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CHAPTER

VI I I

TSTO BASIC SENSES OF RESEMBLANCE
11O far, attention has been directedmainly to one sense
resemblance;namely,that in which a iesemblanceis
\of
l)any qualitativeidentity distributedin at leasttwo cases
of itself. Presumably,it is fairly cleat that, in this senseof
the term, there can be no degreesof tesemblance. Thus,
the only form of comparison so far taken into account is
that of the comparisonof trvo or more casesof a qualitative
identity. Accurate statementsof any such comparison
could propedy describeno more than the casesof qualitative
identity compared. But to compare C, (abcd) with C,
(cdef) in respectof the qualitative identities c and d is to do
no more than that: it is not to find C, and C, more, or less,
resembling.
More than that, in consistencywith a logic of contradictodes (and that ptesumably would be on any nonof identity. Hence
Hegelian iogic), there may be no degrees
theremay be no degrees
of tesemblance. That is not to deny
that substantialidentity may be a mattet of degtee. For as
we shall see below in some detail, three orangesmay be
they have
more of lessalike in respectof the characteristics
in common. But the qualitatiueidentitJof any one of the
chatacteristicsthat are resemblingot the samein the three
orangesmay not be a matter of degree. Fot, consistently
with a logic of contradictoties,A is A not to this ot that
degree; A is A. Thus, to say that A is to any degree
identical with anything other than A would be to contradict
the absoluteself identity of A.
Yet sensible'statementsare made about degrees of
tesemblanceand degreesof difference. This fact would be
quite inexplicable on the assumption that the sense of
"resemblance"in which that term designatesany qualitative
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irlcrrtity distributed in at least two casesof itself is exlratrstivc. Ary such assumption would be a mistake.
'l'lrcrc is another, and radically different basic sense of
"rcscnrblance"; a sense which designates degrees of
rcscmblance
without self-contradiction. \Wemay now turn
lo :r considerationof resemblancein this senseof the term.
At tlrc outset, let us considerthat to compare two substanccsin tespectof any qualities and relations they may
lurvcin commoflis not to be mistakenfor the comparisonof
tlivcrsc relationsor qualitiesthemselvesin point of degrees
ol'rcscmblance. Two etchingsdrawn from the sameplate
rnly bc comparedasresemblingeachother more than either
,,nc rcscmblesa certain postagestamp. In any such comp:rrison of individuals of substancesas rnore or less
rcscrrrbling,the phrase"more resembling" rneansthat the
two ctchingsfrom the sameplate evincemore resemblances
*"t)/ lre repeatedqualitative identities-than obtain between
t'itlrcr <rneof the etchings and z certzin postage stamp.
Nt'ccllcssto say, the meaning of "less tesembling" in any
srrr:lrcomparisonof individualsis the converseof this.
Now consider: a comparisonof two substances
in respect
ol'tlrc characteristics
they have in cofirmon is a comparison
ol' tlrosc two individuals as evincing more characteristics
rt'1'rcrrtccl
in each other than arc repeated in those two
irrrlividualsand a certain othet individual. Two buttetllics, frrr cxample,may resembleeach other in the neural
structurcof their wings in more respectsthan they resemble
rr nrolh. Ihus we may understandthat to compare I, as
lt'scrnbling I, more than either one resemblesIs, is to
('()rul):rrcI, and I, as evincing mote fespectsrepeatedin I,
;rrrrll, llran ate repeatedin eithcr I, and 13,or in I, and Ir.
'l'lris is to say that in comparingS, and S, with Sr, a
r.rrrpurisonis madebetweenthoseindividuais.
\\'r' havc noticed that, consistentlywith a logic of conIrrrrlit'torics,
therecan be no degreesof self-identity,and so
n, tlcgrccs of exact tesemblancethat might be a middle
t('r'nrlx'l\Mccnany two self-identicalbeings. This is not
lr r r,:r),tly,tt.rabstantial
identtt1rmay not be a matter of degree.
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Clearly, fwo applesmay be more or lessalike in point of the
characteristicswhich may be tepeated in their respective
aPPeafances.
Nevertheless,the qualitatiueidentity of rny one of those
cannot be a matter of degree. For,
repeatedcharacteristics
on any logic for which A is A (and that, presumably,would
be on any non-Hegelianlogic), these self-identicalbeings
are self-identicalabsolutely: they are intrinsically what they
ate. Thus, to say that A is patially, or to any degree,
identicalwith anything other than A, would be to contradict
the absoluteself-identityof A. For A is not partially A,
on the one hand, and to a degreeY, on the other: A is
intrinsically and completely A, whete A designates any
being, charactetistic,quality or relation whatever.
And yet we do makesensiblestatementsabout degreesof
resemblanceand degreesof difference. Thatfact would be
rather difficult to account for on the assumption that the
definition of resemblancein tems of any qualitative identity
distributed in at least two casesof itself must be adequate
also to degteesof resemblance.
That this could not be so is faidy plain. A qualitative
degtee whatidentity is self-identicalabsolutely, not to
^ny in question
ever. For that reason alone, the definition
of resemblance.
could not cover degrees
Therefore, either that definition, or that assumption,is
mistaken(ot eitheror both areirrelevant). \Whetheror not
the definition in questionis appositeis a questionof fact, to
be decided by anyone who applies it in his own thoughts,
imaginings, or senseperceptions; or, in a word, in his
experience. However, this question of fact ought not to
be prejudicedby the speciousdifficulty that hasbeenraised.
Fot that fair-seemingdifficulty hasforce only so long as it is
assumed that our one definition of resemblance as a
qualitative identity repeatedin at least tu/o casesof itself is
also a definition of degrees
of resemblance. \We have seen
that this assumptionis groundless. \fhat hasto be found,
then, is a view of degrees
of tesemblancethat is compatible
with our primary definition of resemblance.
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l,ct us notice, at the outset, that comparing individuals
{,r substances,as more or less resembling in point of their
scvcrll qualities and relations is not the same as comparing
rlifR'rcnt qualities or telations in point of degrees of tesemlrlrrrrcc. Thus two coins of the same issue and denomirr:rtion may be compated as having mote in common with
t'rrclrother than with some other coin of a different issue and
rlt'nomination. In this (and any other) comparison of
irrtlividualsas more ot less tesembling, "more resembling"
nr('1ursthat ntmericalb more fesemblances are repeated in
rlrc two coins of the sameissue and denomination than are
lt'pc'ltcd in eithet (or both) of those individuals, and in a
t'oirr of some other issue.
'l'lrc meaning of "less fesembling" in statements about
irrtlrviclualsor substancesthus compared is the converse of
tlris. Any pair of twins might have in common with each
otlrcr nrore enumerable characteristics than either (or both)
,l rlrcnr would have in common with their closest friend.
r\nrl statements to that effect about those twins and theit
llicrrcl would have a referent in the enumetable (because
rr.ticccl) chatacteristics that would be tepeated in the
r'('sl)('clivetwins.
Ycl, to compare individuals in point of the namber of
r'lurructeLswhich are fepeated in them is not to comPare
sirrlllc clualities as more or less tesembling. A comparison
, rl' Iwo butterflies as being the same in the nefve structure of
tlrt'il wings, and as being the samein the structure of their
r'lrrlrlrt'tl antenne, is a compadson of the two insects in
l)rlint of tlrose two-chamcteristics repeated in them: it is
nrlt :r (:()rnparisonof the nerve-stfucture of a wing with the
i,tnr(:trrrcof a clubbed antennr. Thus, in the comparison
, rl srrlrst'.rnccs
S, and S, with Sr, we are comparing these
r,rrlrr;t:rnccs
in point of the number of the characteristics
irr them. But in the comparison ofsingle qualities,
rr'1rt':rtctl
,,rrrlr rrs al1 ()fange znd a yellow, \il/e afe not compafing
rrrrlivirlrutlsor substancesin point of the number of qualities
rr'1rt':rlt'tlin them: tathe4 we are comparing the single
, 1rr.rl
ttit's I lrctnsclves.
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Beforegoing on to this lattet fotm of comparison,however, it may be well to notice that, while comparing
substances
and complexesof qualitiesat the sametime we
can speak of "more or less" in resemblancewithout
contradicting ourselves. Thus, of two membets of the
same class,we may say that they have more respectsin
cofi)mon with each othet than they have in common with
a memberof someothet class. Fot, in this context, "mofe
like" ot "rnofe tesembling" would mean "mofe" in the
senseof a latger number of noticed resemblances
in the one
casethan in the other. In this there is nothing that is in
confict with the absolute self-identity of the respective
tesemblances,which, to a latge number, chanctetae the
membetsof the one class,and those few resemblances
that
chatactetize both the members of that same class and
afe
membersof some other one. For those tesemblances
the
statedas the basisof a comparisonof
substancesthat
themselves
they chatactetlze; the tespectiveresemblances
afe not compared.
Thus, when a substanceS, is said to tesembleS, more
than S, resemblesSu, this will be true on the basis of a
number of resemblances
or qualitative identities found in
S, and S, that is superior to the number of resemblances
found in S, and in Sr. In any such context, wherein
substancesate comlated in resoectof self-identicalresemblancescornmon tci them, the phrase "mofe resembling",
or an equivalentphrase,will refer to the setof resemblances
whose number, in the cascof S, and 52,is superiot to the
numbet of resemblances
that are found in S, and Sr.
Likewise, where a quality Q is said to resembleanother
quality L more tharr-Q rescmblesquality J, and where Q,
L and J are respectively complexes of discriminated
qualities, we may compare those complexes on a discriminatedbasiscloselyanalogousto that on which several
substancesmay be comparedas mofe or less resembling.
Let Q consistof qualitiesc, d, e, f, g; and let L consist
of b, d, €, X, g. Let J consistof a, n, o, p, g. Then the
complex Q, and the complex L will have three qualities, ot
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sirrglc quaiitiesas resemblingeach,other more or less are
.,,'ii',otitnts of them in point of degteesof some resernIrlrrrrlc,f other. Thus, i certain hue will be said to be

l rttc.
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of a statementof a comparison of different single qualities.
\What,then, can be that referent?
Let us again take the exampleof hues. It is ftequently
said that no hue is definable. And there is a sensein which
this is true. But to infer from this that there is no sense
whatever in which a hue can be defined would be to infer
too much. A hue can be defined in the sensethat z state.ment can be formulated which identifies that hue and no
other one.
Hues which are closeto eachother on the colour circle
ate sometimes called ana/ogous
hues. That seemsa good
name fot them. For it may remind us that otange is to
yellow and red, as red is to orange and purple, and so on.
Thus, the statemeflt,"orange standsbetweenyellow and red
in the order of analogoushues," identifies any orange hue.
And it identifiesno other hue. For it is of the natureof an
orange hue that it is to yellow and red, as red is to orange
and putple. And it is the caseonlt of an oranse hue that
this is true. All hues that ate to yellow and red, as red is
to orange and pqple, are orange hues. To say rhat orange
is not to yellow and red as red is to otangeand purple is to
say that an ofange hue is fiot an orange hue.
Any hue may be de{ned, or identified by a statementof
its position in the order of analogous hues. With this in
mind, we may proceedto askwhat is meantby the statement
that this order is intrinsic. First of all, let us consider a
point that is so simple that it may seemlaughably simpleminded. Thip point is that (say) a green hue is between
yellow and blue becauseit is a green hue. The logic of the
"because" here is apagogic. To say that a green is not
between yellow and b1ue,in the analogous ordet of hues,
is to say that a green is not a green. This is trae, ruutatis
mtttandis,of.any hue in that order. The teasonwhy blue is
to pulple and green as orange is to yellow and red is that
blue is blue.
Consider, next, that the bluenessof a blue is intdnsic to
it. In other rvords, the existence of a blue requires an
efficientcause,but the,being of a blue is its formal cause.
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Any blue is what it is. And so with any quality. The
reasonfot this is apagogic. To saythat a blue is not what
it is, is to say thata biue is not blue.
Now when we considet these two points together, we
find that they bring out what is meant by the statementthat
the order of hues is instrinsic to them. We have noticed
that any hue will stand whete it standsbecauseit is that hue.
This is to say that nothing extrinsic to (say) an orange hue
is requisite fot an undetstandingof why it is that orange
standsbetweenyellow and red. It is of the natureof orange
that this should be so. Likewise, it is of the nature of any
hue that it should stand where it standsin tire otdet of hues.
In no case is anything exttinsic to the hues themselves
involved. Red, orange, yellow, green, blue and pulple
are Ln that order becausethey are tespectively putple, blue,
gfeen, yellow, ofange and red.
This, then, is what is meant to saythat the order of hues
is intrinsic to them. That order is in and of thosehues. It
is in and of them becauseit exhaustively consists of them,
and of nothing extrinsic to them. They are in that order,
and in no othet one, becausethey are the hues that they are.
And any hue is what it is for the best reasonpossible; the
reasofl,namely, that it may not be otherwise than it is.
It mzy be well to point out the difference between an
intrinsic order andanangement. It is faidy plain that thete
of
is nothing strictly ineluctable about
^ny ^rrz;ngement
hues. Let us take a set of colouted Papersand spread
them out haphazatdfashion. The otange paper, we shali
assume,is farthest away ftom the red in space. Yet it is
true that an orange hue quaan orange hue is nearer ted than
blue. Attangements of hues may be arbittary: they are
never strictly ineluctable. For we can always choose to
disregard this ot that rule of composition, or any dictate of
taste. But before the intrinsic otder of hues,our position
is quite ineluctable. We have no choice in the matter.
Wherever and urheneverthere may be an orange hue it is
true of it that it is to yellow and red as blue is to gteen and
purple in the order of hues.
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The referent of statementsexpressing"degreesof resernblance" may now be pointed out. The statement,"orange
resemblesred more than puqple", means that orange is
nearet red than purple in the intrinsic order of hues. In
any such context as this one, where single qualities are
comparedas more or less resembling,"rnore resembling"
and "less resembiing" will refer to the distanceberweenthe
huescompared. That distanceexhaustivelyconsistsof the
lrueswhich lie betweenthe hues thatarc in question. Thus
there are mote hues between blue and red than there are
betweenyellow and red. And, in this sense,blue is futher
from red than yellow. Or, conversely, yellow is nearer
red than blue in tl-reanalogousorder of the hues. Thus,
"yellow resemblesred mote than blue," means what is
meantby, "yellow is nearerred than blue", in the analogous
and intrinsic order of hues. And in this, there is nothing
incompatiblewith the absoluteidentity of a yellow hue.
Thus we find that there are rwo radicaliy distinct senses
of "degreesof resemblance". Two individuals, A and B,
resembleeachother more than they resemblea third individual C when there are more qualities repeatedin A and B
than in eithet of them and in C. And A and B resemble
eachother lessthan one of them resemblesC when thereare
fewer qualities repeatedin A and B than are repeatedin one
of them and C. This holds also of complexesof qualities.
But single qualitiesor relationsare more or less resembling as they are ne^rer to, or further ftom a selected
quality in thpir intrinsic order. Thus companble positions
in an order will be the referentsof statementsabout degrees
of resemblancein tl-requalities thus ordered. Taken and
usedin this sense"degteesof resemblance"refersnot at all
to a relation of comparison; so used,that phraseis not the
name of.a quzlrtativeidentity that requiresat leastfwo cases
of itself for its illustration. For, in the present sense,
"degreesof resemblance"is the namenot of a quality of any
sort, but of an order. It is this intrinsic order which affords
a referent for "degregs of resemblancg" i! point of
the
intrinsic positions of the items thus ordered; items which
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rrurybe comparednot in themselvesalone, but as nearerto
, lurthct from one another in that order.
'r'
'l'hc differencebetweenthesefwo modesof compatisonis I
tlrut tl-reone might be dyadic, whereasthe other is at least
tlildic.
Thus Spqr and Saqbmay be comparedin point of
11,urrdqr; and that comparisonis dyadic. But we cannot
grrolrcrlysay merely that "otange is neater red." Otange
is ncelcr red than (say) blue. And this sentenceis the
ritutcnrcntof a triadic comparison. This is not to fotget
llurt "<;rangeis next to fed", is the statementof. a dyzdic
rt'lrtion. It is only to rememberthat such sentencesare
n()t statcmentsof compadson. Any comparison of two
t;urrliticsA and B as being more or lesslike a third quality
(, rvill rcquirethe thitd term of the comparison.;
It lras bcen pointed out above that we may cornpare
pcrccivcdthings in resepctof qualitiesand relationswhich
:rrc lirund repeatedin thosepetceivedthings. Mote often
lllrn lrot, ho*ever, it would seemthat ouf compatisonsate
rrurrlcirr point of diversequalitiesand telationsthat are mote
or' lcsssimilar, but not in point of identitiestepeatedin the
pcrccivcdthings compated.
'l'lrc fact that two paintingsexhibit no common charactetixtit:s by which they could be compated means that they
('rnn()t be compared in point of qualities and relations
rrfmtlcdin them, not that they are comparablein no respects
rvlrirlcvcr. They may be suchthat they canbe compatedas
Irt'irr11
ncarerto eachother in repectof (say)the luminosity
r'l tlrcir huestl-ranto anothetpainting.
'l'lrus,ftrr example,SaintLuke Paintingthe Virgin,by The
l\l:rstt'rof the PreciousBlood, is an oil painting.(l) Yet, in
o1-luminosityit is nearera Flemishpainting in egg1',4irrt
run1r('r'lthan a painting done in oils by the ttansparent
rrrt'lIrrrrf. Again, ogive atchesin their incipienceate nearet
( rr,tlrit'rrrchcsof the thirteenthcenturythan is any Roman
irrrlr. Suclrexamplescould be multiplied, but that is not
rlrlrrirctlby our purposein this connection,which is simply
lr' (,rrrr1,,t 1.. Stout, A .\tnl1, oJ tbe Aletltod in a Flenisb Painting, Technical
',ti l ,l rrq. \/r,1. l , N o. 4, Jrp. r8I-2o6.
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to point out one of the two ways in which comparisons
can be made.
Thus, any constituentsof various aestheticsituationsmay
be compared in point of their comparablepositions in
their respectiveorders. Not simply hues in colour tables,
but various hues in several Titians may, in tl-reir intrinsic
order, exist in the critic's memofy and imagination; as mly
the geometticalfotms in compositionsby Raphael.
Yet wh1-for ybat reason-would our critic discover that
those examples are in one otder, rather than another?
Sometimes,when we ask for the reasonwhy such and such
is the case,'weare askingabout the premises,or the ground
from which the matter in question might be inferred.
Again, sometimeswe are asking about the causeof a thing,
when we ask about the reasonfor it. It is presumably
plain that no reasoncan be given for the respectivepositions
of items in an order that is constituted by and therefore
intrinsic to those items, in either of the two sensesof
"reason" which have been mentioned. There is nothing
extrinsic to a set of intrinsically ordered items from which
their intrinsic order could be inferted, or in which it might
be grounded. For, in being intrinsic to them, the order is
in and of the items thus ordered. By the sametoken, there
is no causeofthe logical order in any case,and so no reason
for it in that sense.
This is not to say,however, that no reasoncan be given
in any senseof the term for the way in which certainitems
are ordered. A,reason for this can be found and pointed
out. Our critics would find red, orangegreen and blue to
be intrinsically ordered in the order namedbecause
it is of the
nature or character of orange to be neater red than blue.
He wouid find green to be nearer yellow and blue than red
and purple (and so on) because
it is ofthe characterofgreen
to be neatetyellow than red. The natureof the reasonfor
the difference between one order, and another, consists of
the respectivecharactemof the items thus ordered. It is
becausethey are what they arc that the items in question are
ordered in this or that order.
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'l'he "ground" of any intrinsic order lies in the respective
irt.rnsthus ordered. They constitutethe order itself. This
ntcfllls that the ground consists of the items themselves.
Rcrl, orange, yellow, green, blue, and pulple are thus
ordcredbecausethey are ted, orange, yellow, gteen, blue,
rnrl purple. Thus, to saythat any ordet of items so otdeted
is lrr intrinsic order, meanswhat is rneantby sayingthat the
ortlcr:in questionis in and of the respectivecharactersof
tlrosc items. And each item is what it is intrinsically, ot
irr its own logical tight. The logical ordet of thoseitems is
irrtrirrsicbecause,n beingwhat they are, those items could
ttot bc in any other otdet.
'l'lrc severalhues,green,pulple, yellow, blue, orange,and
rctl, rtsthus named,are listed in an order that is arbittary.
'l'lrcy rnight be listed at will in other otders. Their
itrtrinsicorder, howevet, is that in which (say)greenis next
to ycllow and to blue. Yet the logic of this statementlies in
tlrc l<rgicalorder of hues. And the rcality of that order is
strictly identicalwith the hues that constitutethat order of
Irucs.
'l'lrc rcasonin questionis a tautology. Certainitems are
irr tlris logical order, rather than that one, fot the teason
llnt tlrose items are what they are. The validity of a
trrrt(,logyis demonstrableby apagogicreasoning. For the
crrrrtrrrclictory
of z tautology contradictsitself. To saythat
sn ()rlrnllchue might not be nearerred than blue is to say
tlrrt un orangehue might not be orange.
It rrraybe well to remind ourselvesat this iuncture that
rltlrough some tautologiesare vetbal, it does not follow
lronr this that ali tautologiesate vetbiage. It would seem
llrut sorrrcthoughtsare tautologicalin nature. The content
r,l llrr'prcclicatetetm in thought repeatsthe contefltof the
rrrlrict'ttcrm in thought. Suchis the case(I submit)in the
lurrlolo11y,
fo be is to be determinate.That tautologyis the
tlrr'rr;',lrtthat to be is to be distinct from somethingelse;
l,r',.lo lrcrlctcrminate.
'l'lris is not to say with referenceto hues (or any other
rpr,rlttyor rclation)that what hue a man will perceivewhen
la
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what it is, nothing in particulr may be inferted. The
truism that shadesof orange and green stand whete they
standin the ordet ofhues becausethey are shadesofotange

powers the drawing would te a mixed form and line
irawing. Yet the perceived wash dtawing would be
nearer other wash drawings than line drawings. And the
perceived mixed form and line drawings would.be nearer
other mixed form and line drawings than fuli colour-value
drawings. This would be true becauseof the petceived
chanc{et of the wash dtawing, in the one case,and that of
the perceived mixed line and form drawiog, io the other
case.
That is to say at least two things. First, that what a
man will be awareof in this situation or in that is something
that is not demonstrablebefore the experienceitself. For
example,whete most men will seered and gteen, a man who
is colout-blind wilt seeshadesof gtey. Yet, it remainstrue
that red is to violet as violet is to blue; that gteen is to
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'l'hus we may notice that, wheteas the existenceand
r lnurgcment of qualities and relations is contingent, their
irrtrinsicorder is necessary. \Whereand when a ted may
t'xisl, and what may be the hues surrounding it, are contirrgcrrlmattefs. The order in which hues are to one
rurrrtlrcf is not contingent,but intrinsic. Any one zt:.:afigenrcnl o[: any hues might have been any other affangement
ol tlrcnr. The intrinsic order of huesmay not be otherwise
tlrun it is. To say that red might not be to violet as violet
is to bluc is to saythat red might not be red.
At tlrc risk of laboudng the obvious,it may be well to
ttrlrrlgc upon the differencebetweena contingerTtarrangent('nl ofitems, and an intrinsic order of items. The waysin
rvlrir'lritcms are attangeddependson the ways in which the
( inrs('sol:their existenceare conttolled. If you are painting
arr Arrrrurciationin egg-tempera,and wish to be consistent
rvitlr rrrcdicvaltradition, you will work out your componiti()ns() that the colout of the Vitgin's robe is in blue.
l,ct us assumethat the pigment you use is azurite. An
itrtlrrisitivcand contentiousfriend asks,"But why do you
Irrnkr'thc Vitgin's tobe blue? Purple is much the more
t:olour". Your properly groundedanswetis scouted.
t'r'pgrrl
"\\'lry, not long ago I saw an Annunciationin which the
Vitliirr's robe was rlther greenish,and another where Her
l,lx' wts almost black." In reply to this, you e4plain
tlrirt ;rzuritcis not a stablepigmenl.tr) Casesin which it
lrurr 1i,)nc far off the original blue are trot rate. This
t'x1rl;111111
iorrmight carfy one on to remarkthat the causesof
rrtirf
rility,orlack of it in the compositionof anypigmentare
rul' 'nl',lltc causesof what is presentin one'spefceptionsof a
IrrrlrirUl in which that pigment has been used. The
rrr;rlr1r1'111gnt
of the perceivedhuesin a paintingis continrrlxrn
the
nt
ways in which the causesof those perceived
Fl(
Irrrn, urc controlled. This fact about the arangementof
lrrrlr,irr rr painting,or in anything else,has no beadngon
llrl rrrtlirrsic
order of hues. It mattetsnot at all wherea
ilt llrr
;rrr'lcrrccl blue of the Middle Ages was genuine ulttamarine. It is a
*lulrh lrlllrrrlrrt; lrrrt Iirr cconomic reasonsit was not as widely used as azurite.
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blue rnay be situated in a painting, or in the petals of a
flower; a blue hue is to a green hue as a green is to a yellow.
This ordet is intrinsic to blue, green and yellow. It is
intrinsic to them, fot the reason that it is in and of them.
This is to saythat, in no caseis anything extrinsic to the hues
themselvesinvolved in the constitution of their ordet. For
that order is exhausted by the hues which constitute it.
Red, orange,yellow, green, blue, and purple are'tnthatotder
becausethey respectivelyare ted,,orange,yellow, green,blue
and purple. That order is in and of those huesin the exact
sensethat it consistsof them, and of nothing extrinsicto
them. They arc in that order, and in no othet order, such
as that of pitches,fot example,becausethey are the huesthat
of hues.
they are. This cannot be said about anyalTafigenent
Thereis noreason(thecontradictoryof which would be selfaffangement
of.hues should not have
contradictory) why
to say that blue might not be to green
been diffetent. But^ny
as green is to yellow is to say that blue might not be blue.
In short, the differencein question may be stated in this
u/ay. State6nentsabout arLyaff^ngernent in which hues
exist are not demonstrable by apagogic reasoning. For
there is no conttadiction in the statementthat any art^ngement of hues might have beendifetent.
But there are statementsabout the intrinsic order of hues
that arc demonstrable by apagogic reasoning. Fot the
contradictory of any such statementsis self-contradictory.
The contradictory of "blue is to gteen asgreen is to yellow"
is, "some casesof blue are not to green as gteen is to
yellow". This contradictoty is self-contradictory; and it
is self-contradictoty becauseit means that some casesof
blue are not blue.
The items which constitute any one intrinsic order are not
strictly comparable with the items which constitute any
other order. The order of pitchesdoesnot exhibit a one to
one corresiondencewith that of hues. Nevertheless,the
order of pitches is no less intrinsic to the items of which
that order consiststhan is that of hues. Just as it is of the
nature of any hue to be neater this hue than that one in the
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order of hues,so it is of the nature of any pitch to be nearer
this pitch than that one in the intdnsic order of pitches.
But it is not of the nature of any pitch to be nearerblue than
orange. And it is not of the nature of zny hue to be nearet
an A flat than middle C.
It may be well to remind outselves that the foregoing
statementsneither say nor imply that the physical basis of
colour is not comparablewith that of sound. Such matters
ate not in question in this connection. Ve are concetne<isolelywithperceiuedhuesand.perceiuelpitches. They are not
comparablebecauseno pitch is in the order of hues,and no
hue is in the order of pitches.
To be sure, the hearing of a pitch does not disclosethat
it is not in the order of hues. So much as that is not simply
detectedin the mere experienceof a pitch heard. But after
we havetried to think of middle C as being betweena yellow
and a green,we find that middle C is not in the order of hues.
There ate those who may object that in point of fact we do
comparecolours and sounds. We say that patterns of hues
are biatant, and we say the samething about some popular
music. Needlessto say,we do make such statements;but
it is mote than doubtful that the felt chancter of a hue is
(and is called) loud in the samesensethat soundsare said to
be loud. The sameword is indeed used with referenceto
itemsthat arcin dilferentorders. That is afactabout^w^y
in which that word is used. But the fact that "blatant" is
used in one sentencewith referenceto hues, and in another
with referenceto sound doesnot mean that"blatant" is used
.in both of those sentencesin the same sense. A biatant
st-rundreally is loud, as a warm temperatureis warm. To
take it that a combination of hues that is obtrusive is like a
sound becausethose hues are called "blatant" would be like
taking it that a red is like a warm temperaturebecausered is
a "warm" colour. As the wamest red will have no eflect
()n any thermometer, so the most blatant patterns will have
rur cffect on a sounding-board.
It hasbeenpointed out abovethat the teffi "resernblance"
is cquivocal. In what is one of two pdmary senses,
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"fesemblance" is used to mean qualities that ate not the
same; such as yellow and a blue. They ate not the same,
and yet they arc similat, or resembling. \Mren the term
tesemblanceis used in this sense,"tesemblance" trleans
of gqqe$U.apgp". Thus a blue
what is meant by "dqg1g_e-_s.
is mote like a violet than an orange hue; and a yellow is
more like an orange hue than a blue.
We noticed above that thesetwo sensesof "resemblance"
are rz,dicallydifferent. They are so becausea comparison
in point of resemblancein the first sensecan be dyadic;
whereas a compadson in point of a resernblancein the
secondsensecannot be madewith lessthan three teffis.
Thus, for example,\il/ecafl saythat the hue of this threecent stamp resefibles the hue of that one, and this comparison in point of a qtalitative identity (va., a hue) that is
repeatedin two casesof itself is dyadic. To be sure, any
suchcomparisonmight be madewith nine or ten terms, each
one of which would be that samequalitative identity; or it
might be fifty terms; for the number of terms in any such
comparisonis limited mainly by a man'spowers of attention
and memory.
From the fact thzt a comparison in point of a qualitative
identity (such as that of the hue of three (or fifty) five-cent
stamps)can be dyadic,it doesnot follow that compadsonsin
point of degrees of resemblance can be dyadic. The
statement,"green is mote like blue", is incomplete. Gteen
is more like blue, in that green resemblesblue more than it
resembles (say) orange./ To be sure, we can (as, on
occasion, we do) speak elliptically of such comparisons.
Nevetheless, while we do indeed make these elliptical
statements;at the sarnetime, we posit the thitd term of the
marr who
compadson. Thus, you might reply to
^
made the remark, "Purple is mote like green than red",
by saying, "but, sutely, purple is mote like ted"; and, the
meaning of the phrary, "thafl green", would be posited by
you and understood by your auditor.
Thus, whereas comparisons in point of a qualitative
identity that is repeatedin at least two casesof itself, may
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compriseno more than two teffis of compatison, such is not
the casein the second kind of compadson which we have
considered. A comparison of that kind is not concetned
with a resemblancethat consists of casesof a qualitative
identity. N7henwe find that orange is more like red than
blue, we are not finding a qualitative identity repeatedin
t\ro or more casesof itself. Rathet, v/e are finding and then
comparing diuersequalities as being more or less like one
another. A comparison c>f diuersequalities cannot be
dyadic. An orange hue is not merely more like a red hue;
it is more like a red thQna blue.
An otange hue tesemblesa blue in that both of theseate in
thc intrinsic order of hues. In that intrinsic otdet, an
()rangehue is nearera red than a blue, in the sensethat there
are fewer hues between that orange hue and that red hue
than there are between that shadeof orange and any shade
of blue. The {ggte_eof diffetencebetween arl ot^flge and a
rcd consistsof thehues that are betweenthose two colours in
the intrinsic otdet of hues. Those intetmediate hues
constitute the several "degrees" of diffetence between that
orange hue and this or that shade of red. For the same
fcason,the hues that arc betweenthat shadeof orangeand
:ury ultramarine are the constituents of the difference
between that ultamadne and that shadeof orange.
Thus, whereas comparisons in point of a qualitative
identity that is repeatedin at least two casesof itself, may
comprise no more than two terms of comparison, such is
rrot the casein the second kind of compadson which we
have considered. A comparison of that kind is not conccrned with a tesemblancethat consists of cases of a
clualitativeidentity. \Whenwe find that orangeis more like
rcd than blue, we are not finding a qua"Iitativeidentity
rcpcated in t'wo or more casesof itself. Rather, we are
lirrding and then comparing diuersequalities as being more
r rr lcsslike one another. A comparisonof diuerse
qualities
(:luurotbe dyadic. An orangehue is not merely more like
l rcd hue; it is more like a red than a blue.
An orangehue resemblesa blue in that both of theseare
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in the intrinsic order of hues. In that intrinsic order, an
orange hue is nearera red than a blue, in the sensethat there
are fewer hues between that orange hue and that red hue
than there are befween that shadeof omnge and any shade
of blue. The degreesof difierencebetweenan orange anC
a rcd consistof the hues that are berweenthose two colours
in the intrinsic order of hues. Those intermediatehues
constitute the several "degrees" of differencebetween that
orange hue and this or that shade of red. For the same
reason,the hues that zrc between that shadeof orange and
lny ultramarine ate the constituents of the diference
between that ultramarine and that shadeof orange.
Thus, we may point it out again that any "intrinsic" order
consistsof the diverseitemswhich constitutethat order. In
the order of hues, any hue is betrweentwo hues that are
different from it. Thus it is true to say that any hue is next
to a diferent hue in the intrinsic order of hues. To saythat
a cettain hue is next to another hue in their intrinsic order is
not to compare the one hue with the other. For example,
the statementthat ultramarine ash is nearer genuine ultmmatine is a statementabout the position of ultramarine ash
in the order of hues; it is not a comparisonof that blue with
ulttamarine. But, to say that ultramarine ash is more like
genuine ultramarine than azarite, is to compare that hue
with two othet blues.
The statenentdf. any such comparison may be dyadic, to
be sure; but any suchact of comparisonmay not be lessthan
tryadic in its terms. A painter who was trying to get a
certain yellow in egg-temperamight rernark, "The yellow I
want is near orpirnent". In the circumstances,
that temark
could be taken in two ways. It could be taken as refering
only to twoqhues-orpiment, and the other shadeof yellow
that is in qdestion. Or, it could be taken as referring to
three hues of which only turo are named, while the third is
posited.
Taken in thy first of these two senses,the remark in
question
give one to understand that the yellow
-ighf
sought after #as one of high, though delicate luminosity.
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This information would indicate in that particular connection the nattow raflge of yellows within which out
paintet wishes to work at the moment. But ftom this
indication of the position of X (i.e., the shadeof yellow
sought after) in the order of hues,it could hatdly be inferred
tlrat X is nearerolpiment than (say) chtome yellow. For a
third yellow is not namedby the remark in question. No
more is it an assumedtefetent of that temark, in thefrst
oneof our two ways of taking that statement.
in the secondof thosetwo senses,the third
Nevertheless,
yellow is indeed assumedto be a refetent of that statement.
'I'hat remark is now understood to meanthat the yellow out
paintet is looking for is nearer orpiment than (say) any
modern yellow. Thus, a statementwhich, taken literally,
mentions two hues, and indicates a range of yellows, still
may be taken as an elliptical statement,and understood as
comparing thtee yellow hues with one another. By virtue
of tl-reassumptionof a third term that remains suppressed,
tlrc remarks,"The yellow I want is nearotpiment", is taken
l() rncan what is meant by "The yellow I want is nearer
<rrpiment than any modern yellow." The second one of
t hcsctwo rematksstatesa compatisonof three diversehues
ls bcing more or less similar. The first of them merely
irrrlicatcs t^fige of huesthat endsin orpiment.
^ seemto be evident that the differencebetween
It would
f lrc two prrmary sensesof "resemblance"which have been
rrrrclcrconsideration in this chapter is a ndical difference.
Ycl it is not difficult to confusethesetwo sensesof "resemlrlrrrrcc." One reason(and, perhaps,the main teason)why
tlris is so is that where resemblancesthat are qualitative
to which these
itft'rrtiticsare in question,the substances
tlurrrtctctisticsbelong are often compatedas being mofe or
It'ss rcsembling. \We noticed above that, given three
strlrstances,
S1r21,bl, cl, dl, and €1,52,L2rb2rc2,q, and t, and
S:r,il:t, b3, s, t, u, we find that 51 and 52 resemble each other
rn{)r'cllran they tesemble S3. For the number of chatactetrstit:s rcpcated in Sl and S2 is superior to the number of
r lrrructctistics that afe reDeatedin SBand S1.
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Hence,wheneversubstanceswhich resembleeachother in
respectof qualitative identities are in comparison, they are
compatableas more or lessresembling. This is to saythat
51 resembles52 more than it resemblesSawhenevef more
characteristics
are repeatedin S1and S2than are repeatedin
those substancesand in S3. In any such comparison of
substancesthe terms of the comparison wili consist of
resemblancesin the sensein which "resemblance" is used
to refer to a qualitative identity that is repeatedin at ieast
two casesof itself.
Thus, in point of the nature of its terms, any such comparison is at one with simple compadsonsof turo or more
casesof the samequality or relation. Yet the nature of a
comparisonof substancesin respectof qlualitativeidentities,
(whether or not of qualitiesor relations),is not exhaustedby
the nature of its terms. For it is a comparisonof those
substancesas more or less resembling. 51 is not merely
more like S2; it is more like 52 and S3. Hence, like a
comparison of the diaerseconstituents of an order as being
nearer to or further from one another in that order, a
comparisonof substancesin respectof qualitative identities
wiil be at least tdadic.
If we now refer back to our discussionof the comparison
of complexes of characteristicsas being more or less
resemblingin point of a superior,or an infedor number of
resemblancesrepeattedin them, we shall notice that, so far,
three sensesof the term "fesemblance" have been distinguished in the course of this chapter. Two of these three
sensesate pimary; and those two senseswe have noticed,
are radically different ftom each othet. The third senseis
a secondarysenseof the term "resemblance".
This is to,say that when "tesemblance" is used with
referenceto a qualitative identity that is repeatedin at least
two casesof itpelf, "resemblance"is then used in one of its
two primary senses. The other primary senseis that which
developswhen "resernblance"is used with referenceto the
diverse constituents of an order of analogousitems of. any
sort. The term "resemblance"is then used to meanwhat
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is meant by "degrees of resemblancer"of "mofe or less
similar."
The diverse chatacteristics thus compated
rcsembleeach other more or less as they ate fleltet to or
{urthet from each other in their instdnsic order. And the
degrees
by which those charateristicsdiffer from each other
are the respectiveitems which stand between those items
irr theit analogous order. Thus the degrees
by which red()rangedi.ffersftom orange-yellowconsistof all the shadesof
()rangethat stand between those two hues. This is the
sccond of the two primary sensesof "resemblance."
The thir$"*le_B$g
of "resemblance" is called secondaty
bccauseit is like any tesemblancein the frst sense,inthat it
consistsof qualitative identr{ies, and also becauseit is like
in the second
rrrryresemblance
sense,inthat it cannot be less
than triadic. It is, perhaps,for the reasonthat we often
nrakecomparisonsin and through this secondarysenseof
"rcsemblance", that we find it easy to confuse the two
primary sensesof that equivocal term. More often than
n()t, however,'wedo not so much confusethe two primary
scnsesaswe mistakethis secondarysensefot the secondone
o[ the two primary sensesof "resemblance."
It is not difficult to make this mistake. Substancesor
individuals that resembleone another in this secondarysense
o[ the term "fesemblance,"resembleeachother mote or less
irr point of the supetiorand infedot numbet of tesemblances
rcpeatedin them. Thus, in this secondaryseflse,substances
or individuals may resemble one another mote ot less.
Aud, as we have noticed above, compadsonsof substances
or individuals as more or less resemblingmay not be less
t lran triadic.
Now diverse characteristicsin a single order resemble
c'uchother more ot less. And any compatison of divetse
t'onstituentsof an otder must be at leastttiadic in number.
It is thus rather easyto assurnethat "resemblance"in this
st'condaty sense of the term fneans what is meant by
"l'cscmblance"when we say, for example, that "yellow
rc'sctnbles
red".
Yct it is not difficult to seethat this could not be the case.
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The tesemblancesin respectof which Sr resembles52 more
than Sl resemblesSsare qualitative identities; and Sr is more
like S2than SBbecausemore qualitative identities arc repeated
in Sl and S2than are repeatedin 51and S3. But in the case
of the divetse constituents of a single order, there is no
question of repeated qualitative identities. Yellow resemblesred mote than purple, in that there are fewer hues
betweenyellow and red than there are between yellow and
putple in the intinsic order of hues. Thus, as things
exhibit alarger or a smaller number of qualitative identities
repeatedin them, they aremore orless resembling. Suchis
not at all the casewhere the diverseconstituentsof an order
are in question. They ate rnore or lessresemblingas they
ate neater to, or futther from each other in the order they
constitute.
It may be well to indicate briefly the characterof another
secondarysenseof "fesemblance". In this other secondary
senseof that tem, substancestesembleeach other rnore or
less; and they are more or less resembling in point of
superior numbers of the chatactedsticswhich they present.
Brttnot in point of a superior or inferior number of repeated
characteritics.
Let us take three substances. 51 presents sttipes of
scatlet, brick red, pale orange, yellow, and saffron. S2
exhibits a pattern of red, salmon pink, yellow, and cobalt
blue. S3 ptesentsbarg of Prussianblue, sea green, light
grey, and white. Thus we have thitteen hues which
charactetizethree substances. Now no one of these hues
is a charactetisticof more than one of thesethreesubstances.
In other words, no one of thesehuesis tepeatedin any two
of thesesubstances. Yet, a man who was at all practised
in the comparipbn of diverse hues wouid find that 51
tesemblesSz mote than S1resemblesS3.
He would not find it so becauseSl and S2exhibit resemblances to a number that is supedor to the number of
tesemblancesrepeated in S3, S2, and S1. For no one of
thesehuesis a characteristicof any two of those substances.
Consequently, no one of these hues is repeated in those

T WO

BASrC

S E NSES OF R ESEM BL AN C E

ro9

substances. Thus, where substancesate resembling in the
way that is under consideration, they are not tesembling
in point of repeated characteristics. Yet one would find
that S1resemblesS2mote than it tesemblesS3.
In order that we may grasp the sensein which this is so,
we must notice that four of the hues that characterize 51
zre neatetthree of the huesthat chanctetize S2than any one
of thosefour is to any one of the hueswhich chatactedzeS3.
Thus, to find that two substancesresembleeachother more
than they resemblea thitd individuai substance,where none
of the resemblancesin question is a repeatedchatacteristic,
is to find two substancesor individuals such that more
clraracteristicsof the first ate flearerthose of the secondthan
thoseof the third.
A resemblance,in the secondarysenseof the term that we
consideredin the first place,consistsof superiotand inferior
numbets of repeated
characteristics. A resemblancein the
other secondary sense consists of superior and inferior
numbets of singlebut analogoas
chatacteristics.
for
the
Thus,
example,
scadet of S1is to the red of 52 as
the red of S2is to the brick ted of Sr. And the scadet,the
btick red, the pale orange, yellow, and the saffron of 51 are
ne^ret the ted, the salmon pink, and the yeliow of S2 than
the huesof 51ate to the huesof S3.
The two pflm ry sensesof "resemblance"afe, vre have
noticed, tadtcally different. This means that they do not
difier by a difierence; they are diverse. The two secondaty
senseshave one conspicuous feature in common. For in
both of these secondatysensesof the term "resemblance"
it is a matter of mote or lessresemblance
in point of superior
and inferior numbers of chancteristics. Nevertheless,
tl'resetwo sensesalso are radically diffetent. For in the one
scnse, the constituents of a resemblance ate repeated
charactetistics,wheteas in the other sensethe constituents
rrf a resemblanceate analogous,
not fepeated characteristics.

