The Creative Discovery of Similarity
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1. Introduction

A traditional view of art and science would sagtthrt creates while science
discovers, that art makes or performs, while sa@ekmows. The thesis that | shall
defend here is that both art and science make aad kfor all knowledge is active
and every action teaches something. Both sciendeaginmake creative discoveries.
The object and first result of creative discovesysimilarity Ouoioncig). Homer
discovered/created the similarity between the warrand the lion. Newton
discovered/created the similarity between thedb#dn apple and the movement of the
Moon. With similarity as a starting point, art eapds spaces of possibility, makes
metaphors, produces works and can reproduce ocesepr them. On this very same
basis, science produces concepts, laws, classificat theories and technical
applications. Without the creative discovery of isamity, we would have neither art
nor science.

Why is similarity so important? | shall deal withis in Section 2. Apparently,
if there were a crisis in similarity, there woultb@ be crises in conceptualization,
induction, representation, metaphor, the very miggi of making repetitions of
experiments or works of art, language as a whotees@n numbers. Neither science
nor art could survive such an annihilation of thmses.

Nevertheless, Nelson Goodman, in his text “Seventwres on similarity”,
lessens and relativizes the importance of simjlagas | shall set out i%ection 3.
However, if similarity failed, both art and scienweuld be at risk, for we should not
be able to find a basis for them in either identitydifference. | shall present this idea
in Section 4, through a commentary on a text by Heidegger. Viigntity and
difference ruled out, we come to wonder whethés fiossible to reinstate similarity.
In the light of some ideas proposed by Aristotlel &eirce, we shall tackle this
guestion inSection 5. The main conclusion, set out 8ction 6, will be that it is
possible to reinstate similarity, but a similarligked to creativity. Similarity thus
reinstated will be the object and the result ofeative discovery and not of a simple
discovery or of an arbitrary creation. This is thipe of similarity that serves as the
basis for science and art.

2. Thelmportance of Similarity

“The most skilful interpreter of dreams is he whas the faculty of observing
resemblances [...] Speaking of ‘resemblances’, | méah dream presentations are
analogous to the forms reflected in watéDreams are like images on troubled
waters. In both cases there is a similarity betwegmesenting and the represented,
but it is not obvious. A skilful interpreter is tleore needed. Two clear ideas remain:
the first is that similarity is the base of any negentation. The second is that
interesting similarities — those that are not obsie- require a skilful interpreter to
come to light.
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In Rhetorig Aristotle clarifies the question further in thesems: “Metaphors
must be drawn [...] from things that are related He original thing, and yet not
obviously so related — just as in philosophy also axute mind will perceive
resemblances even in things far apa$imilarity, again, is the key. Among the most
important things, according to Aristotle, is themgonand of metaphor, which is the
mark of genius The good metaphor is produced as the happy mediemwveen
obviousness and incorrectness; in that territorybaince similarity may come to
light and with it there comes learning, “for to neaood metaphors implies an eye
for resemblances”.

Among the great classics, Aristotle is not alamemphasizing the importance
of similarity. Galen, for example, understands timadical wisdom consists precisely
in the recognition of similarities and attributebist idea both to Plato and
Hippocrates® References could continue, and certainly among emmecent
intellectuals. By way of indication, let us mentitwo more examples. According to
David N. Stamos, biological species must be comedlas relationships of similarity.
To develop this idea he bases his position on @maif relationships taken from
Bertrand Russefl A second example may be found in Quine. When laésda his
“Natural Kinds”’ with what he calls “the perennial philosophicaloem of
induction”, he suggests that our innate skillsgerceiving similarity have been learnt
over the course of evolution; given that organisncapable of perceiving similarity
have had no descendants, we have inherited ous $iam the most able. Quine is
interested in the origin of our ability to perceisinilarity quite simply because it
seems to be at the basis of induction and of gngupbjects in classes.

In short, as Nelson Goodnfamoints out, similarity is always there to solve
philosophical problems, to overcome obstacles iense and art. Goodman looks at a
number of cases where similarity seems to be tee/am for example, the problem of
representation: how can we consider that a painsng representation of a given
landscape? One’s impression here is that similagtg as a necessary condition and
that it is perhaps sufficient in itself. Anotherseais the problem of the relationship
between types and tokens: Are the ledtand the letteA both tokens of a single type
letter? We tend to say that they are if they prewsilar. And what can be said of
repeated events? How can we be sure that somdihpuens twice? How can we be
sure that we have repeated a scientific experimoetiie performance of a play? We
are tempted to answer: “When the two events ardasiinMetaphor, too, as we have
seen, seems to be based on similarity.

Let us take a step further. What we learn fromeeigmce would not stand up
without similarity. Not even the predictions we reakn the basis of experience
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would be viable if we did not take for granted art@@ similarity between
experienced events and future ones. Similarityp,tieealso in the basis of induction,
of both inductive generalization and inductive pcadn. We begin to suspect that
induction, the capacity to repeat experiments amnidtia events, the possibility of
availing ourselves of metaphors and representgtialhisdepends on similarity. It
would be easy to take another step and put theaeship of similarity at the basis of
gualities. How do we otherwise define a quality® st the way in which two things
are alike?

Goodman offers us all these supposed virtuesnaifegity as a decoy. He will
immediately have us see that, according to himjlaiity in fact solves none of the
above questions.

Moreover, the apparent importance of similarityn dae taken further: it
reaches all our concepts and laws. This extensi@iready implicit in Goodman. If
the relationship between tokens and types depeadedl relationship of similarity,
concepts themselves would also depend on it. Deesconcept of house and its
application not depend on similarity between theous objects that we catlous@
Does biological taxonomy not depend on the relatigps of similarity between
living things? And, of course, if concepts go outhwsimilarity, with them there will
also go a large part of language. Besides, are tew$ormal schemes in which two
events bear mutual similarity? The law of univergavitation may be seen as how
the fall of an apple is like the movement of thedvio

But nihilistic infection also affects mathematidfat is, we can pare down the
guestion still more and posit numbers themselves fasction of the relationship of
similarity through the idea of repetition. When Bes criticizes Nietzsche’s idea of
the eternal recurrence, he does so with this argurf®nce the thesis of Zarathustra
is accepted, | cannot understand how two idenpoatesses fail to come together in
one.” In other words, the recurrence can never be cdampfer what recurs is
something that happens for the second, third orthotime, but between one
recurrence and another, something changes: thearu®bmewhere in the universe,
the memory of the first recurrence must be kepsa@wmething different from the
second. Somewhere there must be a recurrence ¢berwise, there would simply
be no recurrence. But if the memory that countsrédoairrences has to change from
one to another, then the situation of the univésseot exactly the same at the two
moments. Therefore, if there is memory, there iseract recurrence as such. The
dilemma is served whether there is memory or netumence as the return of
something identical does not happen. The mostwieatan say is that between two
determined states of the universe there is sirhilafind this is what allows us to say
that they are indeed two. If the difference betwtem were absolute — something
genuinely unthinkable — there would be no retund therefore nothing to count. If
the identity were absolute, there would not rebfiytwo, but one. Therefore, the same
possibility of counting, of having one and then pvdepends on a relationship of
similarity.

Similarity appears, then, before our eyes as & @brcohesive force that
protects us from nihilism. Without physical foroegerything would fall apart, until
the universe dissolved into nothing. In the sphefeculture, if similarity were
missing, concepts would be reduced to ashes, natmpiould be dissolved, laws
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undone, copies separated from their models, remi@sens isolated from the
represented, each number would not be more thanojus prediction would not
reach into the future and experience would teaamotising. The Polish poet Wistawa
Szymborska would be proved right: “Nothing can evsppen twice / In
consequence, the sorry fact is / that we arrive maprovised / and leave without the
chance to practise [...] We're different (we condljo)st as two drops of water are.”

3. Deconstructing Similarity

Let us say it with Nietzsche’s words: “It is omgily languagewhich works
on the construction of concepts, a labour takerr avdater ages by science [...]
Science works unceasingly on this great columbarmdrooncepts, the graveyard of
perceptions [...] Anyone who has felt this cool bhefdf logic] will hardly believe
that even the concept — which is as bony, foursguamnd transposable as a die — is
nevertheless merely thresidue of a metaphdr..] What then is truth? A movable
host of metaphors-* Concepts are reduced to metaphors. This woulbhe@serious if
the metaphor had not previously been reduced toimgytto a leap into the vacuum,
thanks to the total lack of similarity between sospheres and others: “To begin
with, a nerve stimulus is transferred into an imdgst metaphor. The image, in turn,
is imitated in a sound: second metaphor. And eacte tthere is a complete
overlfzaping of one sphere, right into the middleaof entirely new and different
one.

It would seem that deactivating similarity would tantamount to taking the
nihilist path. Is this what Goodman does: deactivamilarity? “Similarity, | submit,
is insidious [...] Similarity, ever ready to solveilisophical problems and overcome
obstacles, is a pretender, an impostor, a quadiadt indeed, its place and its uses,
but is more often found where it does not belongfgssing powers it does not
possess’®

Firstly, according to Goodman, similarity is natoegh for representation.
There are things that look alike and we do notteay one is a representation of the
other. By way of example, we can cite the casaleftical twins. It is more doubtful
if it is a necessary condition. This Goodman dagsdirectly deny, but he relativizes
it reminding us that: “similarity is relative, vable, culture-dependent®.

Secondly, similarity does not help us find tokesfsa single type. The
similarity between letters from different fonts dgite disconcerting. Something
analogous could be said about the different ingsrar repetitions of musical or
theatrical works, cultural events or scientific esments.

This leads Goodman to put forward the third restm regarding the
functions of similarity: “Similarity does not prale the ground for accounting two
occurrences, performances of the same work, otitiepeof the same behaviour or
experiment.** Here we encounter again the problem of recurrewbich links up
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with that of time and number. According to Goodmsimilarity is not in things, but
in “our purposes and interest¥”.

In the fourth place, Goodman informs us that @nty does not serve as a
basis for metaphor, either. In other words, a nfetas not an elliptical simile. The
interpretation of a simile entails almost as maiffycdities as that of a metaphor. The
difference between them, for Goodman, is negligitleContextualism which
emerges from Goodman’s work, abandons the searchgdaeral principles of
interpretation of the metaphor in favour of locabntextual, indications, which
illuminate each particular case.

In the fifth place, similarity does not account fimduction in general or
inductive prediction in particular. Goodman sayet tihe statement that the future will
be similar to the past is in fact an empty statdm@ho matter what happens, the
future will be in some way like the past’Yet this tells us nothing, for we do not
know in what way or aspect the future will be like past.

Sixthly, Goodman states that dyadic relationshgbssimilarity between
particulars do not serve to define the class ofi@dars that have a single quality in
common. Although each pair of elements of a cerdamain has a quality in
common, there may be no property common to aletements of the domain.

Finally, similarity, according to Goodman, canmadtch up to the possession
of common characteristics. It is thought that samiiy between two entities may be
defined as a function of the possession by botlthem of at least one common
property, at least the fact that each is an erSityilarity would then be a relationship
as universal as it was useless.

Rather than abolishing similarity, we are begignio see that what Goodman
is doing is relativizing it: “If we experiment twag do the differences between the two
occasions make them different experiments or oiffgrént instances of the same
experiment? The answer [...] is always relative tdhaory.”*® By relativizing
similarity, what Goodman achieves is to substittitas the basis of knowledge. In
fact, there is something more basic here, somethegarding which similarity is
relative: a culture, a theory, interests or purgeseé short, a subject.

To sum up, similarity is relative and variablegdalepends on the selection we
make of the relevant properties and how we porfutant Movement is also relative,
but for all that, physics has not abandoned theepin It happens that once we fix a
certain system of reference, the concept of movéroeases to be ambiguous and
starts being useful. For similarity, however, adoog to Goodman, the same is not
true. Once we fix the properties we are talkingulend the importance we give
them, similarity loses all its usefulness. It beesnsuperfluous. From that moment
on, the statemeng&‘is similar tob as a function of property’ is reduced to & andb
possess property. “To say that two things are similar in havinggecified property
in common is to say nothing more than they haveptaperty in common?®

By now we shall be wondering whatever happendtigésupposed usefulness
of similarity. “It has, indeed, its place and itses,” Goodman said. So, similarities
have no place in philosophical studies, but “theysill serviceable in the streets.”
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In my opinion, we should follow Goodmaimostto the end in his path to
deconstructing similarity. But can this be donehwiit draining the cup of relativism?
And without reaching the nihilistic dissolution etience and art? Will it not be
necessary to find an emergency substitute for arityl like for instance identity?

4. | dentity and Difference

Actually, Goodman himself steers us towards idgmihen he says that the
relationship of similarity can be eliminated in éaw of the relationship of “having
something in common”. This second relationship anless problematic than that of
similarity. The property that two things have imuoon must be one and the same.
That is, something identical exists in the two ¢sinlt would be of no use for a
property of one of the things simply to lidee a property of the other. We would have
relapsed into a relationship of similarity. Therefove are dealing with what is
strictly the sameproperty, identical unto itself, in two differeentities, however
Platonic that may sound. We do eliminate similariyt identity comes to replace it.
Let us see if this replacement is advantageous.

One of the most profound and influential studieé&lentity is owed to Martin
Heidegger. A lecture given in 1957, together witlother text from the same period,
has been published with the titidentity and DifferenceThe book proves interesting
both for its content and for the influence thahats had. In the orbit of Postmodern
philosophy, this text became especially fashionabhelerstood as the beginning of
the so-callegphilosophy of differencd.et us say that, together with identity, we also
receive difference: “The close relatiorzupammengehdrigkgitof identity and
difference will be shown in this publication to th&at which gives us thought,” says
Heidegger?

Let us remember that we are searching for theefédhat can keeginked
(logos/legein the structures of art or those of science. Walhat the principle of
identity, heard in its fundamental key, statesxacly what the whole of Western
European thinking has in mind — and that is: th@yuof identity forms a basic
characteristic in the Being of beings. Everywhesmberever and however we are
related to beings of every kind, we find identitgkimg its claim on us. If this claim
were not made, beings could never appear in theind3 Accordingly, there would
then also not be any science. For if science cooldbe sure in advance of the
identity of its object in each case, it could na& Wwhat it is. By this assurance,
research makes certain that its work is possilil#, the leading idea of the identity
of the object is never of any palpable use to thenses.?®

Let us try to interpret Heidegger's text in thddwing terms. The identity of
the beings that sciences deal with is a conditicthair possibility. If each thing were
not one and the same unto itself, it would be ditfi to think in terms of any kind of
science. The world — and the term is exaggerateduld be a chaos totally refractory
to intelligence. On the other hand, however, tmepge identity of each being unto
itself is still not very useful to science or tm¢mage. For this task, a form of identity
is needed that connects the beings, that takes thenof their individuality, puts
them in contact and joins them together. This kahddentity would be identity in
concept — any two horses or any two drops of water just that, and can be
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respectively bundled together in the same condlkeanks to their basic identity; they
are essentially manifestations of one and the ddeee We could speak here of the
logical identity (ogikog, as opposed to the physical identifghysiko$ of any
concrete being unto itself.

But this type of logical identity, or identity amaling to the concept, has come
in for fierce criticism from some Postmodern thir&keThe basis of the criticism lies
in the fact that identity thus understood leavéfeknces in the shade and makes the
peculiarities of each being and each process, rexamtly the same as another, pass
to a second level of the reality. Difference issiiorgotten.

Forgetting it has been, according to Postmodernkéhns, compatible with an
attempt at the practical imposition of identity owifference. Postmodernity can be
seen, in fact, as the fruit of the cultural andavinalaise with a reason that forgets
difference. Postmodern thought has become sete@bahkis of this critique since its
roots in Nietzsche and Heidegger.

But the path opened by Heidegger goes furtherdaeger. When he speaks of
identity, through a quote from Parmenides, he setshe problem of the identity of
being and thinking: “For the same is perceivingnting) as well as being?® Man,
as the locus of thought, and being belong to edbkro“Man is essentially this
relationship of responding to Being, and he is ahig [...] Being is present and
abides only as it concerns man through the clammaites on him:

Heidegger’s ideas on identity and difference ateresting in themselves. In
this regard, what we have gathered so far will b#ficsent for the rest of the
argument. But they are also interesting for theatfthat they had. The Heideggerian
critique of the forgetting of difference, and thiruggle for its reinstatement, found an
immediate echo among other thinkers. Among themsehwho stand out for their
work on the notion of difference are Gilles Delearnel Jacques Derrida.

Deleuze’s philosophy is characterized by the @elite attempt to invert the
notions of identity and difference. Traditionall§ifference was taken as something
secondary and derived from identity. In order fofedences to be able to exist, there
must be entities that are identical to each otlewéen which differences may be
established. For Deleuze, it is the reverse, wifferénces generating identities.
Identity takes a secondary role now, being a byhpeco of differences. Indeed, the
identity of an entity would be made up of an indeé set of differences, which at the
same time make it up internallyn{ernal differencesand distinguish it from other
entities. These other entities, in turn, are prilmdunches of differences. Difference
relates to difference without the mediation of iikyn Deleuze reminds us that
differences are present even among entities asahee kind. Therefore, if philosophy
wishes to get to things as they are, it cannolesttt the general, but has to go to the
primary and the constitutive: differences.

The French thinker draws up a genetic model dedshce. In this way, the
relationship between the general and the concseteot a logical relationship of
subsumption but a physical one of actualizing aniferéntiation. White light
contains virtually or potentially all the colousach one of them is the actualization
by differentiation of what was already there poiaht

| think that the attempt to rescue difference rbayvalued positively, along
with that of the dynamic and vital aspects or tgaiind the denouncing of the
excesses of an identitary reason. We hear Delewpée against a background of
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Bergsonian resonances leading us to the mobileflulte the concrete, the diverse,
the living. Nevertheless, we should ask ourself/&®m the basis of difference alone
we shall ever be able to regain identity. The qaass important. Without minimum
stability, without identifiable objects, the actiai science and art would become
impossible.

Jacques Derrida’s work shows us very clearly thatidentity that has to wait
to be produced or defined through differences newenes, and will always keep us
waiting, for differences break down indefinitelytanmore levels of differences. For
this idea, Derrida coined the neologisfifférancé®, pronounced likadifférencebut
differently spelt. With this play on words, Derrid@xes the two meanings différer
(differ and defer or postpone), for the meanin@ oford is something that we get by
distinguishing it by means of differences from othi@ its semantic environment. But
the meanings of those other words are in turn gathédrom new networks of
differential relationships. And so it goes on. $®& tmeaning of the first word is
something that never comes. Will something analsgmwt happen in any
circumstance where we try to reach the meanincheridentity from the force of
difference alone?

In short, forgetting differences distances us fribv@ real world, from things
themselves. If reason assumes it, then it becomEarate from life and experience,
from developments, from time, from the diversenfrthe plural, from the concrete
and real. But the unilateral peaking of differedoes not auger well for good results,
but for fragmentation, deconstruction, relativisnd afinally, nihilism. Heidegger was
right when he invited us to think of identity andferencetogether Let us remember
that: “The close relation of identity and differenwill be shown in this publication to
be that which gives us thought.” How can this ba&ef Would the mediation of
similarity be useful to this end? Do we even knbwimilarity can be reinstated after
the process of deconstruction to which it has [sedapected?

5. Reinstating Similarity

Similarity can only be reinstated if we assume @van’s criticism and
construct it from there. The elements of that cistn that in my opinion should be
admitted and assumed are the following:

Firstly, the fact that Goodman recognizes the tdagay usefulness of
similarity, its value “in the streets”, is of it$eignificant. From my point of view,
from that point the degradation of the conceptimilarity does not follow. The daily
meaning of things is often a very solid and healthgsis on which to make
philosophy. Goodman’s observation should be takenaasymptom, fallible but
valuable, which comes to philosophy from commorseena symptom that suggests
what to look for and how to look for it. What is stgrobable is that we cannot forgo
similarity, in the streets or in philosophy. Andphilosophy has problems with this
concept then the problem is more likely to lie wathilosophy than in the streets.

Secondly, many of Goodman’s arguments point toréhegtivity of similarity.
Indeed, it is a relationship, so it is not at allasge that it should be relative.
However, after Goodman, we can no longer see & asnple dyadic relationship
between entities. As he suggests, it is a triadlationship, where the subject is an

% The word “Différance” was the title of a lecturizgn by Derrida to the French Philosophical Society
on the 27 January 1968.



indispensable pole. It would have to be set withizPeircean category tifirdness’’
There could be applied to imutatis muntandjswhat Peirce says of semiosis: “All
dynamical action, or action of brute force, phykioapsychical, either takes place
between two subjects [...] or at any rate is a rastillof such actions between pairs.
But by ‘semiosis’ | mean, on the contrary, an agtior influence, which is, or
involves, a cooperation of three subjects, such sign, its object, and its interpretant,
this tri-relative influence not being in any waysoésable into actions between
pairs.”?®. But, as we shall see later, this relative charaof similarity is not so
perturbing as it might seem. It will not even pnetvas from discovering its objective
side.

Thirdly, we have to renounce, as Goodman and @e&wdicate, the attempt to
redefine a similarity in terms of properties shat®d two entities, or of dyadic
relationships. It is not possible. And if it weié,would be tantamount to simply
eliminating similarity in favour of the possessiohidentical properties, with all the
difficulties that this notion would entail. Thisdad of irreducibility of similarity
inexorably evokes the notion &mily resemblancéamilienéhnlichkeit introduced
by Ludwig Wittgenstein: “We see a complicated netwof similarities overlapping
and criss-crossing [...] | can think of no better mgsion to characterize these
similarities than ‘family resemblances>On the one hand, it cannot be analysed in
dyadic relationships, while on the other it hasiateresting productive capacity.
From the observation of a family resemblance betwesetities, we can construct
several schemes of coinciding and different proggrconcept, classifications, laws.
We shall see that, even if we accept this, no dldeards irrationalism or extreme
constructivism need follow.

Fourthly, Goodman’s treatment of metaphor shoust &e borne in mind.
The interpretation of metaphor presents the saifffieuliies as that of the simile and
of so-called literal language itself. It cannot d@ne in an automatic or algorithmic
way. It seems that all the creative strength of &mrmtelligence must be set at the
service of this interpretation.

As we shall see, even if we accept all of thesedawan’s points, as | think is
fair, it will be possible to avoid both the decanstion of similarity and the drift into
nihilism. In my opinion, some of Heidegger's pointkould also be accepted,
especially his well-thought-out emphasis on thetja@onsideration of identity and
difference, and his denouncing of the forgettingliffierence. As for Deleuze, | have
already pointed out how valuable his genetic peatsge is, along with his
understanding of differentiation as actualization.

To sum up, we could say that a theory of simyjasthouldi) avoid the drift
into nihilism, ii) assume Goodman’s restrictioni$) facilitate the joint thinking of
identity and difference as Heidegger requests, i@nhdespect the characteristics of
difference contributed by Deleuze. The task of cletnpy a theory of similarity is
beyond the scope of the present text. But the imatimes can be established here.

27 «Firstness,” Peirce clarifies, “is the mode ofrmebf that which is such as it is, positively and
without reference to anything else. Secondneswmisntode of being of that which is such as it ishwi
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In the first place, | shall refer to the distimctibetween the logicalogikos
and physical ghysiko$ points of view™ It is tantamount to the distinction between
the point of view of the general, of conceptualteyss, and the point of view
focussed on the thing itself, or the real and cetecrThe Spanish philosopher Xavier
Zubiri clarifies the meaning that tpdysicalhas here: “ ‘Physical’ is the original and
ancient expression for designating something wicimot merely conceptual, but
real.”®! This distinction would be bereft of meaning if bgiand thinking were indeed
one and the same. Affirming the identity of beingl ahinking means forgetting or
denying difference. Everyday experience of the ddeafor knowledge is the
experience of effort, of the making of mistakesjnafccuracy. The fallible, contrived
and unpredictable nature of human knowledge makesea that there is a difference
between being and thinking.

In a complementary way, achievements and acqunsiti moments of
lucidness and even our very survival clearly inthsahat the gap between being and
thinking is not unbridgeable. Reality is not cortcdgevertheless, the two are not
totally refractory to each other, they may be lahkbanks to the creative work of a
subject. Nature is not identical to the concept, ibus intelligible, in a contrived,
unpredictable, not algorithmic, fallible but revialte and critical way. It is therefore
probable that the very relationship between beind #hinking may be better
described through the concept of similarity. We ag talking about a given
similarity and nothing else, like the one Goodmightty criticizes, but one drawn up
by the subject, the fruit of his creativity.

Secondly, the distinction between tbgikosandphysikospoints of view will
have to be applied to the very notions of idensibd difference. Identity, from the
physical point to view, is the relationship thatle@ntity has with itself. It is true that
the beings around us are subject to change. Buigehaeed not always mean loss of
identity. Beings can change some of their propertieer time without losing their
physical identity.

When, on the other hand, we think about the itherti properties through
substances, and we consider under a unique coddémtent entities that have a
property in common, then we are thinking of ideniit logical or conceptual terms,
outside time and physical processes. Both typeslafdtity are cardinal in human
knowledge, the former as a condition of possibikiyd the latter as a result of
conceptual construction and as tool opléoation and aplication®?

On the other hand, we can also detect a logicalaapldysical way of looking
at difference. This distinction goes back to Arilat least. It is present especially in
his biological works” That is, we can understand difference either éncbmparative
sense, like thdifference betweeane animal and another, or in the constitutivessgn
like the difference as fronthe undifferentiated. This second meaning is nedhe
notion of difference as proposed by Deleuze. Infitlse meaning, an object is defined
by its differential relationship with other object&n animal is defined by those
features that distinguish it from others. This kiofl difference is, so to speak,

%0 ARISTOTLE, Physica204b 1-12. Cf. alsMetafisica Z and H.

31 X. ZuBIRI, La inteligencia sentientiSentient Intelligence”], Madrid, Alianza, 1980, 22. [English
translation fronmhttp://www.zubiri.org/works/englishworks/si/SI1C1infn]

%2 In hisDifférence et Répétitio(Paris, PUF, 1968), Deleuze uses several notioked by the root

pli, like complication réplication andimplication, which transmits the idea of “fold” (Frengfier).

#t is especially noticeable ibe Partibus AnimaliumBook 1. In this text, Aristotle makes a profound
critique of Plato’s taxonomy, arrived at by theigion (diairesig of the speciese{dog by difference
(diaphorg).




horizontal®* Aristotle inherited this meaning of differencerfrdPlato and kept it up.
But he added another, more properly biological. tims regard, the object
differentiates vertically, from something undiffatiated, generic, material. In this
same regard, the concept is used today in embryaad cell biology to speak of
cellular differentiation, the process whereby mdi#erentiated tissues are formed
from more undifferentiated ones. The first mearohthe notion of difference is more
comparative, classificatory and static, while thecand is more dynamic and
constitutive. The first is principally logical antthe second physical. Both prove
necessary, as was the case of the two meaningermatity. Without difference in the
physical sense, there would be no identifiable adbjeonly an undifferentiated
magma — or directly nothing. For its part, differenn the second sense, the logical
sense, is the key to establishing comparisons eawlinlg up classifications.

Aristotle does not forget difference, then. He eslit so much that he states:
“The difference is the form in the matterto(eidos en te hy)é® That is, from a
physical point of view, the last difference (thetreme of differentiation) has more
content that the species, is nearer to matter,oiee meal and is identified, in the last
instance, with the form of the substance, withdestity.

This observation allows us to clarify the relatioips between identity and
difference in the physical sense of the two. Neithas priority: the identical is
constituted by differentiation, and difference ilsvays the difference of an entity
which is identical unto itself. In Heideggeriannes, they belong to each other.

And thirdly, we know that neither the physical itilgnof each substance unto
itself, nor the differences alone, serve to comstthe concept, the law, metaphor,
language or artistic representations. Identity adifference are ontological
presuppositions of all this. But similarity is tfe¥ce that unites things in concepts and
representations.

Let us underline the idea that it is possible tenoret Aristotelian form as
individual form, qualitatively different from onadlividual to another, even between
individuals of the same species. Recently David nigalhas reactivated this
interpretation on the basis of Aristotle’s biolaglidexts®® This qualitatively and
guantitatively individual form is the last differem And on the basis of individual
forms, human creativity has to draw up conceptysiesns and works of art. This is
only possible thanks to similarity.

Now, the similarity we were talking about cannot dalyadic relationship
between objects, available in the world to be ws®tlconsumed by science and art. It
is rather a triadic relationship between two olgeamdd an active subject. It is one of
those triadic relationships that Peirce talks ab@ithout a subject there would not
actually be any similarity.

Both in Aristotle and in Peirce, similarity is und®od as a relationship
between three poles. Also from the Platonic poihtview, the relationship of
similarity is triadic, it demands reference to ated. Aristotle keeps the triadic
scheme but the third pole is no longer an Idea,abliiman subject who creatively
actualizes a similarity that exists in the objextsa real possibility. Theodor Scalf€as

34 Cf. M. FURTH, “Aristotle’s Biological Universe: An Overview’niA. GOTTHELF y J. LENNOX,
Philosophical Issues in Aristotle’s Biologgambridge, CUP, UK, 1987, p. 51.

% De Partibus Animaliuné43a 24 [author’s translation].

% This question is presented and discussed at lémgthMarcos Aristételes y otros animales
[“Aristotle and Other Animals”], Barcelona, PPU,98 chap. 3.

37T, cALTSAS, Substances & Universals in Aristotle's Metaphygitgca, NY, Cornell University
Press, 1994, pp. 197-8.



states that, for Aristotle, the similar is not whao substances have at the same time,
for example a common property, but what can beratteid from both of them by an
active subject. Consequently, similarity is not arighose relationships that Peirce
calls relationships of “brute force” among pairsgf b triadic relationship. This triadic
relationship now comes out of the setting of Pleenand comes to rely, not on
immobile Ideas, but precisely on the activity cfudbject.

In this regard, Goodman is right to emphasize tblative character of
similarity. Nevertheless, that character does g similarity of an objective basis.
If it lacked an objective basis we could estabbsty relationships of similarity we
wished at whim between any objects in any way. Wawkfrom experience that this
IS not so, that sometimes reality simply says n@uo desires to connect, that our
classifications are sometimes erroneous, that thowsot always predict correctly, that
the theories, models and metaphors with which wedrunderstand reality are not
always satisfactory. This is due to reality alswih@ its word to say. In fact,
similarity has an objective basis. It is rootedr@ality as possibility. Here we can
again quote Peirce: “For although | have alwaysgazzed that a possibility may be
real, that it is sheer insanity to deny the reatitythe possibility of my raising my
arm, even if, when the time comes, | do not raig&®i

In the case of similarity, its objective possilyiliderives physically from
genesis. That is, things that have identity of iarighat have been generated by the
same progenitor, manufactured by the same machirafisman,can be seen as
similar by a creative subject. Genesis is the maysbasis for similarity. But the
objective possibility of two things being seen asilar is only actualized thanks to
the creativity of a subject.

In the way we have characterized similarity, itscdvery will always be
creative. Metaphor can be understood indeed asative discovery? For Aristotle,
metaphorization is a privileged way of creativelgadvering similarity, in science
and in poetry. It is a discovery, because in sultgts there already exists the
possibility of being seen as similar. It is creatibecause that possibility can only be
actualized by the action of a subjétt.

E. Bustos says in reference to the theory of metaginat the Aristotelian
solution consisted in appealing to similafttyEleanora Montuscffi assures us that
according to Aristotle, the good metaphor is unmtattle. Nevertheless, one’s
attention is also drawn to the fact that, once evipusly unsuspected similarity is
noticed, it becomes obvious, and even the objeatoofvention. This fact may be
explained if we think that what we notice creatweloes not consist merely of
“arbitrary phantoms*? What is noticed may be real and therefore, oneesitmilarity
is demonstrated, it can more easilyrbeognizedIn this regard, Aristotle stated that

3 C. S. RIRCE, Collected Papers 1932-35, vol 4, p. 579.

39 Cf. A. MARCOS “The Tension between Aristotle’s Theories anddJseMetaphor” Studies in
History and Philosophy of Scienci997, 28: 123-139.

“Opoetical459a 5-9. Cf. alsBhetorical410b 10-20 and 1412a 10-12.

“LE. BusTOs “La teoria aristotélica sobre la metéfora” [“TAgstotelian Theory of Metaphor”], in D.
SANCHEZ and J. MINGUEZ (eds.),Historia de la relacién filosofia-literatura en stesxtos[“History

of the Relationship between Philosophy and Liteatbhrough its Texts”] (Suplementos de Anthropos,
n° 32), Barcelona, Anthropos, 1992, p. 20.

2 E. MoNTUSCH| Le Metafore ScientifichgScientific Metaphors”], Milan, Franco Angeli, 189p.
26.

3 E.BusTOS 0.C., p. 21



metaphor is more than anything what lends cl&riypd what puts the object before
our eyes and makes the similarity cl&r.

Thanks to similarity, we can ascend from the gamfmgehgsical identities and
differences to the game of concepts and represamsatvith its logical relationships
of identity and difference. We do it by actualizitige similarities that exist as
possibilities in reality, realizing the creativesdbvery of similarity.

6. Conclusion

We have tackled the question of similarity aseative discovery and also its
connection with the notions of identity and diffiece. At first sight and using
common sense, the value of similarity for scienoé art is more than evident.
Nevertheless, Nelson Goodman drastically restacts relativizes the philosophical
importance of similarity. But without similarity,sawe have seen, the sphere of
culture is at risk of annihilation, and the joirfitotght of identity and difference
becomes impossible.

The line of argument presented here is based @rAtlstotelian distinction
between the physical and logical points of vieworrrthe physical point of view,
identity and difference are one and the same ttisg-Heidegger says, they belong to
each other. On the other hand, on the logical plaeatity groups things in concepts
and processes in laws, while difference separateapares, classifies. Between the
two planes, the logical and the physical, thereagotal disconnection, as a sceptic
might allege, but nor is there full identity in tRarmenidean style. The Parmenidean
extreme generates what we know @silosophies of identitywhile the sceptic
extreme generates the so-calfddlosophies of differencalthough it might be more
accurate to call them respectivgifilosophies of logoand philosophies of physis
According to the former, reality ends up frozenconcepts; the dynamic, temporal
and individual aspects are obviated or falsifiedason forces life. For the latter, the
edifice of knowledge ends up evaporated, fragmentistonstructed and finally
useless. Life dissolves reason. The former tendandsv scientism and the latter
towards aestheticism. But both equally hinder tuetjthought of art and science.

Here, on the contrary, it has been sustainedthiesé exists a certain distance
and also a certain connection between the phyaiwdllogical planes, and that this
kind of relationship occurs thanks to similarityim8arity has been thought out
through the metaphors of the middle ground and nwadater in the liquid state,
intermediate between ice and steam, maintainsaheston, the connection between
the parts, but at the same time permits fluidity.

In coherence with this image, similarity itselino@t be understood statically,
it cannot be seen as something simply given. Is tbgard, Goodman’s protests are
quite right. So, we have reinstated similarity agriadic relationship, following
Peirce’s inspiration, where the activity of the jgabis indispensable. This serves to
gather up the creative and pluralist featuresmflarity, which can connect entities in
multiple ways, in different orders.

But the relationship of similarity stands alsdts objective pole, it has a real
basis according to which not all the thinkable amtions are correct. This agreement
is feasible thanks to the distinction between theemtial and the actual. Reality is
made up of the actual and also by certain spacepossibility. In this way,

*4 Rhetorical405a 8 et seqq.
5 Rhetorical41la 25 et seqq,



similarities exist in objective reality as possiies, and become actual only thanks to
the creativity of a subject. Similarity again beasruseful, both in the streets and in
philosophy.



