertY:• J"or auc)b .phtlo•o-
1 • ~ • - ' '.. • • 

f})h~.r., $he .t.·••n.··~· ~e-.1 not ~~~-·to ref'er to. 
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any A•aentenco nt allJ ao that, for them there {$ no 

:I.-sentence in term• o:f Whicb. the in.£ormative content' -
o~ the A-sentence may be said to come in £or being 

formulated. The in£ormat:ive content o:f the ,!.•eentenee, 

:i.n their ayes', is .independent of that of e.n:y possible -

A-sentence. The question o£ reducing the former to -
tbe latte~ does not eri:ae. 

But.vhat about those who are prone to define 
. . 

s:lmila~ity of things ~ terms ot their common property? 

Are ·tli~y ·not committed to admi' one or more .!-eentene.,s 

aa the component of the s-:aenten.co, 'The two brother~ 
. -

resemble each otb.er'? Well, in the •-sentonce,·there 
. -

~s no explicit re:rorence to ony particular e.epemt in 

vhieh the brothers are· edd tc resemble. So_, naturally, 

the p~lcsophers are not in a poe1tion to spell out 

th& alleged ,!.-sent~noee in co·ncrete terms, :i.e. in 

terins o£ such sentences as a 

(!,). Brother( 1 ) i.& tall, 

(ll)Brother(2) ie tall.• 

and 110 on. NonQj;helass., they would maintain that the 

•-•entence involves ~-sentences o£ the following formo - .-
(j.) · Brother( 1 ) · i.e x., 

(i~) Brother(2) i.s s, 
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and so.on. ):)ut. bow can these b~re t'orme of_,!..;,.een• 

tences beer in ~y way on the informative cont~nt of 

e-eentonoes? Being themselves devold of infcrmativ• - ' 

content, they add notblng to tbe inf'orme.tive e-onten:e 

of the.a.•eentenceJ which meane the ,t.-sentenee wi.th­

out them loses nothi.ng by way of the tn:rormation St 

purports to convey. 

1.6. Thus ( 1 ) and {2) are both untenable• §. ... e.-n­

tencea and i.-s4)ntenoee·are n.ot two dietlnct or-·. . ~. . 

mutually e.xcituJ.ive claasea o-£ sentencas. Nor aro the 

two euch ae are• contrarily, logically :lndi.Dtingui• 

ahabl• from each otbe:r. ~hi•, hovever8 by i.tsel:f doea 

not ental1 the talsity o_f (!~) and ( l•), ~i:~h• un1ike 

( 1 ) and ( 2) , make tar weaker olaimli about the relation 

of .;.-sentences and !.-sentences. so, to examine (l) 

and (4). 

To !"epeat, (3) is a hypothes:te to the effoct that 

a a-sentence ie always to be underst~od ~ reference 
' " 

to an- J.•eentence (tbouS'b it may not be the case tba't 

the former is logioaliy indietinguiehabl& ~rom the 

latte&"")e 
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The cbi.e:f e~ponent of this vie'W ie :r.H.Brad~ey. 

Sb:llar:lty, !llC.H:;ording to Bradley:, ie not th.e eamo as 

:identity, in other words, .!.-se.nteneie.s cannot be reduced 

to the cl~'U!Us of ,!:.-sentences. Nonetheless, e.i.milarity, 

" . t .12 . for him~ :le only a . oecondarr J;"ela. ion t tt is *'to 

be ~ased al'"ays on~ partial identity,~ 1 .1, which, 

·obv~ouelYt meend th~t no A•SontQnce. ·i.e. sentence 
! 

·s-eporttng e:lmilarity, can be unders,tood without 

refer~nc,e to an !,_-een:tence, i.e. one reporting identity. 

Stmilar:i.ty, ur.adley says-. 

is baf;led always 6n pas-t:la1 sameness; end witt&out 
this partial samenees, ••• there :Ls no'e:tperi.enoe 
of reeemblaneE) (similarity)• and w:!.-thout thie to 14 speak of r~setab1a.nee (:s:lmiiarity) is meaningleise. · 

Similarity. (or a. .J!"!'"Sent~nce), according to.Bradley. 

pr~lisupposel :i.denti.ty (or an !,-sentence). 'l'he f'orntfU•. 

derives ~rom the latter .• 

Earlier -we mentioned examples o£ ,!.-sent&ncea w!Uch 1 

12 ibid, 1>.534. 
1.3 Oollesrted p;ssa:z.'!• .-Oxford t1n:1vers:J.ty Press, 

London ( 1969) • P•288. 
1lJ. Appearance and ,Real:l.tz, -Oxford (1897)" p.5)3. 
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although they are not logically equivalent to 

~-sentellces, are, nonetheless, partly oo1alysable 

in terms o:f the latter. Ho-wever 9 the tenability-or 
' -

:, , 

othe:ntise of the Bro.dleyan view would dep.dd.- obviously 

on tlle e:"'iste11Ce or otherl·liSG of a parttcul.ar kind 

of' .!.-eentences in our language. 'l'llese sentences have. 
. . 

in £act, nothing whatever to do with ,!_•s$ntences. They 

are understandable p•rf'~ctly and completely l.Ji tllout 

reference to ,1•sentenoes1 in otJ1er wo~Cis, ·the logical 

C\Omponante of\ no such eu!n·t.ence in any ease will· inelude 

.(-1.6a) The f'~rst ob"":l,ous-examplee oi· such ~-sen­

·tenoes·are of course -those _.like 

{!;) . ;rhe brot11.e:r:s resemble one anoth.Qr, 

.(;~)- Games resemble Qne another,. · 

and ~o Ont which ezemp.U.:i?y what is eal.led 'family 

r.esem'blance•. 'These sentences are isoJa~ed from orca-

aa'ry .a.~sentencas precieely on ther g:rou.nd that the 

simi'l,a~~~Y. _%"eported by the~ cannot be t,raced to. Jia:J: 

any ~arttcu~ar point of' ident~ty, alternate1y,'they 
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do not· contain ·any i-sentences · am~mg their - . . 

.analyaans. 

. 15 
· ( 1 ~6b) Seconttly5 f'ollowing ''~illiam. James . , . who. 

·happens· to .uphold a po~ition expli.ci.t~y. opposite .to 

.Bradley's, we may.perhaps .loc~te some more !,-sentences 

. of: "this kind •. Tbese. are. sentences. designating si,mple . 

resemblam::e ~ha~acterising sensible quf!?.li ties whicb 

· fQrm a series, e.g. colours in a colou~ .scal.e; sounde 

· in 21. mUsical seale, etc. Tliese qualities 1 aoc ording . 
u. 

to 1:lill:l.am .Jam~s; may have reS!emblance without iden­

tity. To .state the matter in Jame$' ~wn language : 

S9 hera any.theory.which would base 'liken.ess on 
:i.ctent:Lty ~. ~ must fail. J:t t·s supposed perhaps·,·· . 
by most p~plEP.r tha·t two :z·ewembling things owe 
'their: re'eeniblane;e to tlleir absolute· i.denti ty in 
respect of· som0 attribut~ or attributes, ••• , 
'l'bi~& ~ •• breaks down when lie eome to' simpl.e 
impress:ions.16 · 

As against this, Bradley, hcntever, ma:intaina that 

. ·the. identity o:f the qu.ali.ties in the SE9riea spoken· .. 

15 ~ Ibe Prinoipl.~s of Psychol.oet, Vol.X, 
, Dover Pub1ieations, N.ew Yprk,. Cbap"X%~• .. · 

16 :tb:ldt. p.5.32 •. 
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of by J~~s, even th~u~h. it may be undetected, is 
/ 

no doubt. there; for otherwise there \iOUld be 

nothing to explain the unity of the series. To guote 

Bradley : 

•.•• a pa;rticular kin.d of' resemblan.ce, degreee 
of which m~e the ~ity o£ a series, seems to 
.me. *' .1.g""'~m.tz.1Y · !".,esemblance . in and through a 
particular puint •. But, i:f so, with that we 

·have :u ref'::,.embl~noe. b~sed on fdentiFf:. 17 

Ho-wev·er, in our opinion, this· argtmu:~nt of Bradley•e, 

seems to possess little· :for~e aga:Lnst William James·*. 
I 

·:rn the f':i.rst pla.eo, thcre·is, as :it appears to us, 

an element o£ ;-;hat might be oalh~d begging the ·queeti.on. 

The.issue is whether or not resemblance is nece-

ssarily b~tsed on iclentity. So, whatev~r migh·;. b~ said 

by one to count as an argument in this context must 

not be such as would al1"'eady oonati""Ue resembl.anc:a :l.n 

terms of identity, or, converseJ.y, :t.dent:ity in terms 

... of r.e~ernblance •. But 1vhat Bradley does ia exact~y the 

othe.rw.:ise of' it c he defines s.im:i.lar:ity_ or resemblance 

in terms of' iden_ti ty~ For plainl.y. tha notion o:f 1~ee~m­

blance, as he pictures it, :is a rel.ation Hhich is. 

17.C.oJ.ieeted Esea:re, Qrlord Un:iveretty Press, 
. · London (1969}, p.289. (Italics ours). 
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uni.lr~iit'll:i~~ble without re:f"erenoe to a tpartioula.r . . 

point • o£ rememblanee t. in other wordm • idan ti. ty. 

But why are things.belongtng to a $8riea, euppo­

eed.by E~a.dley, to resembJ.e in a 'particular point' 

or be id<mt:lcnl? The ·answer t Well, otherwise, their . . . 

unity,.acoord:l.ng tc h:Llll, W®ld remaln·unaocounted 

f'or. But thiet ae ~e not di.£f'ieu1t to eee, is tied 

to tb• pos:l.tion that the rin~ty of a aeries or close 

ia necessarily grounded en identity. <But what guaran­

tees t~ia position? :tt does not have the validity o~ 

an axiom. Nor, again, :t• it.indispeneable. For 1 eome-

one. may well claim. that the unity ie based en etmi• 

1a~:lty ~a such, or that the unity ie ult:l.:mate, and 

so on. 

(1.6c) There alao are more 4•eentences whieb may 

be s~:i.d to· be :i.ndepencleilt o~ !,•ee:ntenees wht.c~ -may 

be said to .... be independent of .&.-sentences. Th~ese are 

thoile which happen to be(fincompati,le wt.th !-eenten• 
;J 

ces. A$ a epec:imen we may mention the sentence, •:tt 

looks. J.ike Smi. th •. It is t&ken b-om Jon. Wheatley's 

18 ex~ples of' s:J.milari~locat:Ln~ sentences.-
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The-' sentence 'It looks 1:l.k~ Smith • ,; in a certain· 

conte·xt., ono may say.,. is ident:ity-independent,"'.:ioe •. 

its understanding is not dependant on its r~£err~g 

to any ·i-s~ntences. :tt ie; rath&r not compatible at' 
~ .. 

all with the latter. Let us illustrate. tb1Bt t."ollow­

:lne l~heatley~ 

.I:mac;:l.ne so,meono t eay A, who hae a poor. v:f.Giorh Suppes., 
I 

that h"' sees a man on. tbe road a.nd he ~s not eure that 

it i a Smi ·th ~ so tna t he cannot say , 'It is Smi. th' • To. 

1hcdge a. bet' he, ther&:fore.1 aa.ys non-eommi.tta11y. •zt 

:La l:ike .Smith' • Thia excludes ,!•sentence , •:tt i.s Sm!.th' 

!.n the senes·tbat in c~rt~iri idiomat~e exehang~s it~· 
·~ 

becomes :inoompatib~e with •:rt is Smith'• .As :for 

example• someone else, eay B, who knows for certain 

that it is Sm.ith wi11 ansver A by saying "Don•·t be 

silly, it is Sm:i.th.". 19 Similarly, there are occasiona 

when we use the ·e-eenteneo 'He 1ooke· li'ke Smith'. to 
. -

nt&an · i Be · remir.i.d$ me o:f $mi th • • Here. a 111!! o the e-s~n• -
tence excludes !-et'ntence 'He is Smith', becausf} it. 

:l& i1lcompco:tible wi t.h th& l~tter • llh~n one is in a . 

po~ition to say 'He is Smith•, it becomes indeed silly 

to eay 'He looks Jike Smith'• ·For, the "logic of 

:19 ~' ·p.1os •. 
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1.7. Thus t:n • that is, the posi.tion that 

~-s")ntes.'lCas M-.0 ,n~rver 1t~d•re tandabl• Vithout 

rofor~:u:~ to !-sentences,. :l$ r~jcct•d by Ufh Lot ue, 

finally, turn 'to exum:!ne tb.tt opposite of'.it,.i.e. 

(4) which, ae vo know, $ay~ tbat ~-sentence~ are 

Al~fa.y~ to b0 und!l]!!retood :ln t&rms <.tf' J!•Sentencca. 

. . . " 'rh~ elussieal ~xpo!!!li 'tion of: tb.1.s V.:l.etW ~ f·ound 

in William s~m~e' IU~t!a~!1?1.tL~ ... rn~!l91~ ( 1980), 

Volume :t21 .~dentity• 'for t.vf.llifl'lm .Jamf.'!.'S.t ie no't 

more: btu.d.e than e:l.i!':llar1ty; eo that the uniil$raal 

wid~1t:'5tt!l:cdab:U.1:ty, Aeoorctine; to Jd.m, ie a 1o1rong 

bypo.thcsiso Tho trutll about the relati.on of' e:1mi-

la:·.ity to iden.ti ty, in other word~S a t)f: .!.,-sentertCe!l 



to !,•senteneGs, ie ,1uttt the rev•rso. " ., • • S!,ta.lita.• 

.!!!...f!....idj)Jl.t!.~~" • tttlys William J~rne& • «is • • • nothing 

out tho extreme deer-eE) of l:l.k~~.mess.•22 

111So • • • any theory which, wculd b~ert 111i:enos$ on 

:1dt:m"t:ttyfl and not rather identity on likt?tnEHslin, 

J'ame5 mainta.ine,. "mtiat f'ail..•2 ' • • • • likeness 

l!h!:t:hf..P.J!t:*', h.o ooneludE':tS; •must not bo oo.n~t:d.VQd ~e 

a '~pll!leial eomplicnt~.o:n. o'£ !.de:nti ty. hut rather 

th~t idttntity tnt.\flt b0 eoncAi'V'f!ld. a~ a ep~c:l.al. degx-e~ 

' 24 
o'£ likQn&ss .-..8 . FormuJ.ated 11l the terminology o~ 

But this posi.tion need not conc~r.n us too 
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as :its op;posite, i.o. (3).e It is vitiated by a 

.good number of' dif'f"io~ltiee though we n.eod not 

elaborate all o:f them •. I:t ·tiOUld perhaps be enough . 

. f'undruae}i,ltal. l.nd al.so ::dmpl~. 

I:n. (1o5) a'bovejJ ~-m mentio:n.ed n certain exaanpl.e 

or. the A-.s3nte:n.oe au.d oompa.red it uith .!-sentences 

which mie;·h't be said to be fneor:pora:too by it. lie 

he.ve f<:~und that th.s .,!,-sentence·has a Job o£ :its own 

in addition to. that_ perl.'orruecl by its· const:t tuent 

·. ,!-se:uiences., :r.n. <;Jthor words • th,~ ~-sonte;ti.ee bas. a : 

J.arger iogi.cnl or itlf'ormatiV"(() content than the 

,!.-sentenc~ls. Nov, it is p~ecisoly in ~oh oa:seet 

among lt)th.ers;r that Ja>ttas·• hypotb.esi.s \dll total.iy 

to the .z!.-aent(:):nces,. in othet words. to read J!,-sen­

t£n.Iees. in any !-sentence, wouXd: amount to reading 

in· the l.atte:r much more ·tbatl it tior~:tains. Hhioh 

moans to u:rtdersta.ild an i-sente:;;.ao~ . :Ltl terms of a - . 
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a. Now• to sum up our lnveetigatton, &o f'ar ot: 

the relat~on o£ similarity to identity,v~. tba• 

o£ A-eentenc~s to ~sentence~. 

85 

Similarity is a relation 'lfi;th pecul!.aMtiee o£ 

lts ._ own. 'To under.-:t;and j,t fully one 1.& to approach 

it :finally for itself'• lt is not reauo:f.ble to any 

mode ~f identity, and, in t~at eenae, ~t may b~ 

called ult:Lma:te alao.2S 

Conversely, simil.ar:Lty :I.e nC)t also such that :Lt 

modes o£ :tden.t.ity s.e its va:a:-it~nts. 

No:1l.~». agai.n, :1s s:l.m:l.lo:i."ity so related ·t;o identity 

that the two are uttor~y d~stinct or that they com­

pletely exe.lud® each o·thor. 'I'"l'.t.t.~y do, a£r> ;;t matter of' 

f'act ~ refer to and :ii:iVolve oach other. /md in that 

wh:i.eh might be :Lneonsis·tent "t·li.th the :posi"t;:ion as 

~mbodied in (3). For, identity and e:imilurity happen 

to constitute the respe.ctivo base~ of tho two prine.i-

· 25 However, by calling 1.t ul·tdrr.atot it u eb.orild 
.be re~embered, we are not ecbo~ng a nominalist 
who denies ce.ueal e:x.r;~lilna.tion t(l> simi.l<:!ri ty. 

'Whether or not a:iro:i.lar1.ty bus n cause is a 
very dif'f'erent iaaue. "'we remain. non-commi tt;;,.l 
us rega.:r-ds :it. 
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~nd whieh also re~er to and involve each other. 

'l',heee princ:lplee, --to u•o the expreesions o£ Stuart 

Bamp~h11!e's•26 are J 'tb• principle of indt.vi;dua• 

t:l..on' and 'the principle of' cla•ei:t~cation•. By 
,. 

the :tormer we dif'feJ;'ent:l..ate·thinge f'ro(ll one another, 

.and by th• latter we order them in clasaes.26(a) 

26 !,!.de Thouttht and. Act1op,Cbatte & V.indue, . 
London (196.5).· . · 

26(a) One 1:nci.dental obser.rotion. i~o avo!ld 
mi.s·understanding. Our a:nalysia abovG o:f 
simi~ari:ty and :idonti ty ·.z:J-s-a.-;.::.1-.. ~·c ea•~h other 
has been conducted~ analylil_1s of .!.-esentencete • 

·and- ,!•sen·t.e:uce~• ·It invn~v(3s n.o metaphysical 
(f'actual.) motive to. find out th~ 'bas:t.c facts• • 
.. '\ s euoh ,. there has been no: oooasion 'for us to 
bring in the not~on of-what is called 'new level', 
or 'clireetiouaJ.', or 1 p1:1i~os•)phioa1 1 .ana.l.yeisi· 
or_ to e•t into any oonsic1erat:l.ou oS: tll.e 
disti110ti.on ·of this type of e . .ne-lyai!! :from what 
:is known a:!S • sasrie levol. ~ a:;.1ulysia. 'the matter, 
1'1£! are af'raid, m1.ght have be?n ·m.tt of place 

and, that way, rnigbt h~ve the effect only of 
oh~curing our CEmtrul. :2.SH'J'U.OS., 



Chapter 3 

GENERAL.lfORDS 

We ere prone to di•tingu~ah in language two 

claeoee of words. One• having £or ita typical 

example&, aucb words as 1man!o 9 'yellow•, 'Indian•, 

'healthy', and the 1tke, are called genero.l worde; 

vhil• the oth•r exemplified by expreaaions like 

'Ari.stotl•', 'India', 'this tJnlv•reity•, etc. are 

cDlled eingular words. The preliminary baste ~or 

1••1ating tbeae ~vo ~de ot worde from each otb•r 

is, ot' course, an apparent difference in the!~ 

eomnntic t'unoti.ontng.. A e:lnsular word is said to 

apply to only .f.!1S thinS or :individual.. Con.trar:Lly, 

a general word ia eald to apply in the same eense to 

P="lD.X thi.ngs or ·indi v:i.duala. '!'hie alleged p•cullari ty 

of th• semantie behaviour of coneral words becomes 

however readily tho aottree ot a notorious problem• 

which i5 t Hav la it that the aame word oen apply 

in tbe •a• 11eru!te to things which are rr.llleri.cally 

di.etinct and d:1ver•o qualitatively?, The o:ff'icial 

practice in anawering this.(iuestion ie to invoke 
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the notion of a!m~laritx~ That is, eaying that a 

general word applies to many things because tbose 

thinge are eimilar. ·~'lhether or nat this similar:l.ty 

hypothesi~ is at all called f~r, or ~s ~ fact 
I 

~JU!]Ib. l.neaca.pable• 1• indeed a major concern of: 
. . . ' . 

ours. to exp,lor,e and eatl~inj-. And we eha.ll take up the a . . . . . . 

-
l9gi.cal preliminary t is to . occupy us hezoe :ls somte-

thi~ ~ore ba~te. Zt is the consideration of whether 
.• (f.. . . • . . 

the~e reallX are in our language general words, a 

class o£ words lthich connot be aseimilated to words . . ~ . 

called singi!lar. For obviouely,, one cm,mot talk of 

a problem about general worde or o£ the similarity 

hypQth~sie ae a ~osaible ao~ution of t.t, unleee already, 

there are good reaeona £or admitt~ng genera~ words 

in our .1anguage. 

Our bueiness now is, therefore, to s'ee whether. 

or not a case can be made out £or the alleged exie$ 

tence and identity o£ genera1 wQrde; which, plainly 

enough, _amounts . to tinding· out a JP4t*j;:i&j:aJD cr:l terion 

or a·set of c~teria by which general words may be 
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•arked off from a~neulor words. Is thore any euoh 

cr~terion or set o£ criteria~ 

What about the alleged disparity of' semantic f'uno­

ti'oning which we have referred to above? Can•t it 

coun~ ae the needed crtter~on? • one may ask. frima 

fac~e, there appear to be points in favour o~ the 

cla~. But the trouble 15 there are p~loeophera • 

we have specially in. mind Jobneon and Auetin • who 

eeem to think otherwise. They would reject the claia 

functioning of any k~nd whatever is not an eaeential 

point at all about ge~eral words (Jobneon)1 , or that 

.it is odd to suppose that I!Jen•ral words have e~emantic 

• '1 !l!!!, LoifG;ij-t. Pa~t .It D~ver Publications, New 
York Tf96 1• P•97e 

The general name. bas usually been dii"f'eren .. 
ti.ated by ref'erenoe to number • and roughly 
d@f~ed ae a name predicab1e o£ mora than one 
ob3ect. ln f'actt ltowever, there are general 
uamos such aa 'integer between j and 4•· or 
1 snako £n lreland' that are predicab1e of 22 
obj~ct, wh11e 'integer between J and 5' and 
1po1e-star' are general nama• predicable of 
.only .2!12. object. 
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beha~our in the eame way as eingular words ~o 

{Au8t~).2 These cha~longes will have to be examined 

by ua, l>e:f•ore we can f':l.nally deOi4e on the ef'f'icacy 

of the semantic criterion, i.e. whether it can tttuly 

distinguish genoral words from eingular worde.· And 

for this purpose we shall no doubt be r~quired to 

find out the exact nature of the relation of general 

worde to things. Before we undertake this wor~ it 

would be worthwhile to explore the possibility of 

finding supplementary criteria eleewhere. 
\ 

I:t la plain that the poss:l.ble c!"'iteria.; whatever 

tbey may pr••~•ely be, must consist in certain pro­

perties which would oharacteriae SPlf general words 

and no~ tboee which are sillgulaJ;". But a small initial 

question is where~, exa~tly, in a general w~rd,. 

2 V~d~ Philosophica1 Papers, Ox£ord U~vere~ty 
p;;ee (1970), p.61. · 
·"Ilut tbis v~ew that general names 'have 
denotation• in the eame vay that propGr. 
names do• is quite as odd e.e the view that 

.proper names 'have connotat:lon' in the same 
way that general namee do •••" 
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ehould we look f'o;r them? For a. general worde qua 

--~-,word, shows more than one ~ace for us to v~ew. 

(~) Like all \'IOrde which are written or uttered, 

·general wordes~ when written or utt~red, become, £or 

that reason, ooourrenoes in the pbyeical wor'ld.a 3 A.s 
' . 

wr:l tt$n l;Ord£ 1 they b$l01lg to th4l claee o:e phy:d.cal 

object.e which are visible, e.g. • the rainbow •, · t that 

bi.:rd on the tree' t; etc <a a while aa utterE.'Id ""tlOVds ·they 

belong to the claee of object~ which are audiblef 

e.g. •that thud on the floor•, 'the ;-oar of' a ·lion•, 

•a whisper•, &to. P.Ut this physical side of the -· r 
. -

·general words is only incidental to themt in the 

·sense that tboy do not bear on their logical charac­

ter as words, tbat is to say,. do not determine their 

.meaning·i And so there is no point in sc~ :it tor 

the criteria we n:ra searohi:ng £or. Nobody, as a 

matter of £act, has dane so. 

3 cf'. An :tnguirx into Mean·ing- and Trutl,!, Chap.%, 
Penguin .Book5 • A11en & Unwin, 1940. · 
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. (£) In the 5ame way, we mny also :l.g.ncre two 

sore aep"'cts of' general words. J:naof'ar as they are 

words, general vorde • like worde J.n general, may 

assume two rol.es i.n language. :tn the terminology of' 
' . 4 . . . . . ' ' 

Karl F.uhler, they a~e respectively (A) role as 

sxmgtomz and '(:tj.) role as ,:lgaJ,. 

The :tormor con•:l.ste 1n the :tact that, like other 

word&, a general word may indicate to 8Cme extent 

what occurs in the mind o£ tho peracn who utters it; 

wh~1e the latter may be said to atand ~or the e££ect 

it may produce on ~be pe.aan who hears it• 

Thea• two aepecta of a general word, like ita 

.physiCal aspect• are also incidental. ~ey may oon• 

tribute at best to ita psychological meaning. But 

they bave nothing to do witll the logical meaning of 

it. For,·the mental states of "rson• uttering the 

same general word may well vary according to c1rcum• 

4 Vide Alf Roes, Directive and Norms, 
p;ro. 
The au~hor ·re:fers to I(erl. Buhler~ a 

seraohtheorie (1934), p.28. 
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stancee. And &o way its off'eot.a on those who happf,n 

to hear it. 

So ,:J.t soemo pointle~us to go in :for a search o£ 

what ~- to d~stinguieh general word~ £rom aingulnr 

words either in th$:lr role!S a&M phys:lpal occurrences 

or in .. their roles a& eymptoms or , e1gnala. 1'1rl.e implies 

that we have to ~all back on other aspects ot general 

words. ~1e such aspect ia already know~ to us. it 

:Ls their semantic a8pectt i.e. their zoelation to the 

obJecta they refer to. We dhall no doubt make an 

· e:.plora.t:.ton o:t' it. But ri.ght nov we ehall. occupy our­

selvea with two more ~acets which are ~~ma facie 

at»~!ftlii&U diGtinguiahable in a genGral word. 

(!,) One coneist• in the f'aot that, as parte of' our 

discouree 1 tlw uee o£ general wordt'!l il! governed by 

rul.es of' grammar; 

(!,!) uhile the other in the :tac·t that 1 t is 

governed by the lawa of' logic. 

The formQr constitutes tll• sremmat:1cal. Unt»:aston 

of a genera1 word and the latter the }9gica1 dimen• 

:;,:Lou of.' .:1t.c . 



The bae:.t.e :.lmportance of thet'le two dimensions 

for genera1 words (as also words in g0nera1) is indeed 

dimenaion 'apart • that the g"neral words {aleo worde 

in general) ean aasume ilen.se for themeelVQS by being 

used :ln·sentencee :and give sense to the sentences in 

ti.cally dietingu,iehable i'rom 8ingular ttorde, suggests 

a cluster o:f ~atical can~epts to distin@.d.eh tbem• 

·They are ca11ed uapplioat~vee or eelectivosM by him. 

·"····a general name :is d:istinguiehed as that to 

which any app11Cative can be a~gnitieantly pre£ixed."S 

Ae per ·Johnson's l:lst, the applicat:J.v0s include 

(£) definite art~c1e 'the', (h) the ~ndefin~te articles 

9a• and 'an~ 9 (.£) demonstrative particles l:l.ke 1 thi8, 

1 that•, (!!) suclt wordl!t as 'all', •some• ,''every', 

S Vide Tos.:l..s:, Part :t, Dover Publication, New York · 
{ 192'1 . tP•97 • 
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'any'i etc. In addition to tbe appl:i.eatives he also 

speaks 9:f (,!!.) tbe use in the plural :n~ber. and. (!)the 

numerical preSixea as dietinctiye ot g~~era1 worda. 

And a further and connec.ted characteristic 
of the general name :is ·that li.u can always 

iiBbe used :in the plural·t or, Ui :r~\ct.• ·w~th 
any nymericc;).l pret'ix.;O 

Jobneon•e formulation o£ the grammat~ea1 criteria 

o£ general words seems quite compreheneive,·~ the 

n.... 7 • e.g. ,.... .... :&.n~ • eenee that subsequent lcgic~ans 

&eynes8, st~b~ing9 ~mo~g others- who have employed 

tbem do not add * anything new to J'obnson'a li!lt. 0~ 

the eontr-.:~.ry, they have usually been satisfied with 

even less than what the list contains. 

About. the grnmmatical .cr:l.teria. one thing seoms 

definite. They do not in all cases d~stingu~sh 

general. ·ilf"Ords f'rom eingular vords. Their app1:1oatton 

6'Vide Xb~d, P•98. 
7 mi W'Ord and O~Ject, New York (1960),pp.9(f-100. 
8 ~ I,_ormal Log:lo, J.,ondon, p.12. 
9 !!!:!!, Modern :tntroduoti.on to LofAig:, New York, 

· . Harper & Row Publ.,. ( 1961), p .. 54 •. 
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ie. con:f.ined _to noune and pronot.ms. As a matter o:f :fact, 

.cne may well :feel that in drawing up the criteria th• 

logicians concerlled have had in tbei:r minds as model, 

perhaps the dist~nction of proper names and conm1on 

noune (in aome eases, perhape_ also sin~ular nouns and 

plural nouns 1 0 ) which-t generally speaking, arc the 

grammatical counterparts of' singular and general 

worw~ respectivelyc Anyway, the range of tenera~ 

words is 't'lider than no'Utl.a_ and pronouns. J'o:r, :i. t 

ecv~re, noune and pronouns apart, ·adjGet:t.ves (red 1 

~wect 1 generous, etc.), words designating relations 

(und•r, above, aeidet etc.). verbs (run, sing, writ•, 

e~e..), an.d so on. 

The restricted ef£ieuoy of tbe gra~atieal eri-

teria above, i.e. their inc~pacity to identify all 

10 Oompnr& Quine saying, "••• the dichotomy 
bElt'liOC1l .~:\-Afrnlar .·terme and senera·l ~erm~, 
inconveniently t\:l.m:llar.'in nomanclature to 
thG grammatical one ·betwe~n ein.gu1ar an.d 
pl.ural, is leas supGrf'ioial." . . 

Hord a:nd Ob_Jeot 9 NewYork (1$)60), p.90. 
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genera . .l wordl!, ma.y wel.l count o.a a mark of' :1naclequaoy 

of' the cri ter:la therneel.ves,. Ilo1-rever, tbis inadequacy, 

in the pro3ent contGxt, doQs not seem to matter muoh. 

~he criteria n~y be taken to have accompliehed enQugh, 

if' they ,juet succe0d in distinfl'Ui~Shing only somo 

words as general. Forj in that case, there will. be 

that possible problem about general words to tthich 

eim:llarity hypothesis is alleged to be a po&sible 

eo~ution. 

We may now proceed to examine the working of the. 

criteria list&d above within the!r'limited :fiald. 

(~.1) To becin with the criterion which says tha.t 

general words can be used in the plural but singular 

words cannot be so ueed. 

~·o1~ Quine in part:i.oular, 1ih:l.s ori terion seems to 

aesume a pri)vi.leged position. And there ie reason 

£or that. Fer, a notabl~ peou~iar~ty of crite-· 

rion is that it shows a kind o:f para.lleliaru '>':ith 
' .. 

the senm.ntic cri.teri.otr a.nd, that 'ttay, tends to 

provide a srwrunat~eal justificat~on for the latter; 
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becau,je us per semantio criterion., as we know • a 

general word is supposed to de8ignate more thun one 

objeot, while a singular trlord only one. 

Usual examples of general worde and singular \'l'ords 

'vould both support this criteriono Take general words, 

a•&'• 'book•, 'bag', •:oachelor', etc .• They all admit 

plural ending~ : ue do eay 'book4', 'bag,a •, ~baohel.or.t. •, 

·and eo ono Contrarily, singular -words, e.g. pronoun.., 

like 'i', 'he' 1 otc. or proper names like 'Ravindra-

.nath 1 , 'Jaulla.rl.al', etc. are not normally used in the 

plural - we 

However, the cr:i.te:t~ion does not :tuuct:J.on ae smoothly 

l!t.s one might axpeot. Firstl.y 1 'W'e have di.££icul tie!! 

over vords like 'furniture•, 'Bheep•, 'news', etc. 

Sa~antiea1ly, they are gene4~l ~orcls; yet they ar~ 

not a~enable to be~ng. made plural - wa are debarred 

by rule fro!'n saying 'furniture.!. t , • eheepJ!', 'neWS,!!.' , 

and the like. \:fo havo di.f':ficul ties aleo O"Ver those 

vqrds called •muss tinw' by Quine. For example 0 

•wa:f;er' ,. 'H.iuo', -~gold', etc • Though t.renera1 seman-

t:i¢ally, they too. are imperviouts to be~g ~ade plttr~l . . . . . . . . 

by the aduition. of' the particle '-a•. 
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:tact that, on oconaions, certain ordinary general 

ltorde tend to :function in our language ~s 'mass 

terms'. For instance, the word 'app~e' in Quine 1 s 

. 11 
example ~Put so!'le appl.~. in the &ala.d' 1 

F:l.n.al1y 9 p:r-op~r nantes wbich are · tsingule.r word!! 

per e:xcellen.c(l 9 may assume plura.l 0ndings. Following 

' 12 Otto Jesperson "We mJ!Y mfintion at least four ca•es 

where ~t so happens. (~) When a number o£ individu-

ale have beon arbitrarily detsignated by tbe same 

proper nnma, as for e~amplet 'There are ten ~J;liams 

in this v:lllago', 'I have not visited any of the 

Romes :l.n America t, etc. (JJ:.) ~hen 'lile want ·to derd.g­

nate trpeople or iihi.nga like the individua.l d~noted 

'by the name", f'or :instance, 'rle oan•t have many 

t1 
12 George A.llen 1: 
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designate members of the oama f'am:i..ly, e.g. '.l.t~l the 

tfeh~.!. are not great', 'It happened during the days 

of' the Honrzs', etc. (!l:) b"'hen, ''by metoriomy" 1 a 

proper name ma.y etand for a '\:Tork o:f ·the ::f.ndi vidual 

denoted by the :name", e.g •. '% dO:Il 't have all tlle 

Ra vind:t•a.na ths in my l:ibrary • • 

( 2. b) Let us now D'\f:ttch over to the cons:l.dera .... 

tion of all the other· grammat~cal ooncepte·('appli-­

cat:tves' in Johnson's l«nguage) wbich ere ea:l.d to 
' . 

distinguish eeneral words. Ae listed above, they · 

include(~) do£inits'art~ole {'the,), (s) indefi­

ni.te articles (fat~ •an•), (.~.) demonatrative par­

ticles ( 'th:L~', 'thatt), (~) worda 1~ 1al1 1 , 

'some', etc. They ar'll a:tl oi'them Qal.led •art:i.clee' 

by J~hns9n. 1 obv:i.ou.sly, :l.n an extended eenee o£ the 

torm; ancl we too. may we~l use this name while 

~eferrbig to them below. For Johnson, the articles 

(which are co-extensive w:it;.1. h:ie applicat:l.ves) ore 

t~e all-important mark of' ge11eral words. 
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He eays ~ 

••• we may poi.nt out that universal charncter­
istic o~ the general name is its connect~on 
wi tk the e.rti~ 13 -: the use o£ the grampu:1 ti­
cal term 'article' being extended to include 
this, that, eome, ovary, any, ete.i4 

and f'urther, 

The consideration that to the general 
name any appl.icative ca.n·be prefixed, distin­
{.'U.ishes it :from the · singular nnme, whether 
descriptive or prop$r.15 

The ar·::::J.cl.e-cr:i~e::;.~:Loh o£ genera~ words and the 

plura.l-endt:ng-eri.ter:lon ciiecu9sed a'bave, are not.to 

be construed as mu·tually exclusive. That ie, it is 

not such that the genera~ words wh:ieh a~;>e distingui­

shable by oue aro not distinguishable by tha.other. 
-

'l'hey dot in :tact, applJl' 3oiti.t1y. And aoatly thi.s is 

what 16 the case. Tatce, :lor incstanc~, the general 

word 'boo1t • \'ib.i.ch is amenable to plural' ending. J:t 

may go equally well also :~ith any of the articlee 

.in our l:Ls·t. One can eay ·~ book' ·~book', 'thi.e 

book.', ·~ books', and so onw 

13 Italics ours. 
1!• .V::lde Losi.c Part ;t, Dovor Publicat:lone, 

Nf:n-1 York, P•97• 
15 !!!!s. ~. p.99. 



On occaeiont.\, again, the artio~e-cri'$er:Lon may 

~nl.pplement :in V!!.ry:ll"lg degree~ the pl.ural-ending-

criterion• in the s~nse that it goes to cover up 

ea~os 't1here th~ iattt)r does not o:pera:teQ -w·o1~ds 

'gold •., vtc. on the o~her ... u.ill :Ll.lu&t:. ... ate the 

point .. As aJ.rrr1ad.y stntedt non.e o!' thece words take 

plural. andi"l)gs \) Nonethele!ls • -we c~ well say 'e~ome 

::furni tu:r~ ~ , • ·this ·furniture' , 'lh! furni tur&' • and so 

·~ wino•, 'some gold'• and ao on. 

To _ex~min~ the ,.:or1wb:i.lity of: .·che article-criteria. 

Quine 
16 

mF•kea u di~tinction bet.u~~n de:f.in:i. te and 

inde:fini te sineular lmr-de, and arJ.orig the instF;lncea ot 

.the lat~e:r. ba l¥ou1d ~o::1et:it'!~as include such phrases 

as '.!. tnan:"'• '2!! ant• 1 and the like. 'l'h:ts, natur~l·l.y, 

: 16 ~ &,o:rd and Ob.1eq!1 Ne\>T York (1960) 9 
p.1.1.2 •. 
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rightly be said to go with general words alone. 

~~ m One way te avoid this ami11 difficulty is to 

assume a pos:itioil., like- this. 17 lvel·l, phrases.li.ke·• a 

man t , 'an ant' i like '~ne bool~' , · 'someth:iilg' , 'every• 

tiling', etc. • are not. pEu .... adigm cases .. of. singular·· 

t~ol.~ds; they are singul.al." only in a secondary sense, :l.e. 

a sense which derive~! from the singularity whi.?hgoes 

l<T.:l:th what we call de:f'i.tdte s:ing~~ar 1v-ords, e.g~ .. 1&ma 

•ca.esar'' ,- (-when :r am speaking of' a particular :indi-

vidual}. Definite si.ng-uJ.al.~- wor·ds arc the true spec:i.mene 

of' oingulai· words ~ ·!;he singular:i ty Hh:i.ch goes 'wi 't~ 

· them· :Ls singulari-ty ·:hi. the primary .senet;. 

Certain ei:ngul.ar descriptive names:, £or exampiap 

• the Prim.e t4in:i.ster o:f India' also tel.J.d to oocast<m 
. . 

doubt' . i11sof'ar as they are pre :fixed by 'the' • Bu.t 

here, again, as po:i.ntad out by Joluieon, the s:i.n.gtil.a-· 

17 . .££.• ·stra'iv-son, R'Singular Term~ and Predication$, . 
.PJ];iJ.osoph,iS:al Logic, ed ~ Straw·son, Ox:ford 
Urli.vers:i.ty Press, p.69. ·, 
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rtty o£ the d0sertpt~ve names is derivative, ~ ••• 
18 "secured through its re:f'erenee to $ proper nama.• 

But how far do the articles or applicatives 

demarcate gene~al worde ~rom pa~adigm eaaee of 

s:ln~laxo wordst ~.e. de:fintte singular words, 

prop•r names, •'cit 
The article~ are ueed with ~enaral words, which 

1• true1 and :lt is further true that they asoo not 

normally u•ed before proper names or definite sinsu­

J.ar words (e,.g. we do not generally say 'a Jawharlal 

Nehru·· or 'the Jnvharla1 Nehru1 , or the like). To 

that eaten'S they may be 8aid to do their job. Eu.t 
0 

tend to limit this sveeese. To mention a f0w. (~) Thera 

are eaees of proper~ X Hames an« dei'ini te s:i..O.f=."Ular words 

which talte tbtt art i.e le 1 the' bet' ore them, e • g. 'The 

Ganges •, ''l"he Green Park • , ·•The earth' , and so on. 

(£) Likewise, we have instances of proper ntWle.e and 

18 ~ Log~~ Part ! 8 Dover Pnblicat~ons; 
N'e't.r YQrk, P• 30. 
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e:lngula:r worde vi th 0 a' , 'an • , • aome' , etc • u•ed 

bet'ore t.bam. ·we aay, 'Calcutta ie no~ £New York' • 

'He speaks 1:1ko A Socrates •, •some Mr. Khan is 

hare*, etc. 

To vind up our survey of the grammatical 

erit&r1a. 

{a) The critet:ifl, jointlyt d.o not cover tna 

entire rente o'i worde which are gene~! Oil aemant~c 

cotud.cteret:ton; they c~r a croaus-eect:1on of it. 

(~) W:i.thin the limit o£ the oross-soetion, again, 

no aing1e grammati-cal criterion villi>~ hold pod 

un:I.Yeraally, 

(s,) Nonethe1ees; a general vot:'€1 which. 'le not 

disttnauiabable by ono particula~ criterion may be 

d::latingu.iehed by another; and ~hat way, the gramma­

tical criteria may.be aa.id to 'be mutually anpple­

mente.ry. 

(s) What, however, is mo•t important to note 1• 

thie. The grammat::J.cal criteria• :J.neof'ar as they 

hold of n part of the range of words vbieh are 

general on ·•emantic c~ter~ant $how a degr•e o~ 
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' : corree;p~~enc• :to the latter. Tbia ·oorreapond~noe 

ia unlikely 1;() be • more oo-!.riold•nce~ And ·u t~t 
·, 

. ••n••· it pr~v:l.de• a ~:lnd of JuetJ.:f'ieat:l.on for the 
aemant:l;c ozo:l.ter.ton. 

' 

·. ·: miq general voraa .h'OtD a:lnplar 'WOI*da wld,ch :ta 

soupt to t. _correl.&t;ed with tb•Sr ctiatinction baaed 
· on., se:mCL.n.·he. ~tto}.J...-n.ds · 'Jf.Jis · dis~i')\..e+,·o-:n ~ ~- bo.se.d 
:on v'ba" •Y be called. a grawnatioal c~S.t•ri.on# since 

: f.t ~volv•• oonef.d,erati.on o~ · t!Ut Brammat:Lcal post• 
' 

! 'l:t.o~• or roi•• or th• two Jd.nda o£· :.rorct• .in ·the ••n.: 
. tencea ~ Which they ue u•ed. .It :1.• Qu1n•• a&aint 

, who :La th~ prt.nCi.pal exponent of tble. orJ.'terton •. ~e · 

- ·criteri.on ia •• While a general .O.-d :l.a '·capable _ot 

: play!nS th• roie o,. a phtU.c~t•·. in a ••ntenc•.• •· 
; --~··word~- not 'capable or playing' .uch a ~()le.­
: XU. Quine iS . lataisage I 

Zt :I.e ·by srammatioal role thfa.t cenera1 and . 
ai~la~ _term• ·are ,PZ*operly to· be diatingu:l.shed ••• 19 

. . 
1·9 VfAe Worf and. Ob3ect, New Tor- (.1?60)• ·P•9'•· 
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Interestingly enough, tb:le grammatical eriter~on 

of' Quine's shows two otdea. wbi.ch1 st.r:lctly epea.lcl.ng, 

are not grammatical. Xn a aenee, tbey tend to con-

tr~bute, at the logical 1evei,. a kind of deeper uim•n­

sion to the contrast of genera,l and einsutar worda 

already marked out by the criterion. One of' the two 
' ' 

sides i.s that tbe general word, becauee of its pre­

dic,at1v1l poe:Lt~on in a sentence, can be trutl or false 

ot the object to which the singular word refers, wb~le 

we cannot eay the converes of it• i.e. that the 
' 

e!ngnlar wol'd t• true or :talee of that to which the 

20 ~· The portion in parenthesis is ours. 
Geaoh ~ and also Frege seem to maintain 

fundam•ntally the same pOe~tions aa Quine. Frege 
eays •: . 0 A proper name can never be :ln. a precli• 
cat~ve exprees.ion ••• ("On. Concept and Obt1cct•, 
trnnelation from the Ph!1oso;e!d.oa1 Writings of 
Gottlob J'roge, sd. Geach and Black, P• 30); . 
while Geaoh says 1 "The 11ame o£ an object f;an 
••e be need a• 1og~cal aubJeet of an ae$ertion 
about an object ••• Xt eannot •~$ be a iogical 
predicate." 
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·general word refers. The second side, on the other 

hand 9 is that wbi.le the position of:.subjeet occupied 

by the singular word;~~, ~e aleo posit:i.f:)n accee~:lble to 

quant~fiers, the pr~dicat~ve position of the general 

worc:l is not eo. 

Anyway, th~s new grammatioa1 criterion, it ~s not · 

dif£'icu1t to· eee, h&.s a spectal advantage ovor tht) 

earlier one. The earlier criterion, which involves 

the concepts o£ artic.les ~ "applicativea" or that of' 

plural endinf'h we have seen, could be useful e..t beet 

to id.enti:f'y those gen•ral. words whi.ch :fall within the 

range of nouns and pronouns; i.t does not apply to 

g•n•ra1 words outeide thia limited range, i.e. to 

verbs, adjeo~:ives, substanti.vew• But 'the new criterion 

can qo Justice to these, insofar as verba• adjectives 

and substantiv~s can vell oocupy the ~equ1red predi­

cative position Ln eentences. e.g. 8 She p~e"i, 

AShe is a .!!.,inser"t "She is 1!!119 , etc. As a matter 

of £act,_ the criterion tends to cover adject~ves. 

verbs. 'and su:t;>sta.ntivee so well that Qui:ne is inclined 
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even tc ~iew them "~erely as variant £orm•u2 \ ot 

general words. 

Thus in executing the common business ot die­

tinguish:Lng general words f'rom singular ones the 

new gramma~ca1 crit0rion is in a position to do 

something important which the earli.er .one could not'~ 

~at way ~t ~e complementary to the latter. Nonethe­

l.e•s• there· is a point on which 'th$ two criteria 

appeer in a way to conflict with eaeh other, that is, 

yield oppotd.te reaulta. The point in queetion ie ttb~t 

has boe.n re~erred to above as •maae ••rme•, e.g, 

'gold • • 9 sugar • ,. •wa ter• , etc • The mass terms, ae we 

ha•~ eeen ear1ier• do not admit o£ plural endings; 

nor do they take articles like 'a', 'an', 'the' as 

prefixes. ln that sense, b7 the f~rat cr~terion, 

more precisely, a part of ~t, they become branded as 

si.ngular woitde9 However, the new criterion tends to 

put them in tb& c~aee o~ general words; because they 

ean we-ll occupy pred!.cative positions 'in sentences 

21 I!Wl· 
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••B• "Tbe content of' tho glass is wat!.£."• nwhatever 

glitters ie not gol.da, etc. 

Theway to rosolve.th:ts co:nf'l:iot, as suggested by 

Qu:l.ne, is to recognise a. kind of "ambivalenc~" tie 

regards nlase terms. That is, to admit that mal!s terins, 

pr~d~cative~y ~eid in a sentence, sre to be treated 

as general, though they are to count ae s~lar words 

when they happen to figure in ettbject-positions in 

&entenoee. But in what doee e. mass term in subJect-

po8it~on d~t~er £rom itsol~ in predicativc poa~t~on, 

so that ~t m~gbt b~ juetified to call it a general 

word in the latter ceulle and a singular word in the 

former? Does it assume di~£erent functions in the 

two poait~ons? Quine's answer would be that a maee 

term f.n the subjec~ positrlon of, a l!!lentence refers to 

its objects."oumulat1vely";22 on the.otller·hand9 1.1•ed 

in the pred~cat~~• position it makes a "divided 

ref•renc~n 23 to Sh its objecta~that is; ra£ere to "each 



portion of tho etu:tf' ~~ qui•tj;9n1 · •xclu~bl$.:,. ~~~~~:-­
the parts too sma:J.l to eount.·n 21

t Thu'B taka· :th~{=;~;d 
• - • ' j ·-.· -

·.-- . 

the two eenten~ea "Wate,.£ 1& ·liquid" and "Tile liqt.;:ld 
' - . . ' ,. . - . . . . '~\ :~{\:~:.;_>-:::-:· '. ~. 

in the glass is !!etetV J:n the :former role, i.e~ in 

the ro1e of a sineular word. it ro£ers to who1e of 

the stu£:f' ealled Vater; :l.n the Other role, D.at i.St 

1.n the ro.te of a general. word, it re:fera to eac;:h 
. - -.. ,· 

part of' the s tu.f'f. the liqui.d in the slaas •. 

' ' 

'l'ho cr~ter.:ton of subject-poe! t:i.on can by and lt:JU:"ge 

mark off general words. But at t·::l,mes :1. t ·:rail.s. 1\ncl 

Quin• him~elf' is not U'Jlaware o'f that. Common nouns on 

semant~e coneiderat~on• are paradigm eaees o~ general. 

words• yet there are 8antencoe in which they con 

occu~ aubject-po&itions which are.auppo8ed to be 

acceeeible on1y to s~gnlar worae. Exa.plea 1 'A 

kins had two queene', 'Sotne lkien were present 1 
1 and 

eo on. 

Dut can we avoid sucll di:tficu1t1es by .recon:rBe to 

--· ; . ·-~· . 
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en amended ver~ion o£ Qn£ne's criterion pr~po8ed 

by.eomo.phi.~oaophers?.These phi.loaophe;:ts include, 

among others~ N~choln5 V.o1ter•torff who fo1lowe . .. 

Geaeh, (perhaps also l"r-?ge) :.tn the matter. Tile 

amended vers:.ton wh~ch propoees to read Qu~ne's 

•subject" ':illd "predicate~ as 'J:os:Lca;,1 mobje(lt ~ ,and 

•lop.ioa1 l?redica.te' ree&pcact:l.vel~ i~J this-. 

On~y aingular torms can :Cunct:i.on a.s tbe loq,:.i.ca1 
subjects or eenteneeo; general t0rme cann~t.23 

- Can we , by 'tren ting the word •king • in our 

example above aa a 1ogic_al subJect• make it elas:d.-

fiable as an instance of singular word? ~hat, how-

ever, is more ba~~t:l.c il!! t"Ihether the word 'a k:tng' 

26 above can at all :funct:t.oD: as a 1og1.cal eubjeo~ .. Quina 

15 inclined to anewer in the negative. Uis ground is 
' 

that a logical 8\t.bjeet is roqui:t"ed to be the name o£ , 

o:ne definite thing or individual, while ·tbore :is ao 

25 Vi.de ~n. Universals_ .. : An Essay jn ~toloQ', 
'l'he lJni versi ty of Ohiha.go Pree IS , { 1970) , 
p.!)6. 

26 !.*'c!!.JL9;.r..s!,an~, Objec,t 1 No;~ York (1960), p .• 113. 

.. ·. \\. . 
··\\_, ' 

\ 
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one thing named by the word •a king'. liolterstor:r:t,27 

on the otber band, ma:intains otherwiee. He admits . 

. tllat 'ta king' does not rcf'et.~ to one. def':l.nite indifilt 

vidual in the· .een.•c in which tb~ name 'King .AEJhoka 1 

doeeJ howev~)r, it may be viewed as eta:ndiilg f.'or tho 

s::lngl• thinge ,the cla8a of. k:in&s ~ and, that way, ae 

logical tiubject in Quine's sense. 

But this position of' rlolteratorrr•·a does n.o't 

hav• any particular appeal for U8a For the singlo 

thing for which the name 'ldng Aehoka' etands is 

obviously not o€ the same ~nd ae the euppo~ed single 

tMng called claee o£ al.l things. The latter i.s not 

intelligible in the 111ay the former :t.s. 

Ae a 1na.tter of' £act, the amsndm0nt o£ Quine 'tJ 

cr:tto:rion. by substituting the concepts of: 'logioa1 

eubject' and 'logioe.l proctieate i ~or those of 

'grammatical Jrubjeot' and 'grarrunatical predicate•, 

•,! 

\\ 
" \. 
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:tirat place,. it is not true· thttt ge:runfa.l worda alone 

d*& ~i~~ •• logical predicates, as montioned by 

Woltsr~torf£ h:imself'J contrary to ~he eti.pulation 

of' tho amended ori ter.:Lon 0 singular words t. a. g 411 'ia 

28 identical with Venu~• aleo oan figure ae lot~C~l · 
predtciates. 

B~s:l.des, in the def'ini t;t'on o£ the singular word 

in terms of' the lo.gical subject there i'e 1 :l:f wa iuay 

say so, au amount of. 11hat ia oall.ed ·begg-ing the 

q,ueati.on. For the oonoept Gt:. si~gula.r word itee1f 

is invokad to d(f:fine tbe.notion o:t: 1ogical t5Ubject• 

·.-II 

Thus, together, the grammatical· cr:!.teria dis­

eus$cd above tend in a way to. cover by and large 

the entil"e rtu:lt$e of words ,.,hich are cl~ssed., on 

eemantic con~:tdern ti.on, as general vords. In this 

sonse, the grasnmatical cri.ttlria may we.ll. be aa:lcl 

28 Vt..de :fbi.d. --
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to prov1do for a kind or •xterna1 rationale ~or the 

eemantic criterion. What, hot..rever, is going to be ,, \ . ' 

considered by us now :l.s hou f'ar 1 if' at all, the 

semantic cri tex-ion can be ,justified on i te own 

a:trength. l'bat !s to say, -we shall d::!.scue& whethe~ .. 

. it has any int&~nal r~tionale, in other words, 

reasons within itself fo~ accepting it. 

As per secnantic orl ter1.on, a. general word d:if':fere 

f"rom a fai.ngular word in tl-..at, unlike the '1atter 

which is eorrel~ted ~~th only one object, ~t o~ be 

·correlated with rnore than one. A convenient way to 

conduct 01..1r sea.rch f'or a possible justifieation o£· · 

it ~~thin itself is to note at t~e very -eg~ing 

the alleged difficulties of it, the Major ones 

at least. 

(:~J 'on eemanti.c criterion the gt:n:teral 1-1ord is · 

dif:.forG~ntl.ated Ln. tel;llS o£ tl:ta eonc&pt of' appl')r:tng. to 

more than one thinfh i.n othol.~ worde, by ref'er!lnce to 

number. Some log:i.c:i.an&J • J olulBon 29 boi.ng , one, :f"i.nd 

29 V:l.dc ,Lop;:lo 1 P~rt X, Dover Publie•t:lons, 
No-w York. 
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a d:Lf£i.eulty h it. Fot i.t ie alleged that there :1& 

"nothing·· in the me~ o£ a general name which 

could determine the number of objec~s to which it ,. 

e.pp11cable.3° 

· (,!) Take expreaed .. ons sue~ as 'integer _b&twec11. .3 

and 4 t 1 t snalu; in :Ire .land t , • King o:f .Frnnee ' • and the 

like. They are general name.$p though they wou1d apply 

to no objeet whatever. 

1 :l.n.teger betveen 3 and 5', 1 pole-ata:r 1 , 'natural 

· eatoli te o£ ·the earth', IJ ato • , which al15o are general 

nemee, though they relate to on.ly one object.. And 

there ~s nothing in the expressione themselves which 

would •xplnin the divereity ot the two s~ts of expre-

asions ±n reapect of their s~mantic ~etioning. 

(~) (!) Contr~r~ly, a e~ngular word, as £or example, 

the proper name 'Caesar'• may app1y to more than one 

object, 'hG• Juliue Caesnr, Octavius Caese.r• or tn• 
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.. 
dog ealled by tllat name'; though,' on semantic c:t•itorion. 
. . : . . . 

it is .to appl)o to only one object. 

(,!.!) J:n the eame way, 'Pagai!Jus~ (Quine's exnr.tple), 

a singular ·word, whi~ht ·on semant:i.c criterj.o:n, :l.s to 

·apply to one thing, does not; in f'act• apply to ~y 

thing. ' 

:rn' the light of these dif':f·ieultiea it eeeros possible 

noii for us to und6rsta:Ud ·wlla t one :i.& to do if' one is 

·to f':J.nd tho 1~aquired just;Lf:tcn:ti.on of' the eemanti.c 

er:l.teri<m. Tho suppos?d soi:1antie relat:i.bn o£ general 

and singular words to the:tr respective objects haa 

~o £a~ been described in terms of such ~u~ases as 

'apply to', •correlated \fith•. mu! th'e'iik.o, which ar• 

del:i.b~rntely' VaffUO• 'fhe thing t'or US to do DOli' WOUld 

be to see whether the_som~..ntic rolation i.s e.mouab~e 

to interpretation in any preci.se terms ~Ibich, pla~ 

s:Lble in :Ltaelf', woulct', ·at the same time, solve all 

or at least sorno of the all~ged dit£ioult1es above. 

4. We may begin w:i.th J.S.Mi.~l's interp~E:dalti.on,. 
• ' • • ' > ' 



118 

·According to Mi.ll, a. general word is applicable ~n 

the epi,U.e ee~ to an indG:fini te number of' things; 

'<ihila u s~ingula:r word is · nppl:i.eable in. the 5ame 

een~a to only one thinge To ~uote Mill s 

A general. m1mfl i.s •• • · a name whi.ch is capable 
o£ l>e:!.nu truly af'.fi~ed, 1.n thoU eame sense, 
o£ each o~ an inde£inito number o£ things. An 
:individual or s:l.ngulnr name is a name which 
i:t on.ly capable of' bo:tng trul·y a:ff'irmad, :1n 
tha eame eEmee.J, of' one thinrr.:H 

.And 1:he reason why it ia so, :ts t according to ~1111 . : 

f A ~eneral \'lOrd ) "exprc;,sses oerta'1n quali.t'i.as t and, 

when Ye 11:redioate :1~~ o-£ those persons wB a.eso:r.t that 

they all possess those qual~ties•; but a singular word 

'i.$ not oon£err~d upon ~ts object to ±nd:J..eate any 

qu.al:L tJ.e s • 3 2 

}1:1.11 1 e pos:l tion makes a el.aim to off'etr a ki1td o£ 

tsoiut:iori. of' the dif':f:i.culty ~tated in (.£) (jJ. 'l''!1at · 

:is, it purports to provld~ E>..n &xpJ.anation o:t ':thy n 

singular name "lih:1ch happons to app1y to many obj cots j 
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doea not he?e ~o be ident~fied with a general name 

just on that ground. For, as quoted above, a- eingu-

lar w~rd, unli.ke a general word 1 doee not app1y to 

the many objects in the eamo sene~. The· concept of 

1doee not apply in tbo •ame ••n••', however, tends 

t;o_mean, tor Mill• 'does not apply ~n anx sense at 

a1!'•'3 Mill's poettton may be formul~ted alternately 

thus t b'h:t.le application ot a general word ie eenee­

based that ot_a, e:Lngular word ia not senee•b@eed. 

~her• le a certa~ ~er discrepancy ~ Mill's 

~terprotat~on which i• not ~ar to •••• He apeak$ 

ot a ejngular word aa a word which does not apply 

to many object• in thet.:< same sense. 

Continuina1 he doseribe3:Gingu1ar word a1so a8 

a word which doee not apply to ite objects in ~~ 

na.tttely 1 • d_oes. not apply in · the srune ~~gs~ • and 

'does not apply in !nX se~~· to bo understood in 
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ref'erenc.e to •a.-oh othor1 For Mill• tbey seem to 

have the same meaning. But th~s ~s absurd. Zf a 

word doeen•t apply tn' any •ense then it just doeen•t· 

apply in any ae:n•e• To aay that :l t dot)4S not app1y 

:ln the same e~ne~ (or •A:n· eome partt.c'~lar aeu~e) 

would outrage speeeh. 1ih• idea Q:£ eo;t bfing aul!:- . 
cable in ,ftn.Y ~Senet'ex.oludee the idea ot b~ins 

app:t.:tc'eble in . tho aEun(t .tlenee OZ" 1lJ a dif'!feren t 

eene.e or Ui: any partioulc¢ I.'Sen•e• 'Eo ptSt the matter 

4n another way, saying that a $:lnguler l'Ord applie* 

to its ob3eeta ~ d:l£ferent aenaee is to presuppoee 

that :i ~ haa t!)Ome aeneeee not that it doee not ha.v• 

~Y sense. 

Thus the two pQai.t:t.one of' f.U.ll'e., ~·, 

(.!,) that a singular word does not a.pp~J' to its 

objects in. the same Be:ruJe, 

s-.2.(.2,) that a singular word do&6 not app~y to its 

objects ~n any &ense ~hatever, 

do, ~n fnet, stand £or very d~fferont posit~ona 

wh:ich convc:y very d:lf:fl2lrent. meaninge. 
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~f'ficul. t;iEH-1.• 

(.ll)·, that i.sa. that a singular word does nat appl.y 
. . 

jp anz sense., 1s not· ·quite ten•ble. ;t-t seeme necessary 

to grant that a eingUlEU" word ean assume eome aenee 

f'or :l.teel:t. Jror, othe~se,. what, in our eyes, te~de 

.• to become· ttnacqountable is the :fact ·that in certain 

caee&. instEl.lloes of the.~ craJDmat1oa1 sentence 

w~th ~he aam• a1ngular word may·asa~& very difrerent 

·senses.-To ment.ion a tew examples. 

(.&,} X have a . headache ( S£t.i.d by mel. 

i have a h$adaohe (aatd by my cousin), 

· :.t .have a heado,che {said by rny neighbour) • 

(.U.)'1'1d.s te Elizabeth (a name 01~ ta. gi::~.--l.)" 

· This ·:is F.lizablf.lth ( a :r:t.~1.uc o£ a ship), 

'Ihi15 :t:a ·mli zabetll (a m:une of' a queen) • 

(~), tha.t is, · t.lla t a eingular uord does not appl.y 

b<:lp.d, to do. Eumy w:i.th ita dist:lne·ti.(.m. 1'rom gene:ral 

words t and that way • i.t may be said t(} de£eat i. te 



• seneral word., v~ ~* Ia -.n Mbieuoue (or paro­

. n)'lloue) word; ~oee have dt~f"erent •en•e• and eo 1 

· DB~ura11yj ()De ••P well aaJ" ot it also tllat tt is 

. no~ applioalb• to :Lte ~bject.- m· th• eam• een••• 
~hue, take the word •h•altby'•· whl~h :la a general 

word, thou~ ~t may be appli•d to ita objecta ~ 
'· 

· difi'ennt •enaea. SuQh een:tenc•• ae :toilove v:f.11 

t.1luetra"t• tb:la point •. ·••«• 
(!) Qer oomple~~ ia health¥,-

•• ...,. ••.Jl••lt!J¥:• 
~1• la a, h••&!!D: toocl, 

Walking t.• a healthz b"*-* .exercd.e•a etc • 

. SF. (.&l)Thla ia a pen (writtins equi.pmen~), 

Thia t.•· a .-a (enc10IIU11t' tQr -C)attlea)..,. 

,5 •. T.htUJ M:l.11''* intarpretati~n 1.• 11ot; _.e.le'W'8D• 

· a~ ali to th• ent:ln rari8• ot dif~oult:l•• that: 

ada• rn. •• ae~t:lq ori.terion.a vld.le it fa*'l• 

tn •eapect of the ••J;l area ( 1.. •• (£)(1) ) it :1• 

epao~ally daa!pod to cover. So• ,.,. may Wn1 to 

th•· csonst;cteratloa o£ ·a eeQond tnterpr•tat~on 
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vbicb. would app•ar f'_. ao..- comprehenaive m t.ta 

··cop• end wbtcb Ji01lld •••m to have a ffU;" srea'ter 

d•P'•• ·ot plau•tbil:i.ty.· 'lbie tnterpntation ia 
Qu:lll• •-s• 

the diettncttve t•atu~• ot Quina'• interpretation 

.•• h$-ii cruc~l us• or two. thtnga 11hit!'tb are a 

Ci, ) tbe c.noept • Of pqrpos-tiq to be U'u~ ot 

.. oppoa•d to bela• actually true ot 1 

· , and.· (.U.) the diattnot:-.on, he U~t••• b•tv•en th• 

aon~•pt of' ambi8u:U~F ·aJld •hat ot gene~l~ty• 
I • . • 1 • 

To bit ·~lictt• the· ai1eged e•••~:l.c "1-.tlon o~ 

a cen••'- word· t• an ·tnd.·£tn1t• JJ.lDI\)er o~ tb~t,t 

· 'and tiult ot a a1Dp1~ voZ'(l to just one th.$.ng ~ 
und•ratOOd .bJ' Qu:t..n• .-eapecrt:l.vely to m•an t 

(!) that $ e•n·J"a~ •o%'d aurr:r&•. to be !P• "of 
1 

• aai. t.td•tidte n\Uib•r .e •h:l.ngaJ 
'. 

and (Ia) -.a~ • abl«ulQ' woJ:"d 'i!!'l?orta to b• •• o£ 
• ! • (: ' 

OlllJ' em• thiDC•• 

. The meaning _0~ the 4tspr••st.on' •beins tru• or• :l.n 

. QUine•:• f'oZ'IInt1atS.on la not' •• clear •• one at.8ht 
. . 

1 &.•:l." ,_· 't la · apt to l:Jtt oonetruwd :tn ti:~.if-erent wya. 



To mention a .. ~aw examplee. By saying 'w is tm1• ot 

o~ one may a~p1y mean that w ie the name of o e~ther *- *kx - ' 

in the ordinary sense or in aome epccial sen see • or 
one may alao chooee to mean by i.t that the assertj.on 

to le w' would 'be a true assertion. Simi1a.r1y9 

f>ollow:!.ng Wolterstorf£;34 one may ~rther mean tbat 

~tw euppoei te&35 fer s, t • And so on. 

Anyway, the concept of' 'being true·o£' will not 

detain U8• We need not go into tho deta11a of ite 

explioationf sllnee whatie c:ruc:lal in Quine'• 

34 cf. On Utli'VEU:'"•.ftls .. a An Essay ·1n On;tologx, 
The Univers~ty o~ Chaca!,'o Prees, pp.53-.55. 

35 Sgpiosition ie a medeavel concept. Ite 
elucidation, as quoted by Wolterstor:ff' 
from lfi·ll;tam of· OCkbam, is aa :followe a 

"•s;sBaord..t:lon' maane taking the position, 
aa it were, of eomething eloe. Thus, i~ a 
term stands in a proposit~on instead of 
something, in $UCh a way (a) that we us• 
the term £or the thing, and· (b) that the 
term (or ~ta nominative eaee, if ~t occurs 
in an oblique case) is true o:f' the thing 
(or of a. demonstrative pronoun whi.eh pointe t'o 1:-h.-e. ~ht'l\.aV=h.en. .... ~ s~) 

th~ 1:-t.....,.bae supposi.ti.P, for the t~.tt 1 
V:id! ,;tbi.g ,-PP• SJ-54. 
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interpretation ie (!.) above; i~e. the expreseion 

'purport'~ It is mainlJ this which, (combined nth 

(~), .enables him to get over the difficultiee o~ 

the ueunl aem&.ntic criterion listed above. To · 

explat.n th::Le. 

Take the general words 'integer between 3 and 

4*, 'King of France•-, •snake in J:reland' 1 etc. in 

(,e.)(!) above. Tak" also the s:1n~lar words l:lke 

'Pegasus• in (~)(!!)• The generality o£ the £or:m•r 

aet of words. and the singularity of the latter• w• 
have seen, are supposed to be impaired in the eyee 

of eome log1o1atus, because, in actuality, none ot 

thoee worde refer to anything at allt so that, as 

required, no liOrd in the :former act can be eaid to 

refer to. mere than one thing1 jus~ as no word in 

t~:t• latter eet.oa.n be said to ref'er to any single 

thing·. Dut tb.:i.PJ ·eo-called di:f'f'iculty causes little 

d~sturbance for Qu~na. The concept 'purport' tende 

to provide him with a way to eet.over it. That t• 1 

he argues that th• word" lik~ ':tntegcu· betwe~n 3 

end 4' , • King o~ FroneQ • , 9 $nnke in Ireland • are 
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general by aemant~c criterion ltse1£, beoauee 

they purport-to be true o€ more than one thing, no 

wnatter that :ln actuality they ere not true o:f any­

thing at all. Zn the same way, 'Pegasue' aleo 

would count. ae a aingula:r word according to Qu!ne 

on eemantie consideration, :for al.though it :ie not 

true of' anytb:Ltllh :i. t pur,porte 'to bo so of one 

!Single thing. 

X~ the e~• vay, Quine would juettfy the 

generality of expressions like •pole-star•, 

•natural entel:lte of the earth' 'in (1\)(,U.) above~ 

Be would say that, even t~ough each of such· word~ 

'-•• aa a matter of f'not 1 true of' just one thingl 

yet it purports to b• true of more than one thing. 

But how ~s Qui~e to handle the difficulty in 

(,h)(!}• i.e. that a s:lngula.r word, e.g. the proper 

name 1Cl\emar' ·or 'John', is true of more than one 

thing?. 

H•r• al~o; Quine might take recourse to ·the 

notion o:f 'purport• • That iet he. m1.ght arcue that 

though the singular name 'J'obn 1 :ir •oaeear• :ls 



ue~d in prnetioo to etand for more than one 

:l.ndivldual, yot 418Cb purports to refer to only 

one 1nd1.vidua.l·t and that ltay, :l t .i~ a singular 

t;ord• Uowever,. 1n actual:lty, Quine relj.es more on a 

supp1eme~tary course. To so1ve the difFiculty he 

. makes a d~etinct~on between the notion o£ genera-

l~ty and that of amb~gaity vh~ch a~s apt to be 

~· oonf'ueed.. ". •. gene~ality" • Quine eay• • tt·:s.e not 

· ~o be ~onfUaed with amb~gu1ty.n36 

To expl.ain. tbe po~n't... Take 'Pen 1 , ·a wo~ lihich 

~e $~b1gnou•• Zt ~e~ers to more than one th~g, ~ 

•writing equipment' 1 also ~n 'en~losure :t-or cattJ.e• ·~~ 

:In this, j.,t elibulatea a·general word, e~g. 1 ol,"ange' 1 

which ref'ere to more than one abject. Yet a word ,, 

with autbigu1ty and general word are ve17 dif'f'erant. 

;\n amb:lgu<ms wo~ r0:f'ers to its more · than one 

Object by virtue of the·fact that it has more than 

one aenee; that way; ~t may ~ 8aid to £ttnct~on ae 

more than one WOrdo notwithstanding tbat·~t is the 

same verba1 shape or the enm• verbal noise. But 

36 Vi.de, Methode of Lode, aoutledge & Kegan 
Paul, London, p.203. 
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cont~r~ly, a word's general~ty ~· to coneiet in 

~~6 oapaoity to refer to more than on• thing in 

the 4.,Bm0 @GJ;!..fi!,9 in. ot}ler Vordet 51'!! the $anl9 word. 

ln tbe light of tbie distinction between 

general word·ond ambiguous word, the di~ficulty 

alleged to arise from eingular worda l~ke •caesar•, 

'John', etc. eeema to diseolve eaa:U.y. For 'John'; 

while it means our neighbour's eon1 has one scnset 

but it aseumes anoth$r when it retere to, •ay, 

'the old groQer• • Sllmilnrly, 'CaGe.ar'., meani.n& 

the Roman General.t haa a aenae diff'ere11t. £rom · 

•cae•ar• which refers to our dog. n1e uinQ~lar word ' 

·~onea* is ambiguous in that ~t might b• ueed in 

diff'Grent oontexta to name any or va:t•ioua pereonet 

but it :l.s stil~ a. ai.ogular word in· that :lt pul:"ports 

~ any particular cont0st to name one and on1y 

one person.37 · 

Thus tbe peouJ.iari.ty of' a proper nrune to 

de~ignate mor~ than one thing1 according to Quine, 

37 J:b:ld. 



:is t.o be understood atter the modol. of an ambiguoue 

word; ~t is no ground for denying tha singulnr~ty 

o£ a proper name or for ~te assimilation into the 

clo.as o:f general wordsj 

Quine's maJor remedy f'or the alleged di£:ficult1es 

Of the semantic Oriter~On is hiD Concept 0£ 'purport'• 

The way it ham been £ound so far to work is not 

unBatiif'acto:;;~y. However, there aris~ certain basic 

questions. For ex~mple, what 1:5 it that is thera 

:l.n a: r;eneral word or el.set<1here· beeauae of' wh:loh i;t 

purportr; to etand for sore than one th.ing? 'In the 

·!lame way, wllat ie there :in a singul.ar.word itself' 

or elsewhere beoauee of' w~ch it tends to be true 

ot Juet ono object and not more? Such questions are 

. not euey to answer,. And this 9 very rightly, should 

mako one a bit doubtful. about the ult.imate e:f:f:lcacy 

of the eonoep't of' ,2.urpo1~·~, its oape.cit;y to do its 

· jO'bt i.e. to reconc~~e the al.leged dif'f'icuJ.ties uf' 

the semantic cr~terion. 

Quine h:i.mGelf al.ao :ls not perhape unaware o:£ 

this ·ueakllese o£ his particular conceptual. tool; 
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and that is perhaps the reason why.he is inclined 

to give more credence to the grammatical criteria 

discussed above. He eaye 1 

such tal.k o:f purport ·is only a pictureeque 
way of all~~g to distinctive grammatical 
roles that~a:ingular a.ne general terms pla.y 
in senter1ces. It :1.& by g.t"2tmntatiea.l role tha. t 

. general and eingnlar terms arc properly. to 
be d:letinguishod.38 

J:ll: 

'l'o uind up. 

The common semanti:c ground for distinguish~.ng 

general words does not, on ultimate analysis, 

appear as ~trong as one would desire. On the other 

hand, neither ia it ae weak as some are inel'ined· 

to make it J.ook. As a matter of :fact, eeman.t:i.c 

consideration, combined ritb the g!"ammatical pecu-

liaritias of their role in language, tond to mark 

o££ aerleral. woitds qu:l.te clearly as a claaa by itself, 

i.~~ a sub-claQs o£ worde_w.hich cannot be subsumed 

38 V:l.de Word and ObJect~ New York( 1960) 9 Pe·95• 
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The criteria considered in the preceding chapter 

are uot wititout limitat:lone. Nonathelesa• together 

they ~eem enough. to proviae a ground f:or a clainr to 

the e£fect that the'words called general do ~orm a 

distinct ola~Ss o:f words. The part played by this 

class o~ words in 1anguage is doubt~ees too erucial. 

And also elaborate. And to be in a pos:l:tio:n to see 

. th~s one nQed not go v&ry far. 

:tt ia debatab~e whether all. our thoughts are 

propositional or relational; it is debatab~G furth•r 

whether all. otu:• thoug-hte are cmbodietl. in language, 

or ~bother all thoughts so embodied a.re p:a. .. opoai­

tional or ;t'Glational. However, there ::l~ one thing 

which is undE!niabJ.e. It ie that some (o1~ most) of 

our th~ughts are conducted in lan.guage and that" 

they have t;>roposi t:lonal or rela t3.onal. chal.~ac "ter • 

This means lang-uage mostly, (or at l.east p:!lZ'tly) 

1a' our vehic1e of propos;lt.ional. thinking. And in thia 

capacity i a a i.s qui. te plain, .language all through 
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bae to incorporate general words • General words 

are, :ln f'a.ct t the part end parcel of' every lang&:t'lf 

~e which purports to convey propos:ltional th:ink­

ing. W:Lthout them the l,atte1~ is s:L:nply impoe<3ible~ 

For·whatever sentences ~re to count a.e the mecl:ta 

of' proposi·t::Lonal thoughts are bound to f.nvolve 

general words as the:tr, .JlGCesearvtl'arts. w,. thout 

them our propos:lt:lonal thinJ.dng orjse'(d;.-es could 

never have done what it ie to dOt namely, to orga­

niee the world that :I.e thought of cr spoken about. 

Th:i.s :fact of' cruc:1al involvement of gen.e2:-a.l 

words :in the part:icu~ar iangua.ge ~:rhich comprise& 

propps:itiona.~ sentences, :l..e. se:n.tenees stating 

propositional thoughts, makee it obvi.oue that the 

two exist in our diecouree each f"or the other. So 

tha:t,· in a. general.i.eed eenee, problems about 

general. words are to count as probleme ~.bout 

language (i.e. the raleYant part the~eof). Stated · 

alt~itrnately, whatever gooe to illumine the eharao­

ter and £unct~o~ng Q£ the former goes thereby 

also to illumine the nature an.cl functioning o:r the 
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.latter. That "tora.y, concern about gener~l worcle is 

not an :isolated concern rel!tricted 1nerely to 
' ' 

general uorrls thems'liitl.vee; i:n.~vitably, i.t tends to 

assume a "tl!der bearing, bearing on. tll,e ll!lllguage· 

of which they happen(: to f'igure ae elements. 

The ident~ty o£ general word~ is apprehendod 

intuitive1y, ~f ono rnay aay eoo Our search for 

their oriteri.a, semnnt:ic, gXtammatical or othe:rw:t:se 

tn the prev:1ous chapter "'.ras & se~roh for an expl'--

o:!t rationale for this apprehension .• However, onoe 

the· :identity of the ge.o.eral words :Ls taken :for 

stand f'o:r a distinct claslS o£ ;-;ords WC COl'if'ront a 

ne\'.1 problem~ This problem i& ;far morGl silirious than 

th!!.t o:f criteri.a • .Aocordingly, i·t has also engaged 

ph:i.l.osophers on a far u:tder eoo.le. 'I'h:ll'i probl.em 

re.la.tes to t.he use oi' ~eneral words hi our di.s~our••~-



In a senee, which is predominantly paych.olo­

gical1 the problem may be eon:!ltrued e.s a demand. 

:for an a.ccoun~ or dosc:ript:J.on ot: the procet'Js of' 

acquirint; tho abil:i. ty to ~e eeneral lY'ords or the 

abil.ity to underst~nd thom when they occu1~ in 

1anguagc. This .sGnsa of' the questi.on has no doubt 

a sign:lf'icance of' ita m·m. No one 'lftould deny that. 

'I'he psychological investigation which :lt purports 

to trigger of£ is indeed worth it. Nonetbelees, 

it 1e n.ot this particlllar sene.c o£ the p:robl.e~U 

which has gone to make it a subject of ~vasive 

and intansive concern ~or philosophers. 

Philos<>phera uorrytng abou"t the usa of genE)ral 

words have other senses of' the problem ·in mind. We 

.may dist.inguieh three eucb senses& 

(!) In the first 'nense 1 wh:l.eh may be called 

jlo~ca~, the problem. is enG of findins a rat~ona1e 

or lortce.l. gr:o,ui1d ~or the applt<;n tj,on of' one and 

the same gc.ne:;;:a.l "Wul"'d to objee ts whi~h tU'e in 

many ways div~rse. 



(,!!) In the 5econd eense, on tha other ha.ndp 

the probl.em, etrictly !~peaking, is egistemol~r;ica_l.~ 

:It bt3comos one o:f finding that by knowin1~ which . 

w~ come to know that oertaht particular thin~s are 

to be covered by a certain general. ·word, -...rhi.lG 

cert;a:i.n other par·i;ieular things ere not:. 

(JJ.!) In the thi.rd e€nse, the probl<Jm becomes 

an J.nquiry into the nature .and identity of some-

'*hi.r.lg which may poeeibly exist :Ln some possible 

eense in the diver!>e objecte <Jr elsewhere to 

prov1de an objective basis ror tbe uee of one 

. ' 

and the eame genera1 word of them. n~~s ~~M sense may 

bo ealled metaphY,sical,. 

The three senses o£ th~ probl(~m aro elo::H.<ty 

interlinked. They have a be1.tde unity whioh :i.e too 

obvious. Nonotheles~, they are di:f':f'e:r.ent. No 

philo~opher would deny it, nl.though, in practiee, 

few would bother to take any serious note _of' i.t~ 

.And wl;l.}' :should they? For, to most philo.sophere 

'th.e problom, in wh.icbever o:f' tho three senses 1 t 



:is taken, ap:pea1's in all. CfiSes an5"irlerable immedi­

ately, if' n:ot e.ll!So f'ina~ly, in terms of <.Jnc and 

tho earne concept, n.cunely tb.at of~ ~ .. i.?li~o.:r.,i tl• 'l''ha t 

3.a, by ~orae such hypothee:ia, as f'or example, 

"Beca~tee the ob.jeets; designated by o. par"t;icular 

gen.0ra.J. word are similar" 9 "IJy knowing ·that they 

are similar", nThere :i.e a ki11d of relation calle.;i 

s:lmiJ.arity in which the obj«?cts stand to one another~. 

And the l:tke. 

:In. tbia •tay t the notion. o:f s.l.wilari ty as ;invoked 

in philosophy to do the job o£ e"plain::i.ng our use 

o:r g&n.eral words and, thereui th, of' th:t""o"\o'ing ~.ight 

on· thfl. language i:n. ~rhich they peeu.r. And as -woul.d 

be corroborated by h:l.story, this explenato:r.-y role 

ot: similarity happens, ·:tn t"e.c t r to present a V&l."'Y 

wide area of phi1osophicn~ agreement. ~t provides 

a: A!eeting point even f'or 'the nominalists an.u -\:;he 

realists. Both suhscribo to the poai.t:i.on thut tlle 

aimilar:tty hypothesis :to :i..n.dispe:neable :fot· t;he role 

ass:l.griod to 1 t • Who.t sop~Jrates thm:n sharply i.s 

mainly th~ir irreri·oncilable stands on tht:) quest:ion 



of whether or Jiot e!.mi.1a:rlty ls to count as 

ulti.mato. Realists hold that similarity 0'£ things 

1• not ultimate and; the~;~e.:fore 1 j.tself' calls f'ol"­

an explanat:ion.. Bence their 'universals' b;tom 

whiCh similarity te euppoeed to derive. Por 

nominaliet.e. on the cth•r hand, sim:t.l&J>ity ot" 

tldnga J.e an ultimate fact about themr Jdl so tha:t, 

f:or the nominaltete, queetions o~ the k:b14 why 

thins~ are "*milar are all .:lnadmtsat'ble tc:Pgotber 

with th• notion o£ univereol which ie brought tn 

to ant:Sver :t.t. 

'l'lms the of.fic;i.al poa:lt:lon as regarda the :role 

o:f e;imilari ty v:i.s-a-vis the use of' g-eneral word a 

:ls that tbe £ormer expla:i.us the l.i.\:tter. That iet 

similar:Lty o£ certa:i.n obJec:ta is the un:iversal 

ground :for the app~ieat:Lon o:t a·ganeraJ. word to 
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each ot th••• And *o t~s, ae we have mentioned• 

ph!.loac;phera, however they may 4if':ter oturwiae, 

, widely a«J."•e • Anyw•y, . the poet tton does not poaae•• 

· any inherent ~ty, that :la, 't• ·npu.d:l.at:lone in 

. no ••••, oan ~ aa:ld tf.JI be aelf"~ontrad:l.ctory,. Xn 

prlnclple the poa~tiont then, •• open to de~al. 

Aud ineldenta11Y; in peaot:l.ce also. it baa been 

: derded in reo•nt yeas-•• Ph:llo.ophera ot •uoh ...... 

.nenoe t.• Auetin, The ct•Jltal t.a Cliainly pounded 011 · 

ahow~g •ha~ there !£! tnetanoea ot thlnSf Vb:lc~ 

fu£e £!farrod to bz the aa.e cen•ral worst but ap, 

n•y•rtgl•••, di.eal•:l.l!£ or no·t· •tm&1ar iJ:l anx 

or4f.!t!ip seye •· 

Anyway., the cJea:lal oa~la f'dr ••rioua eaeaainatton. 

~ bia phi1oaopb:l.oa1 vrStlnaa all tbrOush Auat$n, 

•• :La ··own tc. u•, !.a aqr•• 't'6 adlij;ttiag 1$lv•*'••1a.
1 

1 $.~• 'lor exaaple, Yf,dt ".hie fh•r• A fr:J.orJ; 
Qonoep'bat•'t ·~· Meal'linc o~ a Word•• Ph:lloto­
#Oa1 Paptr•,Oxf'ord Vnt.v•raity Pre••• London, 
1970. ' . . . 
Ala~ S'fa• and Senaib:l1:ta •. Ox£ord Unj,vera:lty Pr•••• 
t,on~on . 196.5). 
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That way, hei p~ove• a consistent ally o£ the 

nominallete and the ·confirmed enemy of tho roal.iete. 

But he goes a atep ~orward and upholds a po8ition 

wh~ch makee him a common enemy of both the :realists 

and nominal.iate.2 Xn Austin 1'8 own language t 

••• it is not tb• lenat true that all the 
thirtgs which ::t. 'call, by tbe same (g~neral) 
name' ~r.,e :ln general t similar t, in eny 
ordinary sense of that IWUeh ahused wortt.3 

For Au•t~, similarity. apart, there are other good 

reasons bes~dcs ~or ca1ling di££erent things by the 

2 On hie own aeseeament, however, Austin 
. wo~1d make a. claim to be an ally ot the 
nominalist• notwitl'letanding thae poait:lon 
of hA8. For the position, he feels, by 
weakening the caeG of univeraals at a 
more basic leve1, would only strengthen 
tho eent~a.1 purpose oC nominalism···nemely, 
den:l.a1 of universals. 

3 Vide."The Meaning o£ a Word"t ph:l.loeophica.1 
£apgre, Oxford Univereity Pressv London. 
1970, p.69. . 



• • • we of'tf)n • call dif'terent thing& by the 
aame name•, nnd.~or perfectly 'good reasons•, 
when the things are ~ot even ~n any ordinary 
sense · 1 t3im:llor' • •• ·"4 • . 

But what, really, ftdght these 'good reaeone • be? 

Austin does not have any positive anewer on th~s 

point. Finding these good zaeason5, aecord:lng to bia., 

is a ·job ~~ch should belong to a no man's. land 

lying between p!tt.loeophye on the one hand, and 

phi1o1ogy, o~ the other. As auch, be leaves the busi• 

neee to the corporate c>blipt:l.on of phil.osophers and 

philologtete. Ae Austin puts it a 

••• it :la a matter ot urgency that a doetrine 
.ehould be developed about the various kinde 
of good reaeona £or which we •call diff•rent 
things by the same name•. This :is an absorb­
ing qneet1..on, but hab:ltua.1ly neglected,. so 
far ae J: know, by philologieto as we11·as by 
p~loaophers. Lying in the no man•e land 
between them, !.t fall• be·tween two eohoole, 
·to develop ouch a dootrine ~ully vould be 
very comp1~oatad and perhaps t@dious a but 
also very ueef'ul :t.n raan.y ways .• It demanda

5
the 

etudy of' actual langu~.ge 1 !!2!, idea.! onae. 
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.. Anyway, let u• concentrate on Austin's position 

that •similarity' j,s not the· tUAivereal ground :for our 

ca11~ng dif'fe%"erit · thbtge by the eame general word..· 

~he poeition ie sought to be justified by h~m almost 

entirely on ~uctive ground. That :ls9 what he does 

is 1:o cite !rietanaee where we do appl.y • and ar(). . ' 

perfectly right ~.so doing- the same name to things• 

a1 though tho~u~ things .. are alleged by Austin to 3 be 

dissimilar or not similar in any ordinary eense. 

Tbeeo instances a~e l.ieted ey•tematicall.y in the 

third par~. o£ his :t'amous article "11:u~ Moaning o£· a 

Wora•. ].mt the inetancea, we ~& af'ratd, do not do 

thetr job 0 i.e. establish~..:/& tile poeition of Auetin~ 

They are, ·if' one may aa.y· aol not in fact relevant to 

the position-at all. Aust±nt in our eyes, seem& to 

have been misled by them. 

(J.) :tn tho :f'1rst·place 0 a11 through Austin would 

appeal~ c_ommitted, wit.hou~ eny explicit justif'icat~on, 

to a preconceived· senae of' eimilari ty. The particula.r 

aenoe of eimtlar:i.ty• i't :la to be noted• does not ~ve 

anytlU.~g in lteel:f' to account :tor ita credibility. On 
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'tb.e otb,er hand, .it ie.not aleo univereal.ly.accepted. 

The nominal:l.sts would al.l of them reject it uncon­

dit,.onally, while not a11 real.ists a~EJ inclined to 

·acc~pt it. 

(!) But, to our mind 1 the reason which is :tar 

more important and :btterest:tng ·· is a cluater of' 
' 

confuf!ious of di:ff'er'!Jllt varieties wbiQh seem to 

underlie Austin's thinking. These oonf'ue:Lons are 

between 1 

(&.fl) genel'"ality of a. word and its 'paron.ym:i:t;r', 

(!h) generality of a word and ite metaphor1ca1 

.funo tioning; 

(2c) the notion or a wo~d having tho same sense 

and that o'£ two words havinG' s:imi.lar sense; 

(~) mere use of' a gen~ral word in di££erent 

· verbal contexts. and i te uee .:t.n the same aense to 

deaignate obJecte; 

( 2e) mere verbal shape o~ · a verbal JJ.<'dee ot' a 

word 1-t:i. th the ltOX'd itself" wh:lch is. verbal ehar.~e or 

verba1 noise R1ue some sen••• 
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Let us under~eke a su:rVey o£ Auett.nts instances 

to ~llustrate' our po~nts. 

Examples of (!!,.), (2c). (~) ere to be :found 

together in the part~oular ~ustance ~n Wb~ch Aust~n 

refers to tb• uee· o£ words _1ike. •heal.thy'. We d_o, 

in. our language, ua• the word of. varied o'bjeete 1.n 

saying, e.g. '.uealthX body • • 'llealthx oomp:.texion'; 

'hoal.thx oxerci.se•·, 'llealthX foo~~;:. and eo on; but, 

according to Austin, such things as 'body•., •comp1e:.t:i,on•, 

'food • , 'ex ere i set can.ri.ot be sa..i.d to be similar in any 

sense wbj.ch would. not b• misleading. 

The instance happene to :fi.SQ:&"e t'irat in Austin•e 

l:l.at. Ho~tt.ver, ite connoct:l.on with the tbee:i.s which 

St ie to corr9porate does not appear at all obvioua 

to us. ;It i.e, ae w• have already eaid, per~Utpe not 

relevant at a1l. To see this one :I.e to go ·~to the 

flincti.cr.ting of' the word 1hea1thy'. 

Xe ~ 'healthy' a ganera1 word? Xt undcubted1y is, 

on prov1sJb 1 t f'ul:fi1s the minimal requirement o£ a 
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general word, i.e. if it is used, in the same senee, 

to di1U!Jignn.te all the t!Mded caees of tJ;v,e qdlity of -· 

having he~lth. ll'or exs!ftple,·ae .in the case when I say, 

'My cousin is healthy', 1Th:!..s :ta a healthy dog'~ and 

eo on to mean.:tn each case the eame thing as that th• 

subject in question baa no :llln.ees. 

But does :lt ·hold gQod o£ the word 'b.eal'tby' in 

the f"'al! t!:!.Xal!'ples of' its i.'\SG quoted b)r .~:\us tin? In, 

q'thar words, can it be· sa~d that the wo:rd,_whether it 

.:ls used as at1· adjaotivf.l of' 1body' or of •comploxion' 

or of 1 £ood~· or ot' 'exerciee•, has all through the eame 

eense? Someone m~y well de~y thi.~. He may be inclined 

to eay that the word 1b<£:talthy' !n eacb case above, 

has a clist:l.no~ meaninea it_ :ls to count as an example 

of an a_mbiguous· vord; and, thE~ ambiguity o£ a word 

and the gene~ali.ty of' it, aa Quin.e6 points out, i.e 

o "Bu:t gen~ral:l. ty is .not to be' eout'used with 
r.:unbigu:ity• t l\1ethods •rP 1 ... og:t.c, Routledge & 
Kegan. Paul., Londpn ( 19if2 J t p.20:.J. · · 



neYer to sto.nd £or the stnne t!lint;;• As: IW ambiSt!oue 

liard, the 'tiord _ lheal..hY' in its tour· t:l.i:t£erent 

uees !lbove, ~t woul.d b~ .said, i:s 1 . in :tac-t·~- to be 

taken aeJ f'ou..- d~f:feren' w~rd$ ba~ng tn common 
. 1 only; eay, "th!$ ea.me._ •verbal shape• • or t"fe:E"bal no::lee•.-

- ' 

On t~s mterp~etat~Ol\t then<f A:u.atin's instanc_e 

uud&r coneiderat:l.on ""ottld turn out to be a harm1eea 

example ot di.ff'erent vome applying to d:U'ferent 

tJt..i-n$• and not an oample of vhQ,t al.one is rel.,. 

vant, name1y, th$t of a same word d~sig.nating things 

wh:loh are no-t a:i.m:llar* 

Austin ~s not o£ oourse -~~e of th~s. He does 

enviseage tbat- 'the word 'beal.tby1 mtgh~ be conitti'Ued 

by some as an amtd:SQOU.a word "d that euoh con•trua1 

wout4 tend to make the instance under examinat~on 
. . -

i,.rrelevant • .Accordingly, be hUrr:i.es to add tbat "the 

word ('healthy') is ,npj just being ueed ,f!guiv~oa11t;••8 

7 The exp~ess~.ons e'J"tt tlu8se1.l's• Se& t.-n :Inqui.tt 
into MGaTJ!.P.E£.pnd Truth-. _(P~»guiil .Book) 1 pp.21•22.-

8 Vide "The Mef,U'J,t.ng o~ a Word• ,, P.;b~1ogo;phi.oa& 
Paeswe.' Oxford University Proes; Londcm(1970)t 
p.71 .• 
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Non~thol.ess, it 1s n~t' a vo1'-d t:or him wi,.thout some 

peculiari~r• Fol.~owing Aristotl.e, he maintnble that 

"it (the word 'healthy*) is being used 1paron:ymoue1y' •9 
' ' 

And_by thia he moane meJ:~ely tha.t.the word~ a11 :l.t" 
' . 10 

uses above has a "pr:lmap nuol.ear senee" • . Thia 

·nuclear. aonse, according to Austin, ia, "1-he eense in 

which . 'heal. thy • :l.s us"d o:r a bee.:tthy body." 11 Thi!S 

4.& oal..led nuclaar b.aoatuto J.t :lee in Auatin•s word•• 

"'contained a$ a part' in thQ ·other two •ensea ,· ' 

wluch mny b~ aot out aQJ 'PJ:"OtiuQt~:ve o~' healthy bodies• 

and 'rmml.ting f'J;"om .a healthy body•.•12 

. But can we, even by accepting <td.:th que$t~on1ng 

Aust:i.n's int~pretat:ton~£ the vord 'healthy'• nam.,l)"t 

that_ it is a ;aa~n~op~ ( and not ambiguous. ) word, 

reej):ol:'• toe. st1ppceod reievanee o:f his. insta.nc.t!tf That 

~e. can the paronymity o£ *hoalthy' be eonsid•red 

fl~ou,;ll. to reenaure that th(l; we:f:'d. 'h~Sa.lthy•, in :Uas 

various uses above, a 'ba• been: 'used in tbe same sense 
' 
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nndt th~reto~s. might ~(lunt aa the sue word all 

through? Tbe nll.egad pe.ronym:l.ty,.as :f'ar as wa, tandtlr• 
; 

etand.t can make at best a ¢laim to. show that the 

s~nses in whi.eh .the ltOrd. 'healthy 0 has been used to. 
- . . . 

quali.f)r 'body', 'food• 0 •exerciae 8 • etc. resell)ble 

·. in a most importan~ ov1AY,e: But wha.t may tllat go to 

imply? Perhaps, merely that 'healthy' in ita one ue• . 

. ~d 'healthy' in 'lts.anothar us~ arc 3ust §..iJ!l~1a£ 

word$; notw:t thsta~d:Lng that they hav& th¢,i .same verba1 

shape or produce th~ .same ver}.)al noise. §imj_-\Eu:".~~t.x• 

however basict :ls never· th~ same aa; what tie ea11 . . 

'irritable' bavEi &1-m:llal£ senses i:md1 tha,t way, they 

may vell be ea.lted similar vorda. But do they over 

count as the same word because of that? 

~hue tlto -word *healthy', ln tho difi"ar~ut cont.e.xta 
·,' ~ : . ~ 

ot it.s ua~ nbm.I'Gt. oan bo s~id to a'Bmt~~ only sim~lar 

t'iens;a•~ .lt doeen•t ha'\fe the same sensa ~nd cannot, 

tberefo!:'eL' eou.nt as tbe same~ w:ord, though this, 

prec~.a~ly, is whn't is ne~ded for :Lts ral.evanca. Tho. 

word 'h~althy•, .as .wf:i understand, :Ls, .in, :f"ae~. only 

4, case· ·o:f· d:if':ff)~nt wol'de being embodied :tn a common 
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verbal ehape'or no!ee. 

~imi~ar .anntye:l~, 110 suppose, would hold goou ·to 

G:tpose :the irr.elevance of' ·three more oonf'irrnatory 
. ' 

':Lne·tancea• .in AuE>t:tn•s .li~t, i.e. inatances wher9t on 

h:is claim, the .'?.~!D2 general. word· goes to apply to · 

thing~ which are not.,·aeoording to him~ similar i.n 

particular g~neral word, whi<:b can at roost bo isaid 

to llave aimilar senaee in tbe di.f'£erent context• o£ 

ita use, has been mistal:cnly supposed to stand for 

dif~er~nt employment$ of the sama word, because of 

its .hevi:ng the same verbal shape all tbrough.'l'he 

instances, we are mentioning, are·reapeot:i.vely those 

under (~), (.!!,) and (§.) !Ln. A?.tstin 's l.:i.st. 

(~) pertains. to the ~so of euen words ae 'fascist•, 
p . 

1c}'J,dc::i.sm•, ete. On eiaborat:i.on,_ :i.t ~s as .follows· 1 

'.l'ake a word l.:llte • fascie t ' t · th:l.s originally' 
connotes, eay, a great many charao·;;eria:rti.oa. 
et. once : eny x 11 ~d •• Now wo will use · 
1 f'aeciet 1 subsequ&ntl.y-o£ things uhi.ah poaeea&. 
on.ly one o:f these strik:f.ng cllar.aoter.ist:t.cs• 
So tbat thj.ngs oallki 1£aaoist' bl. these sanees, 
which -wo · tn~y call 'incomplete t s'!see, need n~t 
bG 81milar at all to each other. · .. 
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( 4) concerns the use· o:t vhat is . called •anal.ogoua. - . 

terms by Aristotle.· A~ Austin puts iii I 

When A : B : 1 X : Y theu A and X are oi"ten called 
'by the eem~ name , e.g. the .f.2.2! o:f' a. mf.'>l.mta:in and 
t.b.o !s.2,1 of' a l.i.at. Here there i.s' a good reason 
:for calling th.a things both ':feet' t"l1Jt are we to 14 
say they are 's~~ilar•? Not in any ordinary Gense. 

{.§.) oonoo:x-ns words like •youth • or 'love' • Austin 

says : 

Anotber case ,.;hich o:f'tE}n provides piiZzles, 
:ts tlm.t of '\to:t·~s l:tke 'youth' r:;~nd 'love' t 
which aometimoli,mea.n the object loved, or 
tho thing 't·rb:f.eh(t ±l!t youthfu.l, . sometimes the 
passion 1 Love' or the quality(?) 'youtb•.1.5 

(§.)~ :t..e. the eon~& o:r v10l."fls like 'love' and 

'youth' 1 'tve suppoeo, oo.n bo diepotJed o~ easily. Their 

eon.-c':l.nt\atory rel.cvanee ca.n. be den:ted by u.l" exactly ~n 

Austin himse16, pr¢sum~bly, to moP.n th~t, 1ike the 
' . . 

her.c also <tm e~n say that neither 'lov~• nor 'youth' 

14 .:J:bi£1,, Pl:t-71-72. (l:talios oure) 
15 ~. p •. 73~ 
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'~s .an e~;ample o£ one a and the eamo word being u-t3ed' 

of' dif.feren·t things 1"'( which a. lone. is rclf!vant 9 in 

aach eatse what we. have is onl.y similar words in a 

'Love', mearting tllo paasion love, designates one 

tb~~t •love', meaning the objec~ loved, ~s ~~ther 

(though similar) word designating another thing. 

'l'hese are tl10 ~tords i"or i;wo things, not the same word(t 

Take J2.). 
'.i?he tiord 'f'aac:i..st • originally c;onnotes hav:Lng the. 

chnrar;teri.st:i.cs of' 3,; zil &• But what i.e it that we. 

do •subeequently' in doZ.ng aa allo·ged by Austin? We 

may put :Lt this way. SOmeone o~lla a person A ~ 

'f"a.i.1Jeis't' to mean t:Uat A po.t)sessea ·thiij onaraoter.:tstic 
' ' 

of .,!.; sow.eon~. alee <;a:tls A or another person n a 

1h3 •:ta.scist' to· mean that ho posaesaetS the clmracter• 

;f.st:te o£ z; .and. GO on~ Thus tho word lf'a.acist t t in One 
' . . . ' . ' 

uac o£ it~ means 'havipg the cha~aeteristic o£ ~·, 
. -

z' ~ and . so on. :aut what doea all theae amount to? 
\ 
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Plainl.y, that 'the ve.-'ba1 •hape or nots• 'fascist' 

tusauau!u! dif'f'erent aeneea hl di:f£e:rent uses o£ ! t • or 

that 1n ue:l.ng this word ve are·, in fact, ue:l.ng 

different worde ( :ln thiO · same verba1 tJhetpf)' or noise) 

to mean dififllrent di•similar tbt.ngs (!••• ·•the 

characteristic of having a.' 0 'the cbaracterie~i.c 

of' having x 1 ) • :t t is not an instance which itt 

sermano to Auetln•s position, ·t.e4!' instance ot a lllnlme 

word be:tns \i$ed o~ thbga WhiCh E\lswe not eimi1ar .. 

We may· ),'lOW tub tc> (!)• H01i ezactly llo *:toot' :l.n 

tile phrase 1tbe foot o£ a mount•tn• and •:toot' in 

'th6 £oo~ o'£ a li.et • etand .. 1r1a-a-v:ls each other? Do 

tlley ijave the eMSe s•nee1 •o that they may O()Ullt as 

tl'TO occurre;nces o'£ the aame word? A .. totle, a.a . 

quoted by Austin, has a. epecial name £or ·them; he 

calls them 'analogous' : t'i'orde • · ;.nc1. in. !!'·<» doing,. the 

. :i.dea 'thn.t ~ey are coeurx·encea o:r the seme "..rord s~Sema 

to have be&n clea.r~y denied. 'rhe t:3escr:i.pt:ton impli.es 



so,..eone, ·tlho baa in Mind liluoh phra•••• ••g•- •a 

nightqueon•, 0 tbe queen ot birda•, •queen ot hill•"• 

etc. m:l.ght 1 on th• other hand, otte.:- to UUderatond 

the pbraaea •toot of a liat'l' '~oot Qf •ountaln' 1 

•to~ aS'~e~ the•• That. 1a1 ~ might •. uggeli6 that the 

vo~ l:fooe• in tbe exaiiJ?l•• be:l.ne: oonai.dered ta • 

ext•nalon al-one diff"enat liilee by wa,. o:r Jiletapll~'~ 

of Ws• U teral ••n•• d tb• word • toot' •• f.n ·~fc . 
. •a• walked e>n t••t • • •Be in.1_.d M• f'eet • 1 4uat aa· · 

the· wo1'd *rtu•en 9 ~ 'f;h.• abcrt'• oaae• !s a .. taP~~orical 

-~•naion a1ong dit"l'eZ.ent linea of" tbe vord •queen' 

in ~'ta l:U~enl •••• •• in •·8~ 'Queen V~otorl•·•. 

IJQt 4oea it llake any dUf'enncet WeU1 a t~a iftt•r­

. pJ.O•tatlon1 th• ~•latt.on bet•••n d!.f'f'erent u.s••· of" tl'l• 

voftl .•f'oot• vouJ,cl oone•poJUl to (A) that betvnn •om• 

particular yerbai •b&pe er noise in t.t• lit!£!1 aenee 

and the .... verba-l abllP,• or nola• f.n • a MetaphoriceJ. 

aen••• o~ (J!.) to that. '-'.,._•.., two •.•tapho:rica1 •en••• 

ot th• .... verbal •hape or ~ota•• Dmt ln •lther caee 

'1'oot' voul4 oOUDt; olll.y •• •$ail.ar vords ;.,. a. c01111aon 

•erba1 •hap• pr Do£a' and not aa dif~e~t occurrences 



of th• • pau yordf .,ince .the ident:tt7 of a -~~ l• 

oo~•tltfited not by :it•; ••bail ahape ost notae. bu.~, 

b,. 'the · •enae· ·in .$.oh .• t. • ia · •p:toyed•. · 
' . . . . . 

~ •:tleged ·~$letV8n•• · ot (!!;) .,,. p•:rhapa Ju•ti .. · 

tf..d ·Oil. aztO,he..: 00\Ult. abO• ·Jblllf,fa t~ ~Qb ·the WOrd 

·•t~tJ.·*'• ,t.n 'it• va~iol!li. u~tea·., pu.S'po~te to ~e£er- to, : 
· : , · . . •"'t'eSe71"1l-ble.. ... , . . .· . . 

do,. lA 1'aot. •••O.abl4J l.n a .d.£Anite way; it, f.• not 

tb• •a•.t 'that they ara · 11o1• •• · ·~ppo•ed 'by' Au• tin• • · 

•lla$.1•• JD ·.n.y o~~ · ••n•••~ Auat:lt'l antioipatea .c: 

tht•. pobtj t:n.e ~be WaY. ·.he m•ot.- Jot .ap.,.•rat ;Ofl our 

·153 

P.•iv••• •o •bJ; · tot•llV una•tt•racto;E')"• · · 1· · · 

)z•••rritl• ·t:o. • am:1 T :1.u iilatence (.!t.) · ••· quot•a: ··· 
ab~vei Aid tin £:oi'md.1l.tt• the pv~nt; -twa· • · · · 

"e ··y 8&7 t»atc. th• ireJ.a'tiona··~n which t&.y · :;· 
•tend. to D. alld. -, M•P•fi.tt.v•1J'; ••e. •itd.ler 1.-illatton-'16 . ' . ' ' . . . •·. i . . ' ' 
' . ,• . 
~I ' . .. ( ' ' I ,. , . ; 

anct,. thenont p•oOefld•· t.o 6.l•ar tt up by •ay~!f •· 
,·, :l·;, l • -

Wo~._ and sood t btlt 4 and X v• not. the · 
~ol.attona .Jn Yh$;oll •h•y. stand • and art'J'Gn• 

. atuaply told that., .. j;U oalltnB A -.d x both 
·.•t•~t·' % w•s eet.1i~ ett•nt:ton .to.$.. 1s#;m:t-17. 
l$~ity• in tbemt voul<l p:ro))ably be mlaled •. ,.., .. . . . 

. 'l, -
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Tbi~ seeme to be a dangerous line of' nrgum~nt. Xt 

would ten.d to_ make similarity o:f any t'Wo thine;e in• 

describable. True, A 1~ not the eame ae i.ts relat:l_on 

to B; nor ie x,the same ae its relation t~ T. Thie,ia 

not denied. But t))at is oe~talnly not a ground for 

!Say~ that A and X a.r:e not e:lmilar. The point is· 

that !.f X1 s ~lation to Y and A's reiat1;on to B h~ppen 

to be. e!.milart: then, that 'ld.11 provide a ground for 

ea~ ~a definite:•ense that A and X are similar. 

Similarity tn respect ot their .r$~ationa ~e indeed a 

gro~d for two things being oa.lled eim11ar Q For, 

otherwise 1 how can ve ordlnari\% deeeilbe eny alleged 
< 

sicd.larity o£ tvo things? On.e C(U'Ulot. say that we oan 

do :l t · in ·terms o~ the similar (or same) qu.ali. ties o'l' 

th• thtngst ~ecauee the argwn.,nt, if tak~ for valid• 

would apply against thJ.e ·'hypothesi$ alike. For, 3 just 

as a thing!·.; :l.s not the same as its relation to another, 
' ., '!' ' 

~t ,is no.t a:lao the eame as any particular quality 

of i.t • 

. Whether relations or.qua1:1.t~es are to be.eve:ry~ 

tMng which. a thi~g stande for :l.s a tradit~onal 



.,. ··~ 

metaPhOri~al ia~ue, Vhieh need not at all conc•rn 

us here. Non.~thel•se, what cannot :P•rhaps be iBilored ' 

is that they ~:1-e 'l'Ul.ti.VOidable in ordi.nary deeer:i.ptj.on 

Q:f tbinge. so ·to admi.t that any 'two things;·aa.y, A 

and ~~ stand :tn Glimilew relationet say·, B and Y 11 ·.1.8 to 

adroi,i! tllat A an.d X are thomaelvea similru:- on account 
' ' 

of n 1 and' ~2 • But the· esense o£ ~dmilarity which 
- . 

underlies Austinte thinking aeeme to mies tll:l.s point. 

·Similar~ty ie by no meane a ainglG concept. Nor 

:l.s the word · f.~J.imilar' so• 'J.lbi.s :i.s perhJ!l.pa c~ear 

enough £rom what w~ have already eaid about it in ou~ 

earliflr chapte:re • ThQ uee o£ the word • aimilar w ::Ln 

language i8, in fact, obscured often by misuses or 

abueeo of' it •. And inao:!'ar ea he descr:l.bGe it expl.i• 
18 ' ' citly as a "much abueed wordn -•• ·Auatin :la not 

unawnre of' it. Yet, a bit unaccountably• the word 

'similar' itself' does no·t soem to concern him much, 

when he concerns himself ,..-:i, th ;Lt. He doee little · 

towards tho expl~cation of the vord'8 meaning; while 

the· parti~ula~ sense o£ i t• whicll he has :f.n mindt! ~i. 

far ·from too ~~plicit. He speaks repeatedly of 
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•a1.milar in ordinary sense'• But what. exactly does 

~t mean for him? .What i~ it for two things, A and 

Bt to be similar. in the ordin.arx aensJt,'l Perhape 

only that .A and D poeeeas a co~nmon qua1ity, oay·, 

'red·f, • awee t • and euch li.ke.. Btl't;; tbia, ae we ~earn 

from Wittgenete!n, is a mistake. And the mistake iS 

made by Austin; DB :1t :t..s.pz-ecis~ly on account of 

it that he ~s, in our op~~n, led to mieconatrue 

the eorrect import of bi• conf~rmatory instance under 

( 3) , 'tfhiCht as he puts j. t 1 i.a ae f'ollows. a 

Another case is where 1 call B by the same 
name ae A, becau·so 1 t reeemblee A·, 0 by tbe 
eame name because i.t resembles s, n ••• and 
so on. But ultimately A end, eay, D do not 
reeemble'each other in any recogniaable 
e;ense trt alt.19 

But wha.t ·i.e :Lt. that mo.y be 1;3aid to :f'olJ.ow :from 

this.? As t-IG tmdersta.nd, only that A an4il D do not have 

'any quality in common. But is that enough to con~irm 

the ·supposition that ·they do no:t resemble .in any 

recot;nisable eenae whatever and 1 tlteref'oro, are 

called by the same n&me ~~~ependent1y of their res$m-
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blance1 Can l'ie not asay tbat · <4'\, :a, c, D·, and (there­

fore A and D), rcsemtilo.oacb other in eome of' tbe 

•enses in wbiob "games0 or."memb~:r of' a·:f'amily" 
20 . 

are eai.d by Wittgene.tein to ~esemble ea.cb··s oth•rt 

That 1·$,. WIJim:LlarJ.ti.es overlapp~g and crias­

Cr:Q.SS:tngtt, "overa.~l eiud.lariti-&s'', "si.mil.ui·ties 
. 21 . . 

o:f detai.l" · and the like.· Th:ia seems de:f'ini tely 

possible.- J:f' 'A a..'l.d D are not found to be similar in 

the particular "recognizable •anaet! o'£ Austin, then 

wha. t . £oJ.1ous :1~ jue.t that they ar«t not aiuailar :1n 

that part~cul.a~ eense only. But tlde certi,U,nly :La 

not the only eenee of' similarity. There are other 

~ecognisable •~nsee bcs1des. And A and D may, as in 

fact they ar~, ei.mi.l.6r - some suoh' particular oense. 

Thua ~b• •enee qf $imil~T~tr·.nteh ie ca1led 

1 ol'dinary sense• of .. i.t by Aust£n an~ to wbich Austtn 

los wedded i11 indeed a bit too n#U;Tow. Things which_. 

have a common qu.al~ty,. ~.g. colour• tas~e., etc.,.do 

. . . 
· 20 s& .. ~··w.toso,uMcal. .I.nvetst~gtj.onse Tr.G.E.M. 

Anscombet Basil BL~ckwell, Oxford, 1968, 
1 p.,1. . . 

21 .Jbi\1• P•~2• 
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certainly reaemble. Nobody would deny this. But 

eim1lar:tty .is. not always a matter o£ pc:ussee_eing 

suoh "'- common quality. As already ment:i.o:ne_cl, thinge 

may well become similar in other ways and ~9r other 

,th:Lfl, ant:I for tha~, as we eaw abo~e 1 he ia. led to 

misread t~u~ inst~nce (j.) ap.Cl 1 in consequence, to 

misjudge its r~levanoe £or hie pos:l t:lon. I:t is 

this s&me drawback which, once ngain, ob~ourae fo~ 

Austin the con"eot :lmport of' tho oaso h.e cj.tes 

under (.Z) .. Tb.e case :tn point is that o:f; tt ••• a 

cricket· ba. t andaorioltet ball nnd a cricket 

u.mpirEt• u22 The epithet 1 er:1cket' is applied to bat, 

ball and ump:J.re in the same aanee though, :l.n Austin's 

eyes, they are not eim:l.la.r. 

E,ut can ~e r~ally a:ff'ord to seo through the eyoe 

of' Austin and int~rpret the matter e~actly as he. 

does? l:a it truly the caee that one C<=<nno't spe~l~ o:f' 

any sense 't.fha tever in which the things dee;Lgna ted 

by 'ct~iokot bat', 'cricket umpire' • and •cricket. 

ball• may be said to he simila~? Let tie consider• 

22 ~4! "The Meaning of a Word"• ahilosopbiea1 
Pap~rt1 OaCord U~vera~ty Pres~, London, P•73. 

) 



SIMJ:LARlTY AND LANGUAGE 

Take; :f'i.rst, th8 li01"d 'cricket 1 wh:lch, no doubt; 

:i.s a u•nara~ name referring to every instan~e of the 

kind of games· thtt.t e.x•e callod •cricket •, e •. g. the 

grime that is nou· being played between India and 

Paki.atan, tho game. that _was played be·t1-10cn England 

and West :[ndiSS last yea::t• 1 an<l so on and eo :f~rth~ 

Such i11stanoes do reaemhl~ one another i1·1 many 

reapects, so that t.bo appli.oation of' the eamt! g<m .. <'!ral 

name 'crio4et' to them in the same SGnse would 

w:ab.ee:ttatingly be said to be ·grounded on their 

similarity. 

To .take, now, the phrases •cricket ball', 

'cricket bat' 1 'orioltet umpir~ • separa:t:~ly. It is 

pl.ain that eaoh 1a a ganot:"al name, becaus~ •ori.ckQt 

.ball' aplJ.li.ae 1r.t the t?ame sense to , every insta:nee 

of ·the· class ·of' thlnga t¥hich are caJ.led • cr:toket 

ball t; ~ikeldse' the t:>hrase • crioJ~::et umpire• :t.o 

a.ppl.ied in the same aonsa to design~te every momber 

o£ that c~ase of: human bt."inge "fJhO. function as umpi:ree 

;Ln. a cr.ick8t-gameJ and eo on, Cr:L.oket balls resemble 

one anothera ·and .eo do cricket umpiree or ericket 
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bats, eto• So ·the na.mea t cx·iekot. bnll', 'cricket 

bat'' aJ').d •c:J. .. ickot umpire' t e·tc. do not• pr&sent any 
. . . 

epeoi.al d:U'f';tcul ty·., Ge:r1ero.l naming in all such 

caeee :i.e basad on-the res~mblance.o:f named ·things 

or ind:i. vi<.tual.s • 

Xt pertudns to · tJ;l.e use of' 1 cricket' in the same 

senoe ao a. ·cumt.-aon woJ;>.;! for a _ ( o:t•i.clfi:o~c) ba~l, a 

(cricket) hat~ an (c:J;'ickot) umpi.re 1 eteo Cr:Lc1mt 11 

heX'e, i.s not exa.c·tJ.y a word to doed.gnate the ::1.nstan• 

Ce$ o~ the acune whicb have obvious re~emblwlce to 

one anothe:r. Ra:the_r, :i.t · :t.a a uotd which desi.gnatea 

a ba:ll, a bat,· an ump;l.re, and so on. Thoee _ob,;i.ou:sly 

are not aimil.ar in the -way 1;he :~.n.;tancea of the ~ame 

eal.l,ed t cric~et. or the U1&'t<4Z.Cee of' thinge \}al.led 

. 'cricket' ball' a .... e- sQ .•. J:n f'aot. they ·a.ro not· eim:i.lar 

at -all. j.).l tllc way U.l wbi.o.ll objects comi.z18 under any 

that· t!ley are not sJ.mi.l.ar in a.ny seneo wha:tever?· 

Take· o.De who• sharp~y unlike a nt)minal.ist, already 



commitJJ,. himself to the .vietv that similarity is 

deriyativ.e in eome sense. Is it really not possible . 

f'or him .to spe,ak o~ an alternative sense in whieh 

•a cricket ball', ta cricket bat•, and 'a cricket 

umpire' may be eaid to b$ similar? 

On.e pos!li'bili.ty wbie,_ vould tend to suggest 

itself immediately to us ifJ this. It tnay be Ba.id ;. 

Weil, the ba.llt the bat ~-nd the t1.mpire ... even though 

they may not share ft common simple quality - may 

nevertheless be ea1d to be tdm'f.lar in the eenee that 

they e.re pll used in • or are part!$ of' the common 

~arne c~lled 'cricket • • Austin .. :le no doubt aware of 

eueh a suggestion .• However. he turn$ it down. becau11e 

he seems to f'eel that it would. amount to e. sin against 

. logic o~ def'in.it!on. 'l"b.at :te, he. eeems to :rear, :lf' 

d WC3 r.:L~htly und.t'!retand h!.e m:!.nd, that it 'tfould g.ive 

ri~e to the l.oe;ieai 'doe <r.th!eb. i3; common.J.y ca1lnd 

••• it iB no'goo~ to eay that crlcket e:l.mplz 
means •uaed ·1n cricket'' t'o!."JUU we car.m.ot explain 
what ,.,e mean by •cricket' e~CO!:It by axplain:lng 
tbe special. parte played :J.n·cricketing by the 
bat, ball, &e.2' 



· Btd; the £e.a1.. of oircu1ar·:l ty, as . f'ar ae WEI under-

3taml, :ts not perhaps well•f'Otmded. It is l.il~ely ·to 

be dispell.arH1, if ,_.w go ,just s1ightly 'dae:po:t", f'irst, 

into the r_ot::i.ot'l. o·:r ci:rcu1ar:i.ty rttscl:t and, eocondly 1 

\dth that, ~.lso i:n.t.o ths Elxact nat~re of' tho re1a• 

that e::rou!~.d 11 'become v1tint~d? A. ·~iroulari. ty • wh:J.ch 

:is v:tc:tol_;.s t \fill no do·n.bt occ1.t!" :U" I de:f:tne !::. and 

'A :te B', uh:tla suyin.;! sim-:.llta.nGouBly also 'B :ls. .... _. '-" . 

A• :t.ik.;;wlso .. tho def':tinitions would again be circu-
.... • # ~ 

{i as the b:rcthor o:t ]!, f:l.nd .!1 as t.hc brother of' .i• 

Bt\t th.o dafini.tio.ri of 'e:r.icket t and that o:f 

•cricket ball•, 'cricket bat', '3te .. need not be 



b~ n.oted the:t.o one do~~ not de:f':l.ne 'crioket 1 by 

saying th~_t: o:ricket is el:!oket-ball!t; rwr does on~· 

Aga:ln, someone may well sa.y " 'or:teket' ia th0 ..!1!!! 

. !Eh! o-r 'erleJ<:~t b~ll•, 'erit~ke~ be_t', 'cricket , 

t!mp'J:ra', (ltc." t bt'tt, tn_en '.'!!Ould he· eony~rse ly say 

that •er:lek~t ball', •cricket bs.t •; '-cl;"ickct ump:tre' t 
ete. arf?- th{t ~u.m to~a1~ ot 'c:.riek~t'? No. The f'act 

~ ....... ,.. .... ---·- ' 

etc., on. tba (}th.er, :ls not an inet<o>.:noe o:f any 

in th• eame mernner, aleo tl'v~t erie!r.E~t is a part. Oft 

.(or is USC3d in.)or 'or:f.cl;:et b1.dl', 'crick•:.t beJ;' 1 otc. 

~~t rernains nr..w to 'be examined . by us is . the 



' ' ' 
caea under (,!1) ·in Austin'o l:ist. The case relf.ttes 

. 4 
'1:0 ·thnt of \~"hut lws bt&<~l:"i. called by H J'ol".n6on2 

· a 

.... is thoa ... e any ( s6co::.1dary·) ad,:Jective -which 
ana1ysie would ~lveal a• oharac~erieing all 
·thos:e di:f':fex"'e:nt ( pr:i.r.:<ury) cid,jcctiv,;,s-?25 

l:11 m:t viev1 thoro is no cueh (~econdt'~:t<y) 
adjeetiyat in t"a.ct, the several colours are 
put i:."'lto · the samo group and. given til~ ~Hlo.t.e 
name colour, not on thG ground o~ any partial 
<:l~:r'OC:llH:..ell t ,. • • ~ 

~4 !,ide Logic f Part l:, Dovel.~ :Fub~.ication, 
N~w York 9 Chap. xs. 

25 ~' p.176. 
26 l:b::lcl. -
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Note also the rollowing immediately proceeding 

this 1 

What i.e moat prominently 11otable about red, 
green and yellow is that they are dif£erent, 
and even1 as we may say, opponent to one 
onother •·• .27 

Thuej on the kind of analysis which :ts Johnson's, 

the di:f'ferent hues, ~•~ed' 1 'blu-e•, •green•, 'yellow~, 

etc., covered by the general word •colour• are not 

eimilar. so, naturally, to Austine it happens to 

ifl l,lsed ~dependently of 1eimi.larity• be:lng the 

rea:eon £or thatJ antt the instance, in turllt becomes a 

ground - inductive of cour&e, a& we have aai.d - for 

hie general position that '!11mi.lar:1ty'. i.s not the 

uni v0raa.l reason for . usi:llg gene:z:·aJ. w-orde oi: things 

or i.:ndi.viduals. 

Dut what, then, m~gbt bo our reason £or using 

·t-he common name 'colour' for the vnri.ous hues? 

J\ustin ctoee uot d.e.uy tha:t tl'l.Gre ie such a reason; 

does he undel."':taka to msoover it bi.msal.f' a the 
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entire matter, as we already ~mow, is .lef't by him 

to the care o£ h:l.e philosopher-philolog:J.st. Johnson, 

however, does otherwi:se. i.te :racee the pl."ob.lem and 

suggests a solutiont which ie s 

• ,. • the. speoial l4:ind ot~ dif'f'erence which .,8 di.stingt:dehee one colour f':rom another • ._.""" 

The :fact which 1.s to support the hypothesis is, 

according to Johnsontl i;hat no such.dif':ferance can 

be said to exis .. c between a co lou~ and a determinate 

coming under another dete:t'!fdnable, as :for exampl.o, 

• triapgular' , • round. t , • squttt'e ' , under shape • In 

Johnson's own \tords a 

• • • the ground for grouping detennirlate~ undel." 
one and the eame detenuinabJ.e is 7f~9..t any par­
.F,.ial. a_eg;;eeme,ut between them that could be 
:t·~veal~d. by analye:ts, but :tlle unigue and peou­
JJ.ar kin.£l .. <t.f' di:ff~reno.!. that eub!!;d&t• bG.tl-Tf1en 
the aeveral determinates UP.der the same deter­
m;inable; and wh:i.Qh docs not subs.$-!Jt between 
one o:f them and an adjective und(;)r eome other 
d.eterm$.nable.29 · 

HO"t-1' then,to interpret thio analysid· of' Johnson's? 

' 
1f"l'H1lt 11 exact;ty, can it be said to indicate? Does it 

really do away with el.l poas1ble similarity o:f the 

28 Ibid, p.176 (Italics ours}. 
29 ~- (Italice ours). 
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di£fe~ent determ~nateo o£ colour? Cannot •red', 

'blue•, 'green•. etc. be sai.q to be $irnilar :in any 

eene~e 1-1b8tcve:r; so that thei.r exnmpl.e might count 

Let ue look into tho matter. 

One thine e~~ms certain, :if' the ann1ys:ls i:s 

right,. It is that the detarmi.nates o:f' co~our do n.ot 

have any common ,EOa:l tiv~ oha~a.cter:i_.etie in 'bh,e "t-Hl.Y 

But i.s that _,nough for saying ~ncond:ttionnl.ly that 

colours are not similar? 

i.V'c.ll, :for some it rutty ~ell be eo. 'We mean thoBe 

who presuppose that simi'lari ty o;f objects muf!t, in 

a.ll case•, det:"i ve :from 'the:Lr pose e!! si 011 o:f e ome 

common character_isti••• and, therewith, presuppose 

further that suoh. characteristic.e must be poeiti.,.«: 

also. Bub 1 as we have me:nt:l.oned bef'ore, tllis is only 

a narrow v:tew of.' ilimila:rity to which all philosophope 

need n.ot eubsedbe. So such philosophers, it would 

eeem, are under no obligation to d"'n.y si.milar:i.ty to 
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colours ' they may not feel. debarred £rom ta1king about s 
the s:lroil.a:r.ity of' co1oura in .~5ome olte~.nat;ivo t~Sense, 

i.£ th,erc be any suoh sense however .. 

First, take those who are prepared to commit 

them:3elves to the :f.ir:s·t presuppot.ii tiort abovo, whi19 

denying the second or rem~ining non-committal about 

.it. ',['hat is, tlloee who, tihile ~uy:lng that similarity 

is always derivative o:f common, characteri.s'i~ics; 

l'Jould not limit tho rtwge of such characteristics 

by saying further that they a:r.•e poei ti.vB. Ther0 i$ 

indeed a ~enso :1r.'l. which such pbil.oaophers, we :fool., 

oan well say that colours are similar. Thie se!l:ae 

does not exclude the idea o£ a comnmn cha.x·acteri.a·tio 

posaosl!!H~d by colour~. And to discover it WE! n.eed 

not go at all f'ar. It lies, it' we ma.y say so, in 

Johll~Son'e analyBis :i.·teiel:f', although un:fortu,nately, 

it ie hidd~n f':t"om the author• s eyes. And tha.t, ·v:a 

suppoe~a, :Ls because of·· the :nar,rcn; v:iew o.f' simila.t"ity 

whieh tm.d.er~ies the analysis and per:i:J.B.ps a~so 

beeau~e of the ·notion o:f' d:Lf'f'erence which happens to 

f'igur" in a k~y· · poe:L ti.on in the a.nalys:Ls• 



The senoe o~ eimi1arity we are ~e£erring to 'is 

qu:i.te eifnp.le. Uei:ng Johneon•a own terminology, 1lf'9 

may f~rmulatc it thus. Determinate~ of colour, are 

s:i.ntilar in that o2.ch differs f'rom others in a way 

in which it cannot differ £rom detprmina~oa of any 

other determ~aQ2e. 

Eut this, one may ·say, ia defining the ~imilar.:Lty 

or colour~ in term~ of their di££ercnce, which is 

the oppoe~te of e~mi1arity9 Ien•t it so? Yes, it :i.e. 

But what really i!S the harm in that? Wh~n is eim:L­

larity the opposi.te of dif'f'eren.ce, eo ·tha,t, k then, 

we are prohibited from defining o:n~ in te:rnls of' the 

other? Take ~ ru,1d ~· If' they are eimilar, say, in 

5tthen, obviously, they cannot d:l.!':for in ~; and vo 

cannot say that the:tr'similarity (.in.!,) lies in 

their d:lf':ference (:tn ~)· Thi!l ie precis";;ly where 

ai~.Iil~rity nnd dif£erence beoomeG each other 1 :s oppo­

site, and we cannot talk of: one in terms,. o£ the 

otner; that ist whore similarity a.nd di.t':ferenoe nre 

re:f'orrect to same aap~ct of' thinge oa~l~d. aimila~ o£· 

dif.f.'erent. 
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But all th:Le doee.not seem to haVfi' anything to.do 
"-

with t~lld.ng ~bout eitn:i,larl ty in terme of dif':f"erence 

(or tim.· abouir C.H.t£eren~e in terme of ei:milari ty) • And; 

thi.$ is what 'tt.e are doing in saying that tl):e simi~a.• 

rJ. ty o£ colours consists. in their un . .ique di.:f':f~rence 

from one another. Tl~ere :ts • in prinq;iple, notlling 

w~ong in ·~t perhape. We de>; on occe.s:lQns, unders:tend­

&1-ir,.iilarity in terme o:f d:i.:f:f'eren~e and vi.ce vor.ea. 

Take ~~mp.leo. !.• vh:l.ch is l;l~own; d:Lf't'ers from !. 

which ;l.s red; so do"s• emy, I. Wb.i.ch .$.-a yel.lcnt. Woul.d 

tt be wrong here to say that thed:f.:t':t'erenee~ of!, 

and l. from !, are eimil:ar (i.e, ~n roopttct; Qi:"' Qol.our )? 

Likewise, suppose, l. res~mble$ ! in· bei~g re<h wbile 

I,~aeem'Ples,! in be~ng- ei.rcu.l.a.rJ both then resernbJ.e 

~~ and can • t we say tha. t :bi t~ie eas~ !, . and I. 
reeemble & in dit'f'eren~ ~ays.(:t.f!!.! in J""G!lpeot of' 

col.our.ancll in respect_ of" shape)? 

, . Anyway, ·notwi.thstand_:i"g ~l:t ~hie, onE:t may, :we 

r~ar• continl,le tf;) expe~:i.ence- dif£ieulty. J:;t :lB. ;!.11 

over ·the use pf the 'WQX'Q 'di:ff'erenal'3 i • ·The l'lord 
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occurr:i.ng :i.n. the de:fini.tion of' the si.milari·ty o~ 

colours (or of o·ther things) might present f'or 

him a. sense o:f: contradiction too acute to over..: 

come. For h:i.m, then, lve may i'ir..d a way out which :is 

poss~b~e. It consists in re-£ormu~ating the de:fini.­

t:ion by dropping tlle ,.,ord· 'dif'f'erence • :in :favo.ur o£ 

the word •l.~eJ.ati.on 1 , which is a neutral word, and 

is wide enough in meaning, to incorporate the 

notion. of d:tf':ference (along with that of' 1 sim:i.larity'). 

That is, we may say= the'doterm:inates of' coJ.ours 

are s:i.m:il.a:t· in that they are related to one another 

in a u.nique·way, a way in which they are not rela-

ted to the deterudna"tes oi' any other determin.ab.le. 

N01w'"~ ·take the others, namely those WhO wou~d not 

accept either o±~ the tlio presupposit:Lons stated 

above., Tha·l; is ~o say, they maintain that objects, 

to be s:i.mi.lar, need not, in aJ.l oases, have to 

posses:!! any common characteristic (poa:itive·or 

negativ~) at all. 'rhe two ph:Llqsopherswe have 

epec:i.ally in ·n-:Ln.d here are G.E .l\lloor:e and R. W .,Church. 
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latter ... 

The sense of' resemblance, '\<Te att:r:l.gute to 

Church is oa.llcd the 'anal.orxical ~onse o£ resem-

is ·that thoy may well. be. sa:td to resemble in this 

The reason why r.~'<.l, orru."lge, yel.l0\-1, e;ro~n, 
'blue and pu.:rpl~ are called by the li:HeiiDe name,, 
11 co1our11 , i$ that 't;hoy .l"esemble each o·ther 
(more or·l~sa} :ln the prima:r:'Y analogi.co.l 
sonse II ••. 

the kind of' r~:semblanoe wh:i.ch c.ons:i.at::; i.n the 

accQrd:ing to Moore., a.:r0 aa:ld to be si.m:ilar in this 

.::;o ~ [Jn. Analrsi£S ~f' Ra'iomblatlCE'{, George Allen 
& Umd.n Ltd • ., London, (t. P• 116. 



•• ·• if we distinguish ca.ref'nlly between patches 
of' colour ·eh0mseJ.ves 9 ru1d t:he var:ious proper­
t:Les 't-Jhich they-~ such as size, shape, bright­
nose, etc" • <ic might,. :r think 1 sny tha. t ovecy 
patch o:f: colour han to every other a relation, 
calLed l.;~_N! .. s!-!. 11 -wh:tch nnth:tng else :i_n the 
un.i:ver.se has to them, and that thin ie:a.rel.a­
tion,uhich does !!:.2.! con""':tst in the pos~es~ion 
ot' any common property. 31 

'l'o wind up. 

\'J.ha:t is ;1.t that is to count a~ ·the reason :for our 
Q 

use o:f. o. oi:ngJ.e. gone:cal v.rnrd to d"sir;t.nate dit'f'eren.t 

thintg's? Tb_i.s is the -problem. Granted that tb~ro is 

FHlnee of: it, it would n.atural.ly call f'or. an murwor. 

The oft'ic:Lal. ansh'O:l" i.s ·~ because tue things, tl1eir 

31 V:tde Some Main..J:'£2!l.lem~S o:f Ph:tl.oBo·.oh ·~ 
COlli'er Book$ }i)di.ti.on, Ncn1] "!orlt 19o.2J, 
p.J6.5. (Th:trd :ttalics being otu::·s). 
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di.t':f'erenC)ea notw~tnsta.nding, ~e similar m $(ll!lf) . 

sense(t~e O,;td~f S~ll~E.' O:f·Sitnilarity being· Qne 

sucll eenae)••· t,he ~&W$~ }1aa appeax-etd q~j.t~ ao(lleP­

tab~e to u~• Notbing, ··:t.n £act, aeetna to conn!t in the 

way. N&itbct~ any ef!)pi,rieai ta~~~ :nQr· ~nything 1n 

th~ con9ep~ of' $:lm11QJ-it.)" o:r t,-h.a~. of ~~n~ra~ wo:t"dt;:~• 

Valuable by i ~self t ·~he anf!twe~ bsoom(l)e mO:~& · eo· 

on another O.oimt. ''It tends to g:i.ve .tt$ e. bet~OX" . . ' ' . . ~ . . \ ~ 

' . 
understandi:ng of ~be moat impor-tant p~t ot our·· 

l~ag~;t nam~~Y that wbicb ~volvos gene~1 wo~e. 

"'-1 
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