Chapter 2
SIMILARITY AND IDENTITY

e have taken mmiiﬁﬁt& to s.,. A beﬁuon. That “
:mdcod it 1-. Thers ts nctu :\n our x:l.ngniatic
usugen, as :!"ar as we could aee. by whioh we might
bo led to misecn'tmo i.t otlmrwin, e-s‘ L
qnnuty or anbstancd or suoh :mua. Onr buu:l.nen now

S

is to ﬂnd nn account et .imﬂaﬂty g_g g g tta

_ eognato-.

‘l % 1N The ccgnat-a. on a ﬂm&om linting, may b.

aaid to eovar, inter a_&_:la. such mlatians as are

g daoignated by 'lzlkoncau' '-aqnumty' 'oqu:lvauneiv .

:‘parity' 'paraneum' 'ugr-emu‘t"", feorrespon=

denca', 'commonness', eta, But thie appsrent mulitie

plicity med ot be taken too scr:lcnaiw. For, sach

such relation, -wd‘:‘fjoufﬁpoiq. way well bs nndei'a‘tdd&

- a® & vaglant or mode 'a"f a widtr r‘olat&oﬁ vhich is . .

idggtigz or A gﬁeﬁoga. Thus ve assimilate the cognates
of iiniurity under the' commcm natrix of 1dent:lt§. "

pu-t:lal or comphh. pure O nodificd. ‘l‘hi- haa u '

. mesthodological admtug. s u enmru | dag‘rn ot

a(apucity for our onqum.
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But getting straight 1nto our jJob, &.e. under-
taking a eamparison af aimilarity with 1dentity9
provea & bit inoenvenﬂcnt on account of gne pare
ticular reason. The reason, 1nteresting1y. is
faimilarity' and ' identity!,the werds thnmsulves.
Both aye abstract substantives, and,being $0 they
tend, like other abstract aabstanti#esp to present
*the:aépect of a blank and very high waiiﬂ,‘}t@ |
ﬁraduée in us 2 sense of helpieasnéas about them 3
we o not know how, exactly, to deal thh€them; Soe
evidantly, what is*@aaeaséry for umy as n mattar-aﬁ
mathod, is to replace the noﬁioﬁ of similavity anaf
that of ddentity by some loss abatract or less ine
tangible substitntes for each. Such substitutes,
for us, are mainly two .t |

(1) Uzes éf such words .0F yhroses as 'similar®,
'aimiiarity';_'reaeéblanﬁa's ‘%o resomble?, and
,ﬁheig synomyns (gpwnrﬂ@)-in 1aaguaga and the uses
ef auch‘uofda of’phraaas as ’ﬂdentity', fidentieal'.

’aameﬁ, "semeness’ end their varianﬁs Ei—words).

1 Truth, Prentice-iall, New Jorsey (1964),p.2.
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(2) Sentences stating -svimilarity { g—-aonténé es)
and those stating identity (lesentsuaces).

‘%@ distinguish (1) andj(z), bacause the *nse
of o a~word' and a ‘g=sentenco’ do not seem to mean
- exoctly the same thinge. And the samé is to ba ssid .
alao‘ahbut the 'use of an j-word' and an 'i-sentence?,
Take the g=sentence ‘A.ia similar to B in being vred?,
The sentence involves the use of a g-word and 4s at
the same time afgéa@mﬁenea. i.e. sontence stating
eimilarity. But must a s-sentonce cmploy & grward%'
Vhat about the sentence ‘A and B are both red'? It
exemplifies a g-sentence but not the use of any g=
word, Llkeowise, considor 'A is identieal with BY
. which is an ji~sentense exsemplifying at-the/same time
a uae of an f»worde But we can well have the same i
sentonce also without the use of aﬁiépword, eag8a ‘A
is B's BEut is not ‘is® in ‘A is B' an i-vexd in the
sense that it is o synonym of the word 'identical'?
The point is mot without all force, Yet it remains
true that in', insofar as 1its use in oui ordimary

langunge is acnderaéd, ié not an explicit synonym
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of ‘identical’ or a synonym in aﬁy ébsdluée’&&dée;
for, ‘is' may be employed also to designate rela<
ﬁibnw othoer than'idéntify, e.é. causal relaéioﬁ (as.
in.'ﬁnbwledﬁe'is poﬁ@r; whiéﬁ ﬁeané ‘kn@ﬁled@e‘
praéuées'pﬁwar’); impliéatibﬁl( as in the case of
*To assert that p is te believe that p'), and se
on, YIs® way be made absolute ﬁynonymfof"identical‘“
only by definition., | - |
S~sontences or 1-uentenoes taken by them&alves,

are 1ndependenn respactively of any seword or ie

| vord, The fumction of a.gpsentence‘in,language is to

gegard or state a similerity-situationy vwhile that’

of a s~word mey be said t6:0ategbrise or name 1t as
aﬁeha Thus the g=sentonce abbve; 'A and B are both
red?, ends its 3ob by regording or stating a eimi»-'
1aritywsituatian; But the ethar sentence, ‘A is’
aimilar to B in being red'. insofar as it involves

& m-word, records a &imilaxztyéaituation and, &t the
same time, siac names or eategorigan;thé situatioé

as one of éiwilarity.;The same analysis holds good of
iesentences and i-werds. While an i-sentence, gus
itself, 1s supposed only to depict an identityesitua=
tion, zm i-word is used to name it explicitly as
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such, In short, the function of a gw-word and an
- gEWO:d may be sald to provide labels resPQQtiﬁely
for’ﬁhat is étated by'a s-sentence sud what ié
statad by an’ i»venﬁence. o
Thus in a 1aas abgstract or less intangible foxm,
igaﬁ in the form in vhich it would parhaps be less
difficult for ua to handle it, our buaineas of
understanding similarity in refaranae to identity
Wenld wmount to B
(g)_thaﬁ of undafafandinglgasant@nuga‘in refers
| | enca to im eataneos, Gy | |
(%) of undersﬁandina the use of s«wo:de in

refevenca ta the use of ;rmordae

\

126 It waul&_be;eneﬁgh;for our purpose to
foliow only (a). This reformulation.aione; ﬁowevér;
doea not seam enough to claqr the path to our busi-
' naua completely, (a$ tends to become = aource of
some speeial difficulty, The,di£ficu1ty ardges all
over the 1dénﬁ1ficaticn;ér;enﬁeneeé.‘”

Sanmples of 3fsgnte§cea are not difficult for us
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’to obtains Thay can ves.l be modallcd ai‘ter

5 diff‘nrant t.ypea ef nimilax‘:lby aortad cut by us i.n i

. vﬁhﬁ proccding chapttr. But wh:i.nh scntjneea.exaatly,

my be aa:ld ize enunt u unmiatakable oxmpa.ea o:t‘

'Ai-amtmcea? He don't hav. any Qqnivocal and roady

: annwor on th.n potlnm Idantii‘icat:ton of i—-lentencos
i lmautgc zl.: nct toa eaoy a .iob. We aro not in '

: ponns:ton of any eluar midanne ror the purpeso.

) Shat ta nora acri.onn, tho utttr ie considarably

obaenrcd by controvcnio. mong philcaophor-, So,

' ‘au a prﬂiminary. :l,t acem- eaaentzlaz that we shm:l.d
'nndbrtako aom analya:ls w:lth a v:uw to :l.solating 1
.in-tmca' of genuano qnd rolevant g-untencos.
- ve muy taka otf‘ w&th th- i‘ollw!.ng which appa-
| MEly m psra&igu &mtanca- of _:l_-sentencaa. o
FOREES R :
() g + 3 - 3 4- z . ‘
f((c) ’Gonriahankar - Evnreot . A
) (d) 'Hohru " 'ﬂn f:lrat Pritae iurxiatcr of India'
‘:'what ia ptcu.t:lar nbont theae -entencmn :l.- that the
':“compnnent t.mu of .nch of them u‘e distinct occmonn

aod of the aaui or d:htinct .:lngular torms ‘ afming

undivzdingly to the mo ahjact. But a prob).em arises

Y
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overithe-sign'a' in them, the functioning of it. What,
exactly, déea‘ie purnnréito do? May it be-aaidxﬁe

£o betveen the ﬁbdect raferreﬂ 8o by the one tarm
and that reforred ta by the ather? Or, shnula we
understand 1t as goinp between the g§gg_ in which
the terms cansist? Quine apert, most philosophara

T are inclined to accapt the former a}f@rnativa. |
Themphiioaoﬁhera tsnd to interpret the role of

the sign %&! os being that of upholding a claim

to raiate the objecte referred to by the terms by
way of ddentldys wndg fﬁeréon@ fhey éfé led tawv
‘react adverqely aga&nst the notion of ﬂd@ntity or
iasentenca itself, un the graund that the claim 13
spurious. Thus g fnr e@amp1e, Hhma wonld find ﬁothing
wetational in the sawcallaa rolaticn of 1danticy
sought tm be uphald by Ve ¥ in the abova aenteneaa,

' becaues iﬁ &ppaars ta hﬁm to ralate an ebjaet to
its@lf. Simixarly, aenording to Vitﬁgan tein, ®¢o |
sny ﬂf one thiﬂg that 4t 1s 1dentiaa1 with itnelf

as

4= to may nothing . And\the samée poszition is up—u

-held by‘Bradiey when he haym7thaﬁ sucy aenteﬁaes .

2 Tractayns.l5y5393v |
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-ﬂéhzlg professing to say sonething® #rﬁ#’lly, 'sg&:_(;s,)

| no_t;h;’ng" 2 ﬁ‘o:':-f,;v in each of thé-'o:‘shntma':s, ‘the
§rﬁﬂ£a§ta‘1s_ﬁot‘diff§fpnt from the siubject, and o
".'.-_;. if yo‘u' predicate what is not differvent, you
say .,nétlh'-lng at ‘gu.n‘f Thus, token as $ypical 5;919,9"
éiment of 1-séntancui. the ..’n‘ﬁ'néeh ox" ‘the kind o
\mﬂer eonn:&deraﬁ:lon diaillusion Humc. Bradlny e\nd

w:l.et:genstem among othors 4 they ftnd in thmn no

: record of relati.on; mw any 1ui‘omative value.

Qunu, howevur, has no oeccasion t.o ba duum- -

c:lon.d by the .:xanp.lo. of :l-cantoncea. 'ﬁm sentencesy. .

' on .h:ln intorpratatiun. are not to be taken um'ﬁix‘rpdr-

ting to pontt eny relation of identity batwveen ob.jactn. T
The ‘u'® tn them, according to ham, is a 'relats.ve

-tom‘s aoining the a‘igna in whleh the c’e‘mpu‘n-nis

ﬁems coms:lst. Aud undorstood in thla Aighty 1w

aentenoca of’ the abovo kim:! ueed not be necesaarny

| nninfomative- (c) and (d) in our ezampian do .

ind«aa contain information. ,;l;q&nt_:};ty that is a

3 The rinciplow

of Logie, V‘o.l I, Oxford
. University Pressy lLondon 19635, psist, '
' 4 Appesarsnce end Reality, le’ord {1897 }ope1Ts
5 ¥ord and Ob r_eat, G‘ambr:idgo (1960), p‘ﬂS-



SIMILARITY AND IDENTITY , 62

relation, according to Quine, is to r@létw
obg@c%a; not to join signm, Kot Just that, Thé
objaata raust 0lse be mumerioaily diffsrent. Thie
meang that the siue-gnamnon of & gonuine 1usantenee
is that its cempanenm terms must be 3 such as hava
cdifferont referonts, The foliowing iines guoted
from Quine and read together would parhaps sum up
his pomition, | |
Identity is expressed in English by those uses

of 'is' that one is prepared to expand into
*ls the mame object as®.

Identity is imtimately bound up khiek with
the dividing of relersuce, For ths dividing of
refaronce consists in seviling conditions of
identity 1 how far you have the same‘agple
and when you are gebilng into anoether.

Thus 4%t i3 widely ngreed that sontences Yike {z)={a)
are not ganuina oxgmplea of i=sentences, In whate
over other way-onalmay characterise them, they éan—
net bn viewed aé records of any rolation betuegn

objects, They arc not in faet cognates of g-sentences
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and are, in that sense, irrelevant for us,. Thmt
is to say, there is no paint in’ undertaking to
understand s-sentences in reference to’ them; for
B~s entencee, whatever else they may be, are.
basically, records of relation between objgcts‘

Thus examplés of genuine i~Sentences are not
.availabTe to us within the range of tautolaglea,:-
which do net express any relatlon at all. S0 we fall
back upon such nonptautologies as

(e) fsocrates is wise',

{£) 'Roses are red!,

(g) *Tuis is that shade of greem’,
and such like.

They seen to prodide genuine instances of i~
sgntenqes, i.e, sentences which express the relation
of identity, on provigo that we are prepared to' 4
éxﬁand them, as per Quine's diétum,.reSPQctively -
ix;'to |

(gjl'Socrates is the seme pérson as a'wise man'.
(i) *Roses are the same ob;ectsx as some red thinga'
and (J]) ‘*This shade of green is ldentical with that

_shade‘of green.
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The Ecnﬁene@s aatiafy the two basie conditions
ladd déwn by Quine§ Thay poait relations between
objcote., That is ane thing.ﬁﬁegidasg'thé'obgeets
'referred'té by their component terms areﬂnot aleo
the same. | = |

-Fof Bradley, however, sentences of the kind-

(e)=(g) eon count as ji-sentenses only in a gualie

fied sense, Ungnalified idontity, and thersfore,

an unqualified je-sentence is, for him, an‘“ideal“;
Evhere there 1s no &i#ersity there 4s no ddentity
at all tec”g There #an be nm.two objects betwoen
which identity may ever be said to holds; and
éccﬂrdinggy, there ean be no eenbence which ean
ﬁraly-claiﬁ to exprens it. Every identity, accor~
ding to Bradley, io “identity-inwéiffargnéa" or |
otly "pastial iﬁentityﬁ; *Tdentity without
':différanca“, aays Bradiey, "is nothing at all. It

takaes two to make the sameo ‘..*gg and this

8 Appearanée and Reality, Oxford (1897), p.526,
. § The Principles of Topgie, Vol.I, Oxford
- Universelty Press, London (19635, paidl,
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"nﬁmériqal distinction®, as gaid‘hﬁ%him‘further;
"is not distinction without difforence see®'®
swithout difference ia chaf&cteﬁ tﬁgre can be
no aistinetiaﬁ, ond the opposite would soem. to
ba,nonsan;eo“i’ |
¥We eshall aot'ga inzn~¥he taﬂability or othexe
wise of the Bradleyanr aunalysis of identity ox a£ i
)hia idma of identitybin-difference or ﬂartzal
iﬂautity. That, in fact, is not naceﬂsary. e
have ruled aut the elaim of tautologias (a)=-(d)
to axamplmfy i=sentences, 50, the only santencea
that remain, for us, to fall back upon as the samples nf
of iesentences are'those like {e% to (g). xnaeea
wa ahall treat them as i—nentaneas. What.really.
is wrong im ﬁhatg if wé: remain non»ammmittal about
the exact ﬁaturo of the 1dent1ty they axpreas?
- Bradley's view that they o&n mak& a claim to. atata
only partial Ldentity or iﬂentityninnaifferenen

 does not seem to come in the way, oven if it is

taken. for % truey for, identity, ne wmatter thal

'10 garance and ealit ’ foord (1897), p.531.
t1 Ibid‘ Pe 532.
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it &8s partial or with difference, is, after all, o

mode of identlity,

'1.3. Thas we have soried cut a few senfencas as
sz2nmples of ;pa¢ntences. The ﬁroblem for us iz one
of deciﬁin@ how‘ﬁﬁ s—-sentences stend in reiation
to them, A prioxri there are at leasi four poesibi-
iities, They ayre ag followes 3
(1) S-sentences and i-sentencos are two distinct
and mutually oxclnsive'clasaes of seniences,
so that there is no_qﬁeétion of uﬁa'baing
understood iﬁ reiferonce to the vither,
(2) gréantﬁnces and jescatences are two logically
indistinguishable’clasaes of aentenc&s,lao
_ that the renge of ocne would-b@‘ca~e1tenaivo
‘with that of the.oﬁher; ana to uﬁdarsﬁagd one
wonld mean understanding the otheir. |
(3) & g-sentence must_nécessafily he undeéstoad in
reference to soue d-sentenceg and neot coﬁversely,
so thet gpseﬂtencea (andlfcr that mattér, identity=-
relétion)'are to be looked upon as more fundamenw
tal thap s~sentencas (an& for that matterisimila-

rity~relation),
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{#)»Every'gysentence_muat necossarily be undere
stood in refﬁr&neé té some swsintence, and
not conversely, sc that gfsentenceé {ema forxr
that mattor. similar: ty~.e7¢€ianj are to be
viehed 88 BOPe fandamanta than irsgﬁﬁancés
(and for that matter, identity—rélation).

We ghall exomine the four pﬁssibilitie§.

1.4, {1) bes indeed very little pleusibility
which is net hard éa see, Ve are net avare of any
phiiosopher who hasﬁ dx ﬁétualiﬁyy seriously smeintained
that g-sentences amé_gfaentenéés aze two nmudtually
exciusive clgﬁaes of sentencoes andg thorcfore; nelther
has;&ny relevancu whatever for the purpose of undere
siaﬁding the other. A savual glénca'ﬁﬁ the Tange of
the Bwo types of senteuces will provide us nith
instances which aire contrary to this poussible suopo-
sitian. To mention Just a few sucl 1n5tances' that
will b@ @naugh to illustrate our poini,

Cansxdea, for oxample, the ’ollowi#m s—sent nées H]

{(1.00) Glass and diamond resembi@ in haingr

transparént, |

(1.&b)lthe-ﬁwa sisters are alike in baing taika-

 tive and extravert,
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¥hat are the compbnents.' aentimﬁ.a;t or otherwise,
in terms of which (1.4a) is to be analysed? Whate
ever other things the components may or may not
inolude, tliey mst obviously include at least two
sentences, namely, '

(1) Glass is transparent,

and (1i) Dismond is transparent.
(1) ena (11} are the inalienable elements of (1.%a) 3
tha latter would not} be there and ﬁoul’d be completely
unm%-smgs.me vﬁmaut the furmer. But (i) ard (11)
are badh iesentencos. Sv d=sentences avre nut abso~-
LUﬁﬁJY’&ﬂ?Gl%t@ﬂ or cxternal to a—gentancea and, '
theref&:::e, not also in all casas inessential or irree
‘ levant for the int@*pratauion of tﬁe latber. Likewime,
| (1.!11,) also containsg a numbar of i~5eﬁtences w:i.thtmt
xiki vhich lts meaning cannoed be undarstood. Thess
i-sentences may be '&:aken to comprige, Cuvile

. (:ﬁ.i& bi«'&;er t is talkative,

(51_.3;) Sistar’

is cxtzravert,
() sister® is talkative,

(vi) sis ter2 18 exiravert.,
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-‘l‘hun any 'éﬁppaéitiun to. the effect that g—senﬁﬁnﬁu |
and iesentences belong to distinct sentential aatego- |

ries and hava nothiug to do with each oth'r is pale

; pnb]_;)f- wrong.zn Lu_:_g.,cma_osvaﬁ least, as 'n can -Qe,

s-sentences presupposs i-sentences and are unaccoune
tnhlé vithuﬁt.. them, | Mt :l.t is to be ‘n‘mda' explicit |
thnt in say&né so ve do not intend to say that s-
.uﬁ'tﬁnn“ in a-u éasib’ d&. as n ontter of foct, or

as a matter of necessity, refer to imsentences, % '
are, in fact; not in - poss.t:.on to commit anytm.ng

as vogarde this possibility, So 4t would be Judicie

ous to remain nén-‘ao'u;m.tttdl p_.cnding’ farther onqutry.
to be precise, examination of (3) nereatrter, .

' Our rajeciion of the \-Quppbvition that g-seniences and

3-‘-“5;1;@&- are ab_abmh‘lyfdiatigmt nnd Amtunl;l;y excluw

sive way be confirmed alsd, converssly, by en anslysis
of ,,:,l;-untencca. Truey we nnk in x ars not in a _{i:o‘nia_

tion to make any commitment to such effect as that

i jensentences in all cases néeui"a‘muy pmmppoab'

a-sontoneu n their logical eonponentn pnnd:lng

connidoruts.on of (4) &bov.. Yet there indoed ave
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some g-aantencaa whs.ch uem to mrwtrxvt se-unean-
cto as thc!.r aomponeuts and era, on that aeeount,

mm“u:lgihh withont rerormce to thﬂ nttor. fat

ustakc S

(hlm) socmtus :l.s ws.-e.
(hﬁd) Roaew az'a z'ed, | ‘ O
two Qxanpha ot 1—nentnnces, to inuutrato the poi.nt.{
whatcur ﬂu it my or uy not involve (I.kc), de0.
'Snerateu 1: m“', wmld bo mntelugibh mon
it 13 takcn t:o refor '&o mch g-unt-neu as
" (&) Soumtca rusnblu & vise msn in rcc;nat
| ot poaaauing w:ladom, o .
(3_4.__;) Soeutcs x'oaanbl.ﬁa & vise man in retpeot N
er bung L Y 1wor of tmth, - N
and -o on, Simuarxsr, (1.46), Ls0. 'Rona are radt,

elso dorj;ven i.ta sonse by rctatring, mng othtr

pauible thingn, 1:0 amh s—aonttnelo aﬂ N
(5__) na-u :r- -in:llar te red thingu in respect ‘
of eolour, ‘_ ‘ '
(x) nouoa art simiht to rad thi.ngn i.n renpoot
. ot b-i.ng plea‘:lng to thc ayess

ond . B0 Ony
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Thus (1}, the supposition that geasentences and
i=sontences are totally different, and are under-
sﬁaﬁdable in all cases without any éeférehce whate
ever to each 0ther appears wrong. Bﬁt should it be.
‘ttkau to dmply that the tvo classes of sentenceu
are leggcallx indiotiﬂguishable? Obviouﬂly not,
The matter, inm fact, cannet be declided pending sxe

pleoration of {2) which embodies such o hypothesis,

1.5 To take 6p (2); Are gfsénteneeé and gpsenten@
4eea lagieélly indistingnishable from eﬁ@h'ath@v? bo
they réally bolong to one and the same class of sen-
tences under different names? One could indoed
anawar'affirmatlvely if it wara;iameng other things,
“such |
| (1) thot, in all cases, the informatien which &

' s=sentence purports fc‘communieate could be
'1convayad to ua exhaustivelx in terma of one
- or more iuaentﬂnces, _ : - i
ggg {2} convaraely, that in ail cases the informie
. tiom whieh an jesentence purpoxrts to communi-
| dote could have boen communicated to us |
1§xyanativelx in terms of one or more gp;en-

tences,
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~ Nolther of the two éltennativgﬁ, w&~§re afra;d, ‘
| will hold good, Faiiuﬁe of (1) méy bs illustrated
by reforence to common examples of s-sentences. Take
(1.5a) The two brothers resemble each other.
(1.5b) The two brothers. resemble in being tall,
To describe in terme of i-sentences (1.5b)
implies | |
(i) Brother (1) is tall,
apd (11) Brother (2) 15 tall,
(L) and (11), them, are no doubt information uhiah
(1.5@) purports to convey, But, obvicusly, that is
not the sufficiont a’}rmnd for saying that {(t.50)
is logically 1ndiat1nguishable from (1) and (i1).
To maintain such a pasition one is to show that th;
for¢1r uay§ nothing_moro than the ilatter. But this
does nat ﬁeemvplausible; (1‘5b) does not Just say
(i} and (1) ¢ it purports, im addition te that, to
- describe the relation thet holds between brother (1)
and brothtr(&)’on account of (i) and (;1)‘boing
| trues Thus .} snsantence ip while 1t may cover what

ite ocmponent_graentenccs say, says a lot more,
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't‘i:mu = s-oneonce haum infox'macive Job of its ‘ ,
. own, The information it purporta to convey to ns is
not reducible nxhauaﬁivoly to that cmtunad in :i.ta
I conponant 3-aantoncea, As a mttor of fact, tho
:l.ngomnttva content of a a--ontaneo g___ a--entenec
seens in a way 1nd¢pendent of _i.-nntcneu. This
| becomes o!,ear; anong o.,ti.zarr t;h;nga son eonlidér,ati-.on"A
o‘f the jnfxamplé oF a-amtencev ( 1 i.ﬁa'.); yiz. "Tﬁﬁ:"&m:\:
+ brothtra resemble each athor' ' |
Thia s-nntcnce says that a cortain relation of
| a:&n&lar:l.ty noldu botwc:n fmo 1nds.v:ldunh. ’t‘hﬂ.s :ls
cz.osr by u:aol!‘. Bat my not azl thaac be sa:ld ‘to
dopend on ona or more ;_-sent.neeo ﬂhmh thh g-san- '
| t-neo nay pons:lbly bt nid to Smro!.vc? ‘
| ll | The peculiarity of ﬁh&s S~sentence vis-é-aﬂs
|  (F.5b) 18 that 1t does not spell out explscitly in
B whut &pociricalxy the s&m:llarity consiitu ﬂow. con- -
si.der thoaq philcoophera wha m not 1neuned to laok
upan umilar:tty a- naeqasnr:uy daf&nanle :ln tvm of
lnny common or !.donueal pvoperfy. !‘or such phi.l.ono-
:ph._,:ﬁgg the g-ec,ntcpcb need mot have. t‘_q refeor to
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‘any i-sentence at ally so that, for them there is no
‘ gpsenténoe‘ih terms of whiCh.tﬁe informative content
of the gpsentence'may be said to eome in for being.
formulated. The informative content of tﬁo S~sentence,
in their ayés; is independent of that of eny possible
graehfoncaQ The question of reducing the former to
the latier doos not erise, " o
Eut what about those who are prone to define
‘ similardty of things inrte;ms éf thoir'cémﬁan propefty?
| Are they not committed ﬁo ad@it orne or more i~sentences
as the component of the sesentence, !'The two brothers
resemble gach othex'? Well, in‘thé gpsenéanee,‘tneré
is no explicit reference to any particular sspect in
which the brothers are said to resemble. So, naturaily,
the ohilosopheors arve not in a position to spell ocut
the alleged i-sentences 1a concrete terms, i.é. in
thhé bf su&h sentences as |
(&) Brother(1) is tall,
{(ii)Brother(2) 1s tall,
_ and s on. Nonggheless, they would maintain that the
s-sentence involves i-sentences of the following forms
(1) Brother(1) is =,

(1i) Brother(2) is x,
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end s on, Bﬁtvhow ea#:these bare forms of j-sen= |
tén@ué beay in any way on the infbrmativé ccnfant of
a—aentehées?'ﬁeing themselves dévaid‘cf infcrmatifi
oontent, they add n@thing te %he informative contenﬁ
of the a»geutenoo; vh&ch mcans tha a=-sontence withy _
out them loses nwthiagAhy way nf the information ﬁt

purports to convey,

.6. Thus (1) and {2) are both untonable. Snuen-
tencaa and 1~senten¢ao are not two diatinct or.
mutually exciunsive ciaaaet of senﬁences. Nox ara the
two such as ara, cgntrarily, 1ogiua11y 1ndi§tinguio
shable from éach'otner. Thie, however; by itself dea;
not enfail the falsity of (3) and (&), ﬁhaeh, unlikc
(1) and (2), make faxr wosker claims about the relutian
, af grsantences and i-sentencess So, to examine (3)
ana (&), | ,

To repent, (3) is a hyyothesis to the effect that
a s-sentence is alvays to be understood in reference
-tosﬁrggséﬁtenée (though it may not be the case that
thé fo;mer is iogiaaliy'iﬁdiatinguishable'fram the
lattor), . ~
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The éhie£ eipnnent of this view is F.H.Eradley.
Si@il&rity, necoxding te Bradlay; is pot the same as
identity, in other words, gpaenﬁeﬁdeg cgnnqﬁ be'reﬁuc@d
ﬂo.tna‘clgss’af i-sentences, Nonetheless, similarity,
for him, is only a "secondary relatieg"’iagl it is "to |

"133 which,

be based alvays on, pavtial identity,
’abv;@usly; maaﬁd thqt»no_gysentenc@.'i,e. sentencev‘
-rapbrting aim&larity, can be understood without
f?efer@ﬁqe-to an jesentence, .6, one yveporting ideniily,
Similarity, Brodley says, |

is based alvays on partial someness) end without

this partisl Bauveness,; ... there is no experience

of vesemblance (similarity), and without thie ko 4
spealk of resemblance (similarity) is meaninglese.

$;mi1arity'(or,a grsenténce), according to Bradley,
presupposed identity {or an d-sentence ), The former
derives from the lattor.

Berlier we mentioned examplos szgrsentancas which,

13 ; bid' 1).53“0 .

13 Collected Lssave, Oxford University Press,
London 11969;, peR8B,
14 Appearance and Realdty, Oxford (1897), p.533.
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although they are not 1ogica11y equivaleut to
i—sentences, are, nonetheless. partly analysable

Ain terms of the 1atter. Howeverg the ta1ability or
 otnerwise of the Bradleyan view would depnﬂd abvieusly
joq tﬁe7exzstence or otherwise of a particular kind j
of s-eentences in,cur language. These senuencea havé.
'in fact, nothmng whatever to do with i—gentences. They
.are understandable pcrrectly and completely w;thout
‘reference teo i-sentences, iu ather vords, th& logical E

oomponnnte of. no such sentence in any cose will 1n¢1uda

any i-aeutencms.

v.(1.6a) The first obﬁiouSAexamplea of puch ge-sen=

“teﬁéeS’are of-goursé tﬁosenliké : |
{i) The broﬁhera.reaembie'one another,

(ég)“Games resemblé»one another,
_aﬁd.so on, vhich oxempliry what 1s-ealled ffamiiy
regemhiéﬁce?.jTheseAsenﬁéncea are isolated from ordi-
nary'susenteﬁces‘preciéali on thé‘gronnd that the
Asimxlarmty reported by them cannot be traced to. EXX

‘any particular point of idemtity, altermately, they
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do not contain .any ;pseﬁtenceéiaméng their

analysans.

‘{1.6b) Secondly; following william,damgs1s,iwhof-u
‘happens to uphold a position expli@itlyfoppqsite,td
.Bradleyts,; ws mai‘perhaps.locate-some more grsenteﬁqea
-of this kind, Theso are. centences desigpating simple .
ressmblanee characterising_sensible qualitiéé which
- form a;serieé, 2.8 COlours inla,cclourYscaleg,eounde
- dn 2 misical acaiﬁ,_eté.'ghese qualities; accorxrding
to William James, may'have‘res@mblance vithout iden=
tity., To state the matter in James® oﬁn language &

3¢ hers auny theory vhich would base likeness on

identity ... must fail, It is supposed ‘perhaps,
_ by most people, that twoe rewembling things owe
- thelr resemblance to their absolute identity in

respect of some attribute or attributes, ...

This .4 breaks down when we gome to simple
zimpr9581ons.

:At against”this, Bradley, however, maintains that

" the didentity ef_the'qualifies in the series spoken

15 Vide The Principles of Psychology, Vol.X,
. Dover Publicationsy New York, Chap.XXIX.
16 Ibid’ p.532. . N
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-of by James, even though it may be undetected, is
no doubt,thefe; for otherwise there would be
nothing to explain the unity of the geries, To guote
Bradley ¢
oo a particular kind of resemblance, degrees
of which make the unity of a series, seems to
me. & to imply resemblance in and through &

particuier peint. But, if S0, with that ve
‘have a resemblange. bqsed on identity.

However, in our opinion, this avgument of Bradley's,
seems to possess littlg”foréé against William James?,
"In thé Tirst place, theré‘is, as it appears to us,
an element of vhat might be called begging the guestion,

The issue is whether or not resemblance is nece- .
sserily based en identity. So, whatever might belsaid
b&,one ﬁo éoﬁnt as an a%gument in this conte;t'ﬁust
-not'be/sudh'as vould already constfue resemblance in
'térms gfkidentity, or, conversely, identity imn terms
J.upf resemblance. But what Bradley does is exactly the
othervise of it t he defines similarity or reéemblénce
in terms of i@entity, For p;ainly.the notion of resem-

‘blance, as he pictures it, is a relation which ig

7 Callected Essays, Oxford University Press,
" Tondon (1969), p.289. (ftalics ours).
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uninﬁﬁiligiblc without refercnce to a ‘particniar-
point® of resemblance, in nther»wordg, identity. |

" But why arvre things'bélonging'to e series, sBuppo=
sed,by Bradley, to resemble in & 'partioular point?
or be identical? The answer § Well, otherwise, their
. unity, according to him, w@uid remain unaccounted
for. But this, as 18 not Jdifficult to see, i tied
to the position that the unity ofva series Oor class
is neceasarily groundasd on.iéehtity.‘ﬁut what guarane
tees this position? It does.not‘have the validity of
an axiom, Nor, again.-in it indispeneoble, For, séme~.
one may well claim that the unity ie Lased on simi-
larity as such, or that the unity is ultimate, and
%qo.on. | | | |

{1.6c) There also are moré gyeéutenées which maj

be said to be 1udepeﬁéeﬁt of gyseﬁtenees whicg'may'
 be aaid'tu;befiﬁdependeﬁt of i-sentences, These are
-those whiéh héépén ﬁa:baﬁincamgatible with gfﬁentén; |

cea.jAs a epecimen we moy menbtion the sentence, 'It

looks like Smith'!, It is taken from Junﬂﬁheatley'a

exéﬁpiea_ofvsimilarityniocating sontences,

18 Vide "Like", Px
Scciety, 1961=
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The sentence 'It looks like Smith', in a cortain
context, one may say, is identity—indepandent,f'.'i.,e.,
3ts understanding is not dependant on ite referring
to any j-sentences. It is rathér not c&mpatible at
all with the latter. Let us 4llustrate this, followe
ing Wheatley,.

,Imaqine someone, #ay A, who has a pooy wvision, Suppoue
that he sees = man on the road and he is not smure that
it is Smith, so that he csnnot say 'It is Smith', To
'heége a bet' he, th@rafore, Bays non—committally»!ft
is iike(Smith'.-Tﬁis oxcludes iﬁgentence.‘lt'is Smith?
in the wenss that in #ertaiﬂ idiomatlie exchanges it angan
becomes incompatible with 'Iﬁ is Smith?, As £or‘
example, someons else, say B, who knows for certain
that it is Smith will énawer A by saying "Don't be
siliy, it is Smith".'? Similarly, there are occasions
vhen we uae the g~sentenca 'fle looks like Smith® to
msan ‘He remirids me of Smith'!, Here aleo the gpsenb
tence excludes i-sentence ‘'He is Smith', because 1t
is incompatible with the latter, When one 4s in e .
.pbgition to pay "He is Swmith?, it becomes indeed silly

to aa& 'He iocks like Smith', Por, the "jogic of

19 Ibid, p.3108
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' ’ramind” ig such f:hm: vo violsto it in seying that

-5
Smith reminds us of Bmitn?, 20

1,7, Thus (3), that is, the position that

wHantoncess are a@ver~uudarsﬁandabla without

gm

Teforames to ifﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ@@BgAiﬁ vejecega by us, Lot us,
finally, turn %o examine the spposite of 4t, i.a,
(h)‘which. ag wo know,; savs thaé‘gysantenées acre
aluays to be underatood in terms of smsentences.

: , . 1s
The classieal expoaition of this view of found

in ¥illioa Jamea? The Prineiples of Psvehology (13980),
Yolume I°',Jdentity, for William James, is mot

wmore basic then similardtys so thet the wnlveraal
dependence of 2-centences on i-sentences for theilr
undorstandabllity, aecording te'him, is o wrong
hypoethesis., The tfuﬁh about the relation of simie

larity to ideniity, in other words, of a-eentancez

20 Xvla 2U20s Pa ’@90
21 Vidﬂ Dover Publicntione, New York, PUe 530540,
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to grsenﬁances, is juat the reversss " ., guailitow
tive identity®, soys William Jomes, "is .. nothing |
but the sxtreme degree of lik@ﬂesa.‘ga

"$0 +.e any theory which weuld base likenoss on
identity, and not rather identity én likoness™
Jémem maiﬁ%aiﬁs,-“mﬁaﬁ fail.“ag “}.a 1ikenea§
uherhaunt“,'ka aancindesg “mnatlnat ha,GOﬁéaiVQﬂ as
a spacial complieation of ddentity, bnt rather
thet identicy'maat be conceived as e spécial d@gﬁae
of 1ikeness ..e% 2“ Formulated in the terminology of
tsesontences? end Yi-sontences! this position of
Janes? would plainly amount‘t@ that i-sentences are
alvays ﬁq'ba treatod as derivaitive ﬁflgaaanteﬁceag
aitannésely,that the formeé are completoly redue
cible to the letitex as = sub-clams of it,

But this position need mot concern us too

seriously. It seems, fn fact, to be as & much untenable

22 }_{J_;Lu » D3
23 Iblc,.

D

2% Tpld, pe533.
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as ita opposite, f.0. (3)s It is vitiated by a
»gqqd;number o$ aiff&eu1ties though @e need not
elaborate 211 of them;_It-éould pérhmpsfﬁé enbugh.
'fo-man§iqn only one which,; we ﬁhiﬁk, iz guite
 fﬁudama9tal. Lindd also asimple,

| In {1.5) abq&e, we nentioned a certain exampléf
- éf_the s-~sentence and éampéred it &ith ;rsentencég:;
"ﬁhich mighf be said to Ee in&aryorataﬁjby it; We |
hévé found that the gpsenﬁenoe h£s a jébldf its own
'in addétion ta,ﬁhat_pérférmed by ita‘constituent\
~4§rsen%ences. In qther“vorda,’thé gyéenteﬁca has.@i.-’
larger logical or informative content than'thé
irsentences. Now, it ds pﬁaeisely’in guch'cases;'

: " among others, that Jomss? hypathesis‘ﬁiil totally
' ”fai1* Fory obviously, to meduce the ;faentenééa

to the ﬁrsanténces,.in othar words, té'read.grsen-

- tences in any gysentenee, would”amount'td reading

. in the latter much more than it dontaina; Which
means to understand an ipsenﬁance_in‘terms of a
g~mentence. would really be one way of misundare

atanding it,
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24 Nowy, to sum up cur investigation so far of
the reiation afiéimilarity to iﬁantifyyﬁﬁg& that
vof'gpaenténaea to ie-sentences,

Similarit? is a roiatian'ﬁiﬁh peculiarities of
its smx own, To understand it fully one is to approaeh
it finally for itself, It is not reducible to any |
mode of identity, and, in that sense. it may be
¢alled uitimate alseoaﬁ ‘

Conversely, similarity is noﬁ also such that it
may be said.ta assimilate in its ranga,the different
modes . of Adentitj as its varionis. | |

Nor &gain, ia similar&ty ao relai@d Lo idanﬁity :
that the two are uttor;y distinct ox that they come

pletely exciude each other, They de, as a matiexr of

' gggﬁ,Arefsr to.and invelve caclh obtber. And in bhat
.fhare ia perhmps nothing‘unnaturalg nor enything i
which miﬁht be inconsistent with the position as
ﬁmb@died iu {3{; For, idgntlﬂy and similarity n@ppen
télcanstituée tﬁe}respeétive bases of the twe princi-

ples whach g@vern cur’ knowlcoge of the worls of bh nga

‘25 However, by calling 4t vlitimate, it ak shouild
“be remembered, we arse not echoing a nomdnalist
who denies ceugal explanation te similaritye -
"Whether or not similarity has a ¢cause is s
very different issue. We remsln nonecommittal
" as regards it,
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ana‘ﬁhich.alaa refer £o and involve each other.
Theae’principlea.—te use the expressions of stﬁare
ﬂampéhire;sgzs are % ‘tha rfinciplé of individuae
tion® and 'the prinoiple of cla-sifieation’. By

the formur we differantiate thinga from one another,

and by the latter we ordar them in elauaea.ze{a)

yChatte & ?1ndus,

26(&) tne ancidental obzervation to avodd '
misunderstanding. Sur analyveis above of
similarity and identity vigea-vis.esch other
has been conducted viz anaivasis of S~&entvences x
rand. jesentences, It duvolves no me tavhysical
(iactual) motive to find out the 'basic facts',
Az syoh, thore has been ng vecasion for us €
‘bring in the notion of vhat is called 'new level®,
or 'directional?, or fphilossaphicalt! anslysis,
or to get into sny consideration of the ‘
distinction of this type of snzlveis from what
is koown as ‘same level? aznalyvsis, The natter,

we are afraid, wmight have besn oult of place
and, that way, wmight have the effect ocnly of
chescuring our central isauss,



