Chapicer L
SIMILARITY AND LANGUAGE

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

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

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

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

they have propositional or velational charactar,

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

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

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

of which they happen:: to figure as elements,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

to anower it,

ix

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

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

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

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

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

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

- showing that there ay

 ordinary ssnse.

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

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

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

Also Senme end Sensibilia, Oxford University Fress,
London .5.1935,4
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That way, he proves a coﬁaiafent ally of the
nominalists and the confirmed euemy ef the realieta.
But he goes a utcp forvard and upholda a poaition
vhich makes him a2 common enemy of both the realists

and nowinaliata. In Auatin ‘s own language 3

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

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

same Nane,

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

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

philologists. As Austin puls it 3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

on Eravigo, it fuilfils the minimal requirement of a v



SIMILARITY AND LANGUAGE JR TR

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

uﬁée&- consideration would turn out to be a harmless

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

axample. Ypetulant® and

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

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

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

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

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

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

connotes, sayy a great many cheracierietics

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

tfascist! subsequently of thingzs which possess.

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

oy

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

S0 to exoming the remaining two instances. |

Take (. "

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

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

different words (in the same verbal shape or noiss)

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

characterdstic of having g’ s Ythe characteristic

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

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

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

_idea that &hey are sccuirences of the sawe word seems

to have been clearly &anieﬁ. The description impliles

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

gontext have oaiy siwilar scuses and, therefores

they are 0 count us simniliar words,



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

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

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

R eonctiéﬁted' not by Lts verbal shape or noise but

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

annlyniﬁ; tc bo totuxlv maatiaf&ctory.

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

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

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

e - [

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

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

‘6 bid, Pb?gv P
‘7&.

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

V¥hether relations or qualities are to be everys

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

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

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

same name because it resembles By Deee and

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

resemble each other in eny recognisabla
sense at 311.19

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

called by the same nsme independently of their reseme

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

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

02V and the 1ike, This secums definitely

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

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

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

k 9031. )

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

means ‘used in cricket's forms we camnot explain

what ve meen by 'erickesi' excont by explaining

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

23 id.

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

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

But ths definitisn of 'ericked' and that of

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

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

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

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

eee is there any (sccondary) adjective which

analysis would r&vcal as characterising all

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

In my view there ie no ouch (secondory)

adjectlives in fact, the several colours are

put into the same group angd given th? same

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

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

25 Ibid, pel70.

26 Ibid
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Note also the following ifmmedietely proceeding
this ¢

¥het is moat prominently notable about red,

green and yellow is that they are different,

and oven, a8 we may say, opponent to one

another .. 27 |

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

BDut what, then, might be onr reason for using

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

does ke undextake o discover it nimmelf t the

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

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

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

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

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

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

really do away with all pessible similarity of the

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

Let um look into the matter,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yoolour®, is thet they resemble each other

{more or lesa) in the primary analogical

DONLE .44

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

according to Moore, are sald teo be similaxr in this

¥

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

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

tion which does not consist In the possesaion

of any commen property,31

To wind ups

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

The official answer is 1 because the things, their

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

longuages namely thai which involves general words,



