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blance" will consistof those respectsin which my copy of
Fitzgemld's translation resemblesyour copy of it. Thus,
to say "this copy of the Rubaiyatresemblesthat one" is to
use "resemblance" to refer to the qualitative identities of
which that factual resemblanc. .onsists; those qualitative
identities are the referent of the abstract term "resemblance"asit is usedin that statement.
Thus we may seethat the connotationof the abstractterm
"resemblance"detivesftom the context in which it is used.
This connotation may be comparatively simple, as in the
descriptionof the resemblance
of two casesof ultramarine
ash. Or again the context from which the abstractterm
"tesemblance"derivesits connotation may be comparatively
elaborate,as in the caseof a descriptionof the respectsin
which two basketcapitalsresembleeachother. In any case
of its use, the abstract term "resemblance"will derive its
connotation from the context of that use.
The term "resemblance"is sometimesheld to be the name
of the primary reiation of comparison. For without a
tesemblance
of sornesort, no comparisonwould be possible.
Thus, taken as the name of the primary relation of compatison, "tesemblance" will be the name of any qualitative
identity distributedin at leasttu/o casesofitself.

C H APTER

VII

ON T\)flO BASIC SENSES OF RESEMBLANCE
are many things that resembleeachothet, in
some
sense
or other of that term. Thus two copies
I
of
a
resemble
each other, as do two ptints
book
I
--IHERE
that
drawn ftom a single plate. These two resemblances,
of tl-reone book to the other, and that of the two prints,
are called by the samename. Does that mean that these
must thereforehavea common natureor
two resemblances
that would be their resemblance?
cl-raracteristic
We have seenthat this questionought to be answeredin
thc negative. In being cofiunon to diverse resemblances,
this common natureot characteristiccould not be any single
suchas that of the hue of tu/o current ten-cent
resemblance,
stamps. Since the common nature in question would be
the whole of it could not
common to various resemblances,
by
any
one
resemblance.
No more could it
cxhausted
be
be exhaustedby any ftnge of them, however broad. For
werc this alleged colnmon nature exhausted by the
x to n, it would be nothing distinct
respectiveresemblances
from them; it would be nothing more than the respective
themselves.
resemblances
Yet if this nature or form that is allegedto be common
is to be anything more than those
to various resemblances
themselves,then it must be distinct from
very resemblances
x f6 n-\il/hs1s x
thcm. But as distinct from resernblances
to n stands for all discriminable,ot detetrninate,fesernblanccs-this alleged conrrnon nature could oniy be
resemblance-indeterminate.And being-indeterminate is
unthinkable.
'I'lrus we are coristrainedto conclude that the absttact
tcrnr "rcsemblance"is not the nameof a common nafufe of
lrrnrr. 'l'his conclusiondoesnot even tend to deny either
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the teality of discriminable,determinateresemblances,
or
that they arepropedy so-called. A tesemblance
suchasthat
of two casesof perceivedorpiment, a tesemblancesuch as
that of two casesof perceived middle C, or any other
perceived resemblance,is properly so designated. But
an allegedresemblancethat would be common to determinate resemblances,
suchas those mentioned above, could be
no resemblancesucbas this one, or sucbas that one; rather,
it would be resemblanceas such. This would be distinct
from all determinateresemblances,
to be sure; but that is
to say that it would be resemblance-indeterminate.And
is verbiage.
resemblance-indeterminate
So far, one of two radically difetent sensesof "resemblance" has beenunder consideration. In this senseof the
as
term, two copiesof the samebook exhibit resemblances,
do two engravings drawn ftom the same plate. These
tesembleeachother in being the same.
diverseresemblances
The charactetisticsthat constitute the resemblanceof two
copiesof a book are the samein both books; as is also the
casein the two engmvings.
In the senseof the term "resemblarice"in which chatacteristicsthat resembleeachother are the same,tesemblances
may be comparativelycomplex, or compantlely simple.
The examples mentioned above exhibit resemblances
that are complex. Two casesof perceived middle C constitute
comparatively simple resemblance. Fot teasons
^ be rather evident, but which cannot be even
that may
touched upon here, this comparatively simple sense of
"resemblance"is logically prior to the complex sensethat
derivesfrom it.
Now when "resemblance"is usedin no abstractsense,but
ftther to refer to a discriminated resemblancesuch as that
of the hue of two three{ent stamps,"resemblance"is not
the name of a qualifying predicate. In fwo casesof the
same pitch, for example, there is no natufe, form, or
characteristicdistinct from the pitches themselvesthat could
be discriminated and called their resemblance,or their
that are the same,
sameness. In any caseof resemblances
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such as that of two casesof the samehue, we have a single
qualitative identity repeatedin two casesof itseif.
Before going on to indicate the second one of the two
ndically diffetent sensesof resemblancethat are the concern
of this chapter, it may be well at this juncture to consider
severalof the commonplacecriticisms of what has been so
far submitted in this chapter.
It may be objected that my use of tesemblanceis in
defianceof otdinary usageand not in accordancewith careful existing English. Such an objection would seern to
speak for a nther broad arca of usage. Any attempt to
emulate it would be rathet silly. My use of the tetm
resemblancefollows that of Hume.
Again, it may be urged that identity or samenessare
words that should have been used insteadof resemblance.
Yet with reference to resemblancesthat are the same, I
have submitted that "in any such case, we have a single
qualitative{rtidentitJrepeatedin two casesof itself". And
it has beenurged by me
Ln and agarnthat resemblances
^g
tliat are tlte sane ate qualitative
identities.Q)
Moreover, the arguments by which the conclusion is
tcached that resemblanceas an absttact noun is not the
name of a nature or form that would be common to discriminated tesemblancesare not taken into account at all
by suchcritics. Someassertthat my critique of the notion
that rcsemblanceas such (or colour, ot beauty as such) as
distinguished ftom this resemblanceot that one, rests
mainJy on the statenentthat "to be is to be determinate".
'l'his appearsto me to be not so. For, in another conncction this matter is atgued out in some detail; it is not
sinrplytestedon a staternsnl.(3)
'l'hcn again,there are those who deny the validity of the
t:rutology, "to be is to be determinate". Indeed, in their
rlcclarcd view, they are able to think things th^t are
c,rnplctely indeterminate. Some of them even write that
trr As distir.rguishedftom substantial identities,
ttt ,'ln l;,s5a1 on Critieal APprcciatiot, R. lV. Church.
l ,r,ttrLrt. (i l r. r.
t , lbil.
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any statementthat the completely indeterminatecan neither
be nor be thought is obviously mistaken, for when a m^n
hears or seesthe wotds "completely indeterminate", he
does understand them, and to understand them is to think
what they mean.
In this senseof the verb "to understand", anyone famtliat
with English syntaxcan understandeven a contradiction in
terms, such as "art animated corpse". But to understand
that phmseas a phrasein English is not to be made awareof.
a living creaturethat is dead.
Apparently, it is lessthan evident that the statement,"to
be is to be determinute", is a tautology. For in this
statementthe predicateterm sayswhat is said by the subject
term. "To be determinate" means what is meant bv "to
be", for the reason tlnt any being, however elaborate,
simple, or tenuous, is that being, and no other one; it is
determinate, not absolutely indeterminate or amorphous.
Thus "to be determinate" is equivalent to "to be a being"
for the reason that to be a being is to be a determinate
being, not a chztactetless,amorphous nothing.
Those who assertthat they can think being completely
indeterminate, because they can understand the words,
and that to understandthe words is to think wbat they mean
would seemto go r thet faL Indeed, that assertionwould
seemto Iay clarm to a capacitythat a mystic would care to
have. Fot the ultimate beatific vision is no amorphous
charactetlessnothing; rather, it is something determinate,
since it is distinct from the lesset beatitudes. To be
determinate is to be distinct from something or anything
else,and to be distinct is to be determinate-and that is to
be a distinct being. A bcing that werenot distinct from
nothing would not be distinct from nothing at all.
In the one sense of resemblancethat we have so far
considered,the term refers, by virrue of its context, to a
characteristicthat is repeatedin at least two casesof itself.
Thus the staternent,"This shadeof crimson resemblesthat
shadeof crimson" meanswhat is rneant by "This shadeof
crimson is the sameas that shadeof crimson". And that
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last statementflreansthat the two shadesof crimson are the
same in the sense that they are identical in quality or
character. In this senseof the terrn, a resemblanceis a
qualitative identity repeatedin at least two casesof itself.
As we noticed in the preceding chapter, ordinarily we do
not comparetwo of more casesof a singlequality. Rather
asresembling
we usuallycompareindividuals,ot substances,
eachother rnoreor less. The way in which we do this that is
logically cognate with the compadson of qualitative identities may be indicated very briefly as follows. Let a, b, c,
d, e, 9, r, s, t be the characteristicsthat are the sameor
repeatedin the individuals 11and 12. And let Q, r, s, t be
the chatacteristicsthat are repeatedin I3 and Ia. Cleady,
more characteristicswould be repeatedin Il and 12than in I3.
So the staternent,"I1 resemblesI2 rnore than it resemblesI3",
meansthat mote charactetisticsare repeatedin 11and I2 than
are repeatedin them and in I3.
Now let us notice that when we compare tw'o of more
casesof a single charactetistic (a single shade of blue, for
example) then each term of the comparison is that very
single characteristicrepeatedin those two or more casesof
itself. Let us consideralso that when we compareseveral
individuals as being rnore or less resembling (in this one of
two basicsensesof that phmse),we do so in respectof the
superiot and inferior numbers of perceived characteristics
rcpeated in the individuals compated. These considerationsmay enableus to notice that in both of the two senses
of "resemblance" which we have distinguished so far,
"resemblance"designates(by virtueof its context) charactetistics that are the samechatacteristics,in the two or more
cascscompared.
Yet, very often we compare characteristics that arc
not the same. We say rightly that perceived orange
diuerse,
is more like red than green. But this is not so becausernore
rcd is repeatedin orange than in green. For no single hue
irr tlrc fange of hues that we designateas "red" (or by
c()gr)irtcnames)is repeatedin any hue other than two or
nr()rccxscsof a hue ptopedy called"red".
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The fact that a ted pigment can be mixed with a yellow
pigment to yield
or nge hue makes it seemplausible to
^n like ted than green,becauseotangeis
saythat orangeis mote
red to a degreehigher than the degreeto which it is yellow.
Yet once it has been ptoduced by the additive mixing of
pigments, the perceived orange is the shadeof orange that
it is. And on the logic of contradictories, a quality may
not be itself more or less. For A is A absolutely,not to
this or that degtee. \Whenever we compare either individualsor complexesof qualities,we may speakof a superior
number of tepeated qualities as a superior degtee of
resemblance,
if it be convenientto do so. But to refet to
a shadeof otange as eithet being or tesembling any shadeof
red to a degree, would be to forget that (on a logic of
absolute identity) any shade of otange is itself absolutely,
not relatively; it would be to ovedook the intrinsic selfidentity of that hue.
In propositions which state comparisonsof individuals
(or of complexesof qualities) as tesembling eachother more
or less,the tefetent of the phtases"more resembling"and
"less resembling" will be the very qualities repeated
in such
individuals in point of supetior and inferior number. Thus,
when an indivdual 11is said to resemble I2 rnore then I3,
this will be so whenevet the numbet of discriminated
tesemblancesfound in Sl and S2exceedsthose discriminated
in 51 and S3. In any such context, whetein individuals are
comparedin tespect of self-identicalresemblancesrepeated
in them, the phrase "rnore tesembling", ot a collatetal
phrase, will tefer to the disctiminated resemblancesrvhose
number,in the caseof 11and 12,is supetiorto the number of
that are found in Il and I3.
resemblances
Ciearly this fotm of comparison, in which the terms
compared arc qualitative identities repeatedin at least two
casesof themselves,does not take into account the comparison of degtees of quality. The two modes of
comparison are ndically diffetent. In the one, the terms
comparedare the sarne,as in the exampleof two casesof the
sameshadeof red. In the other, the terms comparedare
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diverse, as ate orange, red and blue. Therefore the
referents of a statement of degtees of tesemblancemay
not be a repeated quality. \What, then, is that referent?
Not a quality that is that quality to
degree or other.
^nyof contradictories,
Fcx, aswe have noticed above, on a logic
the self-identity of a quality may not be a matter of degree.
Now it is easyto confuse these two sensesof "resemblance". This confusion can engendera falsedemand. A
lnan fnay notice that in any caseof a resemblancewhere the
terms compared are sttictly the same, the terms have in
cornrnon those very qualitative characters. If he fails to
distinguish between resemblances.that are the same and
rcsemblancesthat are diverse, he may fall into the habit of
fceling that diverse resemblancesalso must have a cofilmon
nature.
Consequently, in some quarters it is an established
practice to urge that things called by the samename rnust
bavesonethingor other in common becaase
they are called by
the samename. These things are called by the sarnenarne;
t'herefore,they must "bein some respect,at least, the same.
'I'hosewho stand on this argument recognizethat both a
way over a tiver and a catd game are cailed by the same
rlamc,"bridge". Yet they do not assertthat the way over a
river and a catd game have something, or even anything, in
comnron. Nevertheless, they do urge that felt beauties
usst Itavea cofirmon characterbecause
they arc called by the
sanrcname, "bezttty". For surely, things that ate properiy
callcd by the samenarnemust be in somerespectthe same.
In view of the many exceptions which this line of
trgumcnt even acknowledges,it ought to be suspecton the
llrcc of it. There is no imptopriety in referring in French
Irr a host zs a hdte,and in referring also to a guest as z hdte.
'l'hc argument that, becausethings are called by the same
niul)c,they must be the same"in sofnesense",is more than
riuspcct;it is fallacious.
'lir bc sure, every single caseof the samething should
lre crrllcdby the samename,if we ateto avoid equivocation.
Now, ('rt;rnthis it is assumedto follow that every useof the
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samenarnemust be made with tefetence to the sanrething.
Thus, as convertendwe har.'ethe proposition, "A1l casesof
the samething shouldbe ca1ledby the samename". This is
alleged to yield the converse,"all usesof the samenarne
must be madewith referenceto the samething". Plainly,
this is the illicit conversionof a univetsalproposition. All
that follows from the convertend in question is that some
usesof the samenamemust be madewith referenceto the
samething; namel|, those rrsesof a nzmeunder rules that
render it a technicalterm.
Thus we may notice that argumentsto the conclusionthat
things calledby the samename,must, therefore,be the same'
derivesftom an elementatyconfusion. The fact that away
over a dver and a cardgameate ptoperly called by the same
namedoesnot even tend to prove that thesediversemattefs
have something in common. And the allegedlogic of the
matter is illicit.
Presumablyit will be urged again that, even so, diverse
are in fact calledby the samename. Surely,it
resemblances
of atchimay be said,this rnust meaflthat tbe tesemblances
tecture and music, poetry and painting, sculPture and the
danceare in somesensethe same.
This pertinacity constrains us to ask all over again what
it neans to say of. any two experiencesthat they are the
same,or that they have something in comrnon.
To say that two experiencesare the same is to say, at
least, that they tesembleeach other. Thus, whenever we
insist that diverse resemblancesare the samein that they ate
resemblances,'we assertthat diverse qualities resenbleeach'
other in being the same.
The theory that diverse resemblanceshave something in
comrnonassumesthat thete is a common natureor form or
chatacteristic in respect of which diverse items ate resembling, or exactlythe same. This nature, fofm, or characteristic is the mutual tesemblancethat diverse resemblances
bearto eachother. Let us, then, askagainwhat it meansto
sayof two experiencesthat they resembleeachother. This
may help us to tealize how much we take fot granted in
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tssuming tirat diverse tesemblanceshave something or
lurything in common. For whenever resemblance-as-such
is taken to be the name of a nature, form, or characteristic
t hat is common to diverse resemblancesin fact, it is then
rrssurnedto be a form in respectof which diverse resemlrlancesatein sornerespector other the same.
For conside4 zgain, there are resemblancesthat are
rlifl'crcnt. One twin resembles the other twin in rnanv
rcspects. One paper clip resemblesanother paper clip.
'l'he rcsemblances
obtaining between the twins, and those
lbund in the paper clips, are different resemblances.
Ncither twin resemblesa paper clip, and no paper clip
rcsemblesa twin in very many fespects. Yet the respects
in which the twins are the same,and the fespectsin which
thc paper clips resembleeach other, are designatedby the
same tefm,

ttfesemblancet'.

'I'hus we may remind ourselvesthat resemblanceswhich
arc diverse neveftheless do have a comfnon designation;
namely,"resemblance". Now if diversebeautiesmust have
something in common becausethey are calied by the same
ruamc,then, for as good a feason, resemblancesthat are
rlivctse should have something in common.
Yct what could this alleged common naturebe? Sinceit
wt-ruldbe common to dif,erent resemblances,it could be no
dctcrminateresemblance,such as the hue of two ten-cent
starnps. No more could this universalresemblancebe any
rlngc or setof determinateresemblances,
x to n. For were
il tlrat this allegedcommon nature were exhaustedby, or
wlrolly presentin, any fange of resemblances,
it would be
irlcntical with those determinate resemblances. In that
clsc, lhc cornmon nature in questionwould be nothing in
ils own right, for it would not be distinct from those
rcspcctivc resemblancesthemselves.
'l'lrus we may notice that resemblance-as-such
may be no
tlctt'rrninatcresembiance
suchas that exhibitedby two cases
ol rrritlcllcC, and that it may be no range of determinate
tcst'rnlrf
uncewhatever. Sincetesemblanceat suchcould be
trrr rfctcl'rninateresemblancesuch as this one, or sacbas
l.
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that one and so on to n, resemblanceas such would have to
be distinct from all detetminate resemblances. Consequently, resemblance as such would be resemblanceGdeterminate. And being-indeterminateis verbiage. For
to be at all is to be determin^te-to be distinct ftom something else.
\Weate thus obliged to concludethat the abstractnoun
"tesemblance"is not the nameof a common natufe' form, ot
chatacteristic. In two casesof the same hue we have a
resemblance. In two cases of the same pitch we have
another. Both the tesemblancein the hues, and that in
the pitches are designatedby the sametetm "resemblance".
We have asked whether or not they have in cornmon a
nature, ot characteristic, ot form. Since this cornmofl
charactercould be no determinateresemblance,nor yet any
fange of resemblances,it could only be resemblanceindeterminate. And the indeterminate would be distinfrom nothing at all.
guishable
Thus, in the caseof diversehues,it might be urged that
becausetwo casesof cobalt blue are the sameand ate said to
be "resembling", and becauseorangeand red also are said
to be "resembling", therefore orangeand red must be the
samein some senseor other. This habit of feeling that
must be the same,or have something
diversetesemblances
that are the samedo have
in common, becauseresemblances
what they are in common, is an habitual confusion that is
enfotced by a fallacy.
that are strictly the same
Any two (or more) resemblances
exhibit an identity in the very qualitative identity that is
the qualitative chatactcrwhich those resemblingqualities
are. And if we confusethe use of "resemblance"in this
sensewith that in which the sametetm is usedwith reference
to resemblingqualitiesthat aredivetse,naturallywe feel that
rnust have an identity "in" the
thesediverse tesemblances
divetsequalitiesthat they are. Two casesof the sameshade
of green tesemble each other in being the same. Red,
orange, and yellow resemble each other, though they are
diverse. Anyone who failed to distinguish these two
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scnscsof rescmblance,and thus took it that the referent of
thc sccondsensemust be a resemblancein the first sense,
rratrrrallywould posit a qualitative identity "in" (say) red,
( )r'angc,and yellow as being their resemblance. And thus a
tlunancl would arise for a natute or form that v/ould be
that are calledby the
c()l'nr-rl()r1
to any rangeof resemblances
slul)cnarne; such as, for example,the diversehues.
Yct, what could this natureot form be? Cleadyit could
bc uo singlediscriminatedhue, however neady amorphous
ancl circumambient. No mote could it be any range of
rlctcrminats huss-sven though they were comparatively
irrclctcrminateand fluctuating in perception. Since this
tllcgcd identity in diverse hues couid be no determinate
lruc, <.rrrange of determinatehues, it would be colourindctcrminate. And asAristotle, Berkeley,and Hegei have
pointcd out in their various ways, being-indeterminateis
rrollring at all (other than a phtase). \What, then, is the
rcfcrcnt of "tesemblance" in staternentsabout hues as
bcing more or lessresembling?
It is sometimessaidthat no hue is definable. And there
is ir scnseof "definable" in which as much could hardly be
rlcnicd. But to concludefrom this that there is no sensein
whiclr a hue can be definedwould be to infer too much. A
lruc can be definedin the sensethat it can be identified by a
stirtcn'rcntwhich designatesthat hue and no other one.
I lucs that ate flear each other in the circle of hues are
sonrctimescalledanalogoushues. This namefor them may
scrvcrto remind us that orangeis to yellow and ted, as red is
t() ()rangeand puqple,and so on. Therefote the statement,
"orlrngc stands between yellow and red in the order of
hues" identifiesa tangeof orange hues. And
:rrr:rl,,gous
I l urt slatcmentidentifiesno other hue. For it is of the nature
( )l ( )r'rurf{c
and only ofangethat it is to red and yellow, as ted
t()
is l)urpleand orange.
lrr tlrc order of analogoushues,any hue standswhere it
ritlrrrrlr;
lrcctuscit is that hue. Thus orangeis to ted and
yt'll,,rvrrsrcd is to purple and yellow for the reasonthat
r)rirnll('is orauge. To say that orange might not stand
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between red and yellow in the order of analogous hues,
would be to say that orange might not be orange. This is
the case,mutatismutandfu,with any hue in that order.
Now let us notice also that the rednessof a red is intrinsic
to it. The existence
of a petceived red requires an efficient
cause,to be sure; but the beingof a red is its formal cause.
The being of any red is what it is. Just so with any quality.
The reasonfor this is apagogic. To saythat a red might not
be what it is, would be to say that a red might riot be red.
This may suffice to indicate (albeit very inadequately)
that nothing extrinsic to a perceived red is required for an
undetstanding of why it is that red stands between purple
and orangein the otder of analogoushues. It is of the very
nature of any ted that this should be so. It is also of the
natureof any other hue that it should standwhere it stands
in the order of analogoushues. Nothing extrinsic to the
perceived hues themselvesis required that the ontological
order of hues should be the order that it is. Red, orange,
yellow, green, blue and purple stand to each other in that
order becausein their respectiveranges of being they are
purple, blue, gteen, yellow, ofange and red.
The analogous otder of hues is intrinsic to the hues of
which that order consists. This is to say that the being of
the order in question is exhaustedin the respectivenatures
of the hues that constituteit; for those hues stand to each
other in that order becausethay are respectively the hues
they are. Red is to orange as orange is to yellow for
the reason tl'rat red is red, orange is orange and yellow is
yellow.
In my view, this intrinsic order is the referent of "more
(ot less)tesembling"in statements
about huesasresembling
eachother more or less. To saythat orangeresemblesred
more than blue is to refer to the order of analogoushues,in
which it is the case that orange is nearer red than blue.
The statement,"orange is more like red than blue" rneafls
what is meant by orangeis nearerred than blue in the order
of the analogous hues. And that statement means that
orangeis nearerred than blue in that order, in the sensethat
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lrctwccn (say)yellow, orange and vermilion there are fewer
lrtrcsthan there are between vermilion and (say) zz:utite.
Tlrus comparable qualitative positions in the analogous
rrrdcr of the qualities that are those positions, will be the
rcfcrentsof statementsabout degreesof resemblance
in the
tlualities thus ordered. The referent of "degrees of
rcscmblance",in this basicsenseof the phrase,is not at all a
rclation of comparison; viz., a qualitative identity that
rccluircsat least tvro casesof itself for its iliustration. For
in this case,that referentis not a quality of any sort. Rather
it is an intrinsic order of analogousitems. That order
nnsists of the analogousitems which may be comparednot
in thcmselvesalone, but as nearer to or further from one
trrothcr in the order which they, in their being analogousto
circlrother, exhaustivelyconstitute.
ln recapitulation,consider: in the courseof this chapter
wc have noticed that there are tu/o sensesof resemblance
I hat are radicallydi.fferent. It may be well to sayin passing
that the term "radical" is here used in its drastic etymologicalsense.
ln thc one sensethere are resemblancesthat ate strictly
thc same: they are fwo examplesof one qualitative identity
(or rclation)repeatedin two casesof itself.
And in the second,and no less radical sense,thete are
rcscnrblances
that are diverse (as a red hue and an orange
Irur:are divetse),and yet analogous.
ln the following chapter, we shall seethat the two radicai
scnscsof tesemblancernade out in this chapter yield two
ttcrivative sensesof resemblance. And we may notice
tlnt a failure to distinguish between these four sensesof
t'csc'rnblance
m y easilyissuein avoidableconfusion.

