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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' -
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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• 
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: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 
',' . ..-....... ,. 
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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 
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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~ 
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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,., 
. : . ' . 

/ 



SlM~LARITY AND LANGUAGE )0 

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. 
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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 
~ ,. - ,, . . . . . . . . . . .. . ,. ·.· 



s:IJ.·JILAR;tTY .t\:ND LANGUAG:E 

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 
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' • 
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vetiye aim11nrity) 
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C.> r ro l e. t 1 or,. 
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