. Chepter 1.
TYPES OF SIMILARITY

\ Similar things are similsr in many senses, and in

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

upon the rosults of thair investigetion,

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

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

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

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

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

{i) those that huld‘hotwcen.particulara.

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

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

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

qualities,

$7544 FEE )
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2, Sinple. (or underivative) similarity ie more
“fundamental than tho compBex for darivatjae) simi=
larity. Tho latter has been said to hold between
two events or between tuo objehts. So, for one who
wculd nct identzfy object and event. i.e. would
bclievc that they differ at the levol of enﬁology;
there may be two typns nf complex similaridty

(1.1) one hﬁldtnﬂ betWGen o obiect

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

(2.1) one»ha;ding betwiien qualitiea,

{2.5) the other holding botween relations.

Ve mﬁy,'following-o'conn@r,vcall T |

{1.1) similarity of objects, |

" (4.2) similevity of events,

(z;t)‘simizarity ar'qaalitiésg

(2.2) similerity of xélati&ns.

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

(=) into their posaible rationalo; -

(b) into their possible mamificatians,

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

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

3

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

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

. lightuing and such like are evenis,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Analugounzy, the differocnce bltvoou object and

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

o gggg_g and m also oeuucabh

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

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

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

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

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

Yo _wmst define events priwarily by their reletional

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

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

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

rity that holds between events must comprise deseription

7 vide “"On Resemblance®, Prﬁeeadinga of the

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

objects. . e

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

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

ee: that there are a very large numbey of

genoral properties common to objects and

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

vize
{(1,1) similarity of objects,

"{1.2) similarity of ovents,

and{1.3) similerity between objects and events.

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

derivative {or simple) similarities, O'Conner has

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

the two,

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

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

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

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

hnro. However, aesuming zgotheticallg thac the dise

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

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

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

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

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

the same, |

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

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

2

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

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

tvo sePs, 1.0, botwuah s!

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

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

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

of aquantity, the relations are amensble to bheing

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

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

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

. of the words designating the so=called piimary quae

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

what are to count as quality-words per éxcellence,

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

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

1 mary qualities, innntar aa they aro amnnablo to

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. rolationnl propurtioa. And nothing-nore. It provie

'gidaa no grounﬂ whntcvcr for rqdueing to thn aoucalled:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

similar 1n any orﬂinary aenaag sa that 'similarity'

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

appropriate context hersafter, >

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

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

be related materially, the ralation between the formor

15 Yide ra chap.& (Similarity and Languagn),
PP-" "‘173n



TYPES OF SIMILARITY a3

is to be ecalled a formal ome. Which means in being
concerned with similarity of relations, we are
concoerned with what may be called in the 1anguage of

G'Canerzs

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

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

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

ciple of division further on to the similsritics of

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

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

Russell,

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

{1.2) & mmetrical relatiop,

| (1;b) Nonesymmetrical relation,

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

(2.b) Non=trapsitive reolatiorn,

(2,¢) Intrapsitive rclation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

xRy alvays oxcludes yRx, is called asyﬂnetrﬂcal

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

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

Leater, above, :«md the like.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(2.2b3) Similarity of intransitive relations,

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

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

sinilardty holding Detwean the relaticn of Galcutta-

18 Vide Introduction 8o Mathemstical Philoaophyv,
ChapaVEie.; Published by Siwon and Schuster.



TYPES OF SIMILARITY a7

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

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

Rusezell?s own Zanguags ¢

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

* 19 Russell is not paviticnlar about'dofining

sinilarity holding between heterogensous

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

of likenesa 1g net vory useful am applied to

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

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

®
N7 S

L
- ‘av‘“‘ :
R\
1

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

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

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

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

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

yy and if the converss. happens with every Fpady

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

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

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

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

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

similarity.

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

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

{1.c) Asymmetrical rolaéion;

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

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

B neond oxample Anvolv!.ng thrae partieulara

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ere -m:au-d ca éistingu:tah, nmcly s

(3.1) nymmttriea!—trmitxva aimléﬂty,

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

. 642+ There indeed are cases where it seenis

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1

we héve aimilarity between 'deg and dng', between

1

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

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

Bach of our four examples above covers three

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

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

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

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

The principle yhelds two types of similarity.

25

Borrowing oxpressions from H,H.Price, we shall

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AY

(&) When we say that two thingé are exactly

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

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

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

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

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

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

’f eonplett. uy :!mlud

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

© similarities among thlngs varyins in_sxtpnt and mwom’f

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

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

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

 Ycomplete similarity' to describe these variations.

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

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

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

£inally, may now be schematised as follows ¢



Similarity
]

]
L e ——
X 1

’ L]

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

or derivative sim’= (simple or Wnderi-

vative similariiy)

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

(2.1a)similarity of

ory quali-




