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Qhapter I 

S~ILAR:ZTY AND ~FliTITT 

We have tait•n e:tlftilarity to be· a ~elatt.on. '1,11at 

indeed· :lt t•• There ·le l,tttle ia ou~ 1tngu:1•t:lc 
! • . 

usages,. as -rar aa we cculd eee• by which. we mtabt 
' ... .. . ' . . . . ; . ,, 

·~ led to mteconatrue :J.t othttrwt•e·, · ..... a•· ::• 
! . 

. ~ 

quality • · .:aub8"tanc• . ot- •ncb like• aq. buainct.•a now 
' ' '' . . 

:ls •o ~ 1m ·account. or atm!lai-ity yl...;a,.vt.a . t ta 

.cognate•• 

1.1 .• ~e copatea,. Ol'l a l'an.~om lia.t~~· .may b• 

eaid to oover1 ~ter · •!\!!• •ueb •iaUon~ .. aa are·· 
. . - ' . -

1 . dea!IJfta~ed by 1i!ktinee••:, ••qt&ai.tt;y•; ·~~V.t•n.••• • 
I 

·•parlt7':• · 'pat.tal1e1i•m•, . ·'•Bl"'•e••n·c·• , 'doi,tre~o!l• 
j - : • ' 

I. 

. d.enc••·, •c~oftfttlle•',. •to. lk&i; tbt.• apparent mul.ti.• 

plicttt need riot ~· taken tao aes-toualy. l'or• •ac'!l 

aucb· nlatl.ont w•''':.a~oe·e, .. ,. well be ·1.lJldereto~d 

· as a variant Ol"' ft!Ode o'f a vtd•r ..-latioil Which· t• . 
tdent:l.fy ~:r nemen•••• Tbua we· a•eilt:Llate the- coen:atea 

~t liimt.lari.tt under the. common m•'trix·of' identity, 

part:lal or ~omp,.•t• t pai'e OJ". •Odlt'ted. T~• ha~, .. ·~· · . . . - .-. 

••thodologtcal ad...antage t 't en.aua-ea a deer•• of 
' 

l·. •l•plict.ty ·- ·our enqtl~. 
I 
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But gett~ng etrai~ht into ou~ job, t.e. under­

taking ~ comparleon of similarity with identi't)(v 

provee a bit ~oonven1•nt on account of one par­

ticular reason. 1'h.e reason, interestingly, is 

'oim!,lar:l.ty' and ' iC!entitY';the werds tlie!Dse1ves. 

Both are abstract eubetantiv~e, and. beioB •o tbey 

tend, ·like oth•;- abstract aubetant.:ives, to present 

"·the 'aspect c£ a blank and v~ry high wall", 1' t:o 

pt>oduc$ in.utt.a eense Of h•lpleesneee about tb.em I 

we io not know hOWt fiSQ.ctl1t to d•al With ,them. So; 

ovident1y, \that is· tuactnlea.ry f'or us 1 aa a. matter o_, 

method, ~e to repla(j& tlie not1.on ot a.tmf.lari ty and· , . 

that of ·tdcptity by some lee& abst:toact or lees in• 

tat.~g:f,.ble 'eubst:i.tu.tea .for each•,. Such aub~tttutes, . · 

£"or us f are 'mainly ttio . t 

· ( 1) Ueee of' suob. t.iords ,or pbt."e.s~s as. ·•sW1ar•, 

'st.milari ty• , •resemblance •, • to . resemb1e' • and . 

their synoJs)'ms (£-WOrdiJ) · in laJlguage and the uses 

o:f' such worde of phre.eee as 'iden-b:ltyt, 1:ldentica1' 1 

• same~·, 'aameneii:s t and their "ta!"'iants , (}.-word~) • . 
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' . ' 

(a) ·Sentences $ta:t.ing sim:Llar:i:ty (a,-senteneee) 

and those stating identity (!,-sentences) • 
.:; 

W'e distinguish ( 1) at1d (2), because! the •u::ie 

of n •-word' and a · '&-sentence •· do not seem to mean· ... -~ 

e:x:rictly ·tha eamo th:b;g. A''\nd ·the same is to oa said 

al.t~o abGt the »use of an !-:word • and n:n 'A-ttentence • • 

'l'&ke the .a,-s~ntenoe •A, is sim:i..lar 'to /.!3 :f.n being r~d• • 

The l!entenoe :Lx.r~rolvets tho Ut!$e of a S•l\Jo.rd and· :t.s at -
thGI sam~, ti-m• a .fi..;sent•nce, 1.~. aent•nce stat:blg . 

aimilur:J.ty. But; tnust a ,a.•sentonc~ employ a £•Word·? 

l'l'.ba t about the e\lnt~nc~ 'A and :a aro both red' 1 l:'t 

oxemplif'ie$ a s,-s~ntence bUt not the U$e of any §,­

word. L1kev1s~, conatdo~ 'A :l.a id·anticul with B t· 
/ 

~ whioh i.a an i•e~n·ten<'e exemp·li!'ying at tb& same time 

a. uae of: an ll.••t~orde Su t we can veil. have the same i-- . -
sentence aleo witbot.tt the use of an J.-word. 1 ~.-e.· '.A 

:I.$ n •. :aut is not • :Le' ·in *.A. J.s .13 • an J.-word in the 

esense tluit it is a eynon.ym of the word 'id0ntieal 1 "1 

The point La not without all force. f$t' it remains 

true that i;Ls', in~o:f'ar .aa its use in ou.t~ ord:l.n.ary 

lansua.ge is eonoornedt :le not an explicit synonym 
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ot 'identical' 0~ a synonym in any absolute's&nse; 

for, 'ie' may be emplQyed ~lso to designate rela• 

tio:ns other than.t.dentity, e.g. causal relation (as 

in 'KtAOtlledge is pow(!Jr• which means 'knowl.odge 

produ~ea pow$r•), implication'( as in the ca$e o~ 

'To ·assert that .,u is t;o believe that .2' ) 9 and &O 

on.· •::ts• may be made absolute synonym. of 'identical'' 

.!•eentences or !.•eontenoes 'talten by themeolvea, 

are independent respectively O£ any .!,•WOrd or,!- . 

word. Tbe tuncttan o:f a .a,•sen'tence · :ln language ie to 

, record OJ' state a s:lmi:la.rity•tJ:ltuati.onJ while that.· 

o.z.a·.!,·worcl mat be ea:ld to c~tegoriee or name j.t as 

eu~b. Thus the ~sentence above• 'A a!:id. .B are both 

red' , •nd• · $ ts Job · by raaora.:tna or etet:i.ng a eimi- · 

lar:lty•s:ituation. :aut the oth•r eonten.ce, •A :i.•' 

.a.tm11g£ ~o D in being ~eel'• tneofar a• it U!volv•e 

a ,a-word, record:! o s•:i.lar~ty""'si'l;'&lati.on and,. at the 

same time, also names o~ catesorise~ ~he s~tuation 

as one o£ td.milarity., The aarn~ analysie holds· good ot 

.&.•sentences and .&. ... worde. tVhile an !,-sentence, . gua 

t.teelf't is &opposed only to dep&ct an :ldentity ... situa• 

tton, m1 ,!•word i;s uaed to name i.t explicitly a~J 
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auoh. !£11 ahort,1 the function q£ a ,!!•Word and an 
' 

. J..•Wo~d. ·may ba said to provide labels respeoti1l-e1y 

f'or 11hat is stated by f.l s-sent.ence eu.d what is - .. 

statod by an·~·sentenoo. 

Tl::n.l.a in a less abstract or iess in.t;angi.ble :for·m, 

i-~.~ in th~ :form in which :l.t- would porhaJ;)s be lees 

d!f£icult £or u~ to hand~e it, ~~r buainesa of 

undarstonding_simi.lar1ty ~n re~erenoe to i~antity 

W}ould amount to 

(.fa) _that o£ underetcmding 4-.sontGno~s in re£~:.;-

(.2,)· of: understanding· the use .of' ,!.-words in 

referonce to the u8e of A-wordG• 

1 .• ~. X.t woul.d . be ·enough for our purpose :to 

follOll only (&)• Th:ia rei'oZ'IllUlat:lon aJ.onet however• 

doee .not seem en.ough to cle~ the path to our bua:i.­

ne•es completely. {~· tendB to become a source .o£· 

soma epeeia1 di£ficuity. The di£~iculty arises all 

over the :!.denti:ficat:lon i•sentenees. · · · 
• • " -- r • • 

Samplee of' ,!.-sen'f.iences. ar• not dif':fieul t ·for ~!:3· 



-- ';,, ....... ,, . -

! 

. j 

.• l! 

:'. .. ' . . . . :,;, . . . . . . .· . ' . . . ' . . . ' . 

. . to C)bt~·~~ 'l&.y can v•11 be moac114td· Uter 

~if'•rent t,-pee ot· •t.mtl&J:i.ty' ··eort-'1· tru1i by us .in 
~he _preceding chap'•*"• ·.But _w~ch s.ent.IGces,eXa~tly, 

I 

1 
· .. , be ~~~d to o.-v· • ~a*akab1e· •xaJJ~ple• o£ . . . . ; 

.·I 

! 
I 

. ! 

· !-a~tencest W• d~n.•t ·r.av•llnY ~uivooal.and ready 

..... _. on. ·tli;ta poin-t• Xclontj.:fication ~~ !•aentenc•• 

. t.n .1aftcua«e ·,. n~ti t~~- eaay. • Job• We ai'~: n_ot ~ ' 
• ~ , : \' • , , , l :' ' . ' : I , • • . ; • '' , 

p'•••••:Lon ot aily o~ear-: ..,.JtaQlirle rot: ·the PUZ"p.)se~ · 
·.·: 

, : obaoDI'.a_·~ contSOOYeni•• aaong phi.loaopheJ:O•• So.;. 
' , 

,, 

i 
! 
! 

. \Uld•rtak•· ··o-- i$aal7ai• With a v.~•w ~o iaoJ,atU1s" 

tttatumce• · 0t · ·p~n• ad ••levant; .J;.-aent;enc~s·. 
. . ' 

We may tak•·o.-~ with tb.• f~ll'*itlc ~ob· •ppa• 

.. f ri#iily--... paa'l),dgm. inatanc;ea o:r .t~e~_ntenqe•• 
1 

·. ··<a>'~ ·1 ~: ,::._,: · ·· · · · · · · 

~ · <!1> ·,. a + 3 ~: ' + a: • 
, . I 

;·.·, 

1 .... 

I . . ~ . 

! 
I 
I 

'I 

' 

(s_)' :.:o~:~.~r-'a·iv•n·et • ·· 
, . 

. (!!) :•··~- a the. :tiiret Prime: M:!.it;l.eter: of hdia ~,. . , 
' ' ' 

: .~ . ' '. ' . . ' •. . ,' : , , - . . , , : . . . I' . . 

·what• te p•cult.az-· abou~· •heae ••n*4Uioe• j,• t~t the· · 

· · : · •·oompone~t· t•i:in• ot' each c:tt' tn•• · ar• d:Lstmct · .oc.c:urr-.. 

.. o••. 0£ the ·-· or dt;8t~~'t . •1nplq.-· t•raiB '"ef'ert'ing 

OdlvtcU.nSliy to i;he .... e ob-i•~t• .O..t; · • pro'blent· ari•e• 
,;,-""· 
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6o 

over the.aign•a:• t:n them, the f'unet:lo~ng<if it. \'batt 

~xnctly • doee 1 t purport to do"' May 1 t be said .. to 

go between the .~pjecJ; ~e:ferred , to by the one term 

and that referr~d to by _the other? Or, ehould we 

underetand: :lt ns going between tbe .!:f.sns.:tn .uhich 

the terms eG:risist? (tuine apa.rt • most phi1or;opllers 

·are inclined ta ~eaept' the f'o~er altE!n'!at:l.ve. 

ThB.sephil.oaophers tend to tntorpr0t "tho role 31: 

the sign •=• as bein.g that of upholding a claim 

to ~~l.~te the Ob,.1ente raf'e:r.:t"ed to by the terms by 
lm.y of ident:f.t.yt and• thereon, they ara led to 

react ndverscl:y aga!nelt the notion of' 1,danti ty or 

:i-aentenca itae1f", on the ground that. the claim is 
~ ' /- ' 

. . 
1~e1.at:lonal l:n th• so-called t>•lat:ton. ot iden'tity 

~ ', . ' 

sought to ba upl10ld by '=' :ln the above sentence~~ 

because it tlppears t.o him to relate an object to 

itself. ,Similarly, aeoord:lng 'to 't<7ittganstein., "to 

say of"'one 'f;hing that 'it 'is :ldentioal'With itss1f' 

. :ts to e,;_y noth1ng"2 • And. the same JJOl!!l:l tion !e. Ul,_ 

·held by lt:'ad1ey when be amys that sue~ sentences 
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0w~.1e protess11l« to say aom•t;Mng11 "~•ally. aay( s) 
' - - ~ - . ' - . . . . - ~ . 

. J1()thi.~• • .3 :ror:t: in each _o:i' th&•• · eea-..nces th• . . - , ' . . . . ' ' . ' 

. . -
pr-dto~,ttG _:is .no~_di.ff'erea'l E~em the fritbJe:ct1 and 

"••• if you pred:laate What i.e !!!.!.. tiU~uelt•,, you_ 
- . . . . ~ . ' 

~ay notbU!g at ·al1. •
4 ~·• . t~kea a a typ:loa_l. e:p~~ 

cim•na · o£ i:•~Jentenc••• . the Mtltei\eee O't ·the kf.nd 
\' 0 0 ' .... '0 A 

. ' 

~de-:t:_ eo,na~de~tion · _diailluet~ Hwn•, ~dley ;eel 

Wit tgon•tetn aMong ~t~s -1 th•Y f'tnd in .them no 
i · reco~ of. relatt.cnt aor aa)' :l"-t'orm•tt.ve va1u.e •. · 
\ . . . . . - . -

· : . Quitle, ho~•ver; b.aa uo oocaatora, _to ~· dtet.llu--

a:lon•d by the •xaaaplita o_, !·••nt•ricEnJ• · Ulo· aenta~cea 11-. 
""'t-

,. on hta int·•rpretra~ion, are no$ to be 'take •• purpor-
. ' - . . ' . 

· t~ng to .poat• · any .-elation ot. iden*'i ty ··ba~•••. ob.jec'te• bit, 

ft.,, '•' (n them, eccordiug to h:lm, i.a a ·•rel.att.ve 
' - ·'- '· ·. , . - '' 

ten•' jo:l.nt.~e _tb• signa lrt · Vblc;h •h• oOtDpODe~t. 

terms conelil~t. A1.1d :•aeratCNKI til t~ie _11.ght, ,!• . 
I . • . . . 

! eentenoee . tJf the . above klild need aot bit flf}C4!UJsar:l1y i ' . . - . . . . ' ' . 

i untn:to~ati•e~ ··(c) al'ld (d) ln oilr-:-e•ampies 6o ,. 
,- • • • • -~- • .. • 1 • 

: :l.nd.ed contain :lntonat~on. ~d&nt~ ty tha't •• ·fl .. -. -
' ' ·· .. · . . . . . . 

. \ 

3 The gZ.:lDo:lpto• of Loge, Vol. ~ t O.tol'd · , 
. . tfni v•rs:i ty Frees• London ( 1963 J • P.• 1 ~ 1. . · · 

· 4 AJWe&rattce.ppd Rea1ii:z, oato'"d ·( 1897 ),p.17• 
' !ord ~nd ~Pb,feC\• · o~mbriq•, ( 19~0), p •. 11:s. 

·, 
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relat!lon 11 aooor.ding to Quine, i.s to relate 

ob,.1~c~t'{, not. to join td.gnrh Not just th:at. The 

objecto must nl30 be nume1"icmlly di:f"ferent. 'l'hie 

mearu! that the DJll~$l;ua~non o:f a genuine .1-eantenee 

i8 that ~te component terms mu&t be • auob as have 

:f:rom Quine and read together vou.ld_perhaps euz up 

his position. 

Id,e-!'l'ti ty is expressed :!n 'English by thoaa usee 
o~ 'i.:s' tha:tt one is prepar~&d to e"pancl into 
'itJ the ~ame object ne•.6 

:ldtmtity is intimately bound up x!'li~k \'lith 
tba divi.d'tng o£ t•ef'~yoene.e •. For the d:Lviding · o:r 
ref'erenoe coruti$t• in settling oondit,:Lon$ of' 
identity t how ~•r ycu have the aame.anple 
and when you pr;;, getting iuto anothor.,7 

Qro not genuine exttmples of A-•entencee. ·:rn what­

over other way one may ebaracter.iae tbe.mt they ca.n­

aot be viewed as reoord5 o£ any ~elation between 
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and aret in that sense, irrelevant for us. That 

i.s to say, there is no point in undertald.ng to ' 

understand §.-sentences in re:ference to·them; :for 

,a.-sentences, whatever ~lse they may be, are, 

basica.lly, records of relation between objGcts,. 

Thue examples of g£~~nu~ne ~-sentences are not 

ava.ilable to .us within ·the ra~ge of: tautoiogi.es, 

which do not express any relation at all. So we fa~1 

back upon such noD.-teutologies as 

(!,) .'SoorS:tes ;is wise'; 

(£) 'Roses at•& red t, 

(,t;:) •This is ·that shade ot' green' , 

and such l:tke. 

They seem_to pro\tide genuine. instances of',!..-

sentence.~, i.e. sentences which _express the relation 

of iden_ti ty 1 on 'R_royj._so. that we ax·e prepared to 

expand them, as per Quine's dictum, respectively 

into 

(!1) 'Socrates is the same person as a wise man' • 

(!,) ·•Roses are tbe same object sa as some red thinge', 

..!!!2 (J.) ''J. .. his shade of· green i's identical· with that 

shade o£ grf;)en-. 1 



SD1J:I.ARITY AND J:DTI~N'I'.!.TY 64 

'laid down by Quinei 'fhay posit re1at:tons between 

objects,. Thnt :1s one tlting. ,Bee:tdes; the objects 

referred· to by their component ·term'e are not also 

tho eame. 

For Bradley, however 1 sertten.ee.!} of' tho kind 

(s)-(~) or.m count as ,!-~tentences on.ly in a s.,u~l:J.­

.:f~~.,.9 .... s.ons..!.!. 'Unqualif':ied idonti ty 1 And' therGi'ore, 

an unqualified ~-sentence is, £or him, an "idealftJ 

"1-7:1:\ere there is no diversity th~ro ia no -~,d.antity 

a:t; ail •., • NS 'l'lJere batt bO J'le) tlU) GbjeCt:S beh.rean 

l'i\CCording:tiy1 "bh~re Ol'..tn be no ~e:t1tonee which can 

tru.J.y claim to eivrt9ss :tt .. Every :i.dentity, aeco~ 

d:!ng to. Bradley; :ts ":tdentity-in-di.:f:':f'ft~en.ce" or 

only t\partial idont1:ty". "Idanti·ty ~'11'ith.ottt 

. dif'f'er<:mca" t saye Bradley, "is nothing at ~ll.c. J:t 

teJt.as tlm to make the !mme •• • ";9 and this 

8 .. '1-.P'Qearand-e and Re§l1itz, Oxford ( 1897) 1 Ih526 • 
. t !he Princ:i.R,lee of Lot;:ic, Vol.I.! Oxford 

un~.vors:ity Pr.e:ss, Lo"lldon (1963)-t p.1-41. 
' ' 
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"~mmerioal dietinct:l.on", ae $aid hjhim .further, 
10 ~ia_not distinqt~on vithout di£~erenee •••ff 

\ 

0 Without dif~erenoe in character there c~n be 

no d:i.3tinction, and the oppo.si·te '>.rould seam to 

be non:sense.u 11 

'We sh~ll not go into tha tenabili,ty or other-
I-

wise o:f' the l3radleyaP analysis of: idonti ty or of' 

hie :l.dea or identity-in·di:f.;f'erence or parti.al 

:l.dertti.ty. 'l'llE!tt. ~n :tact, ia not necessary. lie 

have ruled cut the. claim or tautologies (a)-(d) . . . ' . -. _, 

to o~empJJ,f)r ,!-sentences. So, the only sentencee 

that J;'emain, :far us • to fall back upon. as the -samp1ee .._. 

of' !,•sentencos are those J.:t.k0 (,!.~ 'to (eJ• Indeed 

we "!Sba~l treat them a.•~ ,l-aentences. f,ibat.re~lly, 

j.e wrong :ln that; i.:f wi; remain non-o,om.-rt!ttal a.'bou:t 

tha exact nature o£ the J.d~nttl.ty they eatpre~st 

Bradley's view that they can make a claim to·sta,ta· 
" . ·, 

does not seen.. to como in. the -way, oV&l:a. if ~ t i~ 

10 &epearanoe and Rea1ity, Oxford (1897), P•531• 
1 t ::tbid.t p.S32. 
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£.t ie partial or with diff'ere:nce, :,La, at"ter all, a 

mode of ident~ty. 

1.3. 1"hues we have ao:rt~d out a !"$·w sEJntences all 

samples of' ,!-ecn·tenoas. 'l'ha ~~~·ob.le1n f'oz· us is one 

of. deciding ~:u:rw ·~ !!,-sentences sttttld in relation 

to them. fi priori. tbero are at .least f'our poesibi-

( 1) s-sori'tence& and i-se:nterLcos are "t1.JO distinct ... . ..... . 

and mutuall:y exelusi.ve classes o£ senten.oes, · 

.un<hn."'stood :J.tt :rei'eranoe to the other. 
' . . 

(2) !.-•~mt~nca• ;;oud ,!.,.s~n'tonccs ar.;;. tt-\o .logically 

with tn.a.t of' ·the other, at.l.d to undaretnnd one 

would mean under&tandi:ng the otll6r. 

( j) .A ,e.-sentence MUst neColSsarily be understood in 

rcf'arence to somo 1-sell.tenc61i and not convoreely, 

so thttt !,-eeJ].ttmces (and for the.t mattGr, ictentity­

relat:t.on) ·are to bo looJ'ced upon as more fundam•n-

tal. thun !t,.-sentencaa ( nnd f'or that matter ai'm:l.la-
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( 4) Every J:.-sen.ten.ce must necessarily be u~der-

stood in reJ·.orenee to some J!,-s~ntenc'e, n.nd 

not convex~.sely. so that £-~entences (s.:ncl fO'Z;" 

that (fsa..ttcl.'• simtlar:Lty-relatioll) ax·s to bo 

vielied e.s .rnnrc ft:L."ldamantal. tl.:.an i-si'ittenc'es 
. - ~ 

(a~.Ld f'or that matter, identi.ty ... rclation). 

1.4. ( 1) llttii .indeed vt~ry littlt) plaus:ibility 

which :L.a not bard to eee. · We o.re not at-ta:re of nny · 

sition. 'l'o mentj.on just a :!:EJ't'l such instances; tba.t 

w1..l1. be 0nough. to illustrate our poin:t. 

COni!ider, f'or.examplc~ the f"ollowi:r.:g .e,-so:ntenees t 

( 1.4a) Glasa and diamond r0semblo in hei11g 

transparent. 

( 1.4b) .T.be two ei.s t:Etr• s:re alike :tn being talka• 

't_ive. and extravert •. 



Vhat •re. the compoJ'!ent•1 · senten-t1a.i or otbennse, 

:tn terms of' wblch {1.4a) j.s to ba analyaed? What­

ever other things the compon~nts may o~ may not 

include, they .muat obv,ouely include at least 'two 

sentences t namely, 

(!,) Glaes is t:earusparent, 

.fe.4 (!ti~ D:Lamond is 'transparent. 

(!,) rmd ( :U .. ) are tho. inalienable ele.menta o£ . ( 1. 4a) 1 
/ -· -

the latter would not be there a.nd uou!d be _completely 

unin:te&·li.gible l'Ji thout the f'o:rmer.. R-.:1t (jJ and ( ii) 

the!x.<ef'ore, not also in all casas :U'lesaentia1 or irre.;. 

levant for t}lG interpretation ot the latte:c-. Likewieo, 

(1.lfb) also contains a ntltllbor ot i-.sentenees - 1.dtbout 

x:ti:k,uhioh ita rn<»aning oannot be undGrstood. These 

!.-sentences may be taken to comprise~ e-~· 
1· 

(~) S:lster i.s. ta.llt;):t:ive, 

(.t!;) Sis tar 1 :S.s extravert, 

(.~.) Sister2 is talkativ-., 
.·;. 

(E,!) Siste:r2 is ext~ravQrt • •. · .. 
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........ ""' 'l'' ,.,., 

'\' .. 

~· any ·suppoeit#.on . to th• •f".teot that A~••a..ttncea 

aad .&-eent•noea belong tc. ctt.a·tiinct. eentan.tta1 oatego­

rioa and b~ve •otbtng ~o do with •ach ot~~ ~· pal• 

pablf· ~·'·- i~m, ·.oaees_at l•aat,. a8 ,;e can ••.• , 

.e.-••t'-cea 'pn•a~poa·• !•••nten~•• and ·••· unaccoun~. 

table without ihela. !JUt tt ,.~ t9 'b• IIBde · exp1loit 

thlat :in •afltls ao we· do no't .f.n:ted. to. •• ,. tbat a-­
•enteno•• in al.J. caeea do, ae a am~t•l" o# ~a~t, or 

a• a -tttr of' a•oeaait~• -..•~:••· to .!~••ntencsea, ... ~~:··· 

are, In fa-otf aot 4ft • position to •onot.t uythillg 

as Teea~e tbl• poaetblltty. So it would b• 3~dtci• 

•• . 'o J:Jemaia n<m•co•tttal pctmd!us turtb•r tiJ:U!uiry, 

. i to be precise, ttSa1ilslation or (3) h•na .... er. · 

'·:· •'\ 

. ··Odl- J:"e;eotion ot the ·SUPJ)O*i tion. that .a••~teno•• end 

i,•s•nttmoea •• abaolutely diati!J.ct an,d· ntue.lly excl,., .. 

: •t•• mt b• eontirmecl al••• c:onva~ae1y • 'b7 ell analyala 
. tl 

or J.•••ntenoe•• TrUe, we - '- a ar.• not .ill a pot~~• 

t:lon to make -.y co.at.tmut ·tc> •cb effect •• tb&t 

, .J.•a•ntencee t.n ail .,•••• n•c•••a1!'l1y pWeeuppoa• 

.a••entecea •• theU' 1og:l.c£ll component•• P9Jlc:liDC 

· ·f oonetd•ratf.on o~ (4). aboVe• Ye• there iadeecl~ • ..._ 

' ' 



. .,, .. 

••• .&.•eeatent)ee wb:lcb aeem ~o. llnvol•• ..-••t~·. 

ce~;•s •~•lr compon•nta_and a"•· on that.•ocouat~ 
UDirlte11iSI.l2le wit'~qu:t ~et..-fJJnCo to th• la.tt .. ~. Let 

•• tak• 

( J .IJc) Sool-ates , :I.e ~ae, 

(1.1tcJ)· Roaea, a:re red, ·.· 
' / 

•wo ddlpl•~ ot .4••entances• to i1iuetrate tb.- point~ 

Wha~~.,. da~ l.t la&y or· aay pot involve. ( 1.4c) • '••• 
1800I'Ate• la Wl•e t t W<ntld •• 1Ul!ntell:i.sibl• 'lUll••• 

• ! 

-!.~ t• taken to H••r to nc;h .&.,.••nteuc•• •• , . 
' ' . . . . . . 

·' .. ,; 

(z&&) So•:n••• .-eaemb.l•• a vj.•• IIIID. ill Hap~f)t 

o~ poa••••t.ug td.ad•• 

.· (J&i!) Socl'at•• .-eeemble• a wi•• Man .;.n S.~apect . 

ot' betona a lover or :tJ'Uth, . 
. . ' . . . . 

amt: •o on-. Si•ll..rly, (1.44)~ t.e. 'tto•e• •• 1-•d'• 
also dei'J.v•• !te. aen•• 'by •r••rll'Ja;; arilC)ng oth•r 

poae.ble thtna••· to •ac.th.-.a.-e•nt•no•a u 
· (&x) · Roe•• ._.. atm. &a" to r•d tbinse ·in. nepect 

: ' . ~ . 

o' oolourt 

(x) aoaee ar• almtl.a• to r•d ~h1Dga tn ~e•p•ct 
• ' > ••••• 

.· .-. 
·< 

·',r 
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Thua (1 ),. the supposition t_hat ,!.-&entences and 
' -

1•eentenocu~ are- tota.lly d:L££erent' and a.rtl und.er-

stand$ble in all. C$8tliSJW:ltbout any :t"t9f'oo;"Once What'!"' 

ever to each othcar appears wrong. B~t should i-t 'be, 

tkken-- to impl.y that the two olaeees of' sentencee 
- I 

are .1!S!cal~ ind~~t~~guisbabl~? Ob~ouely not. 

')?he matter, in f'not-t eaunot be decided pendi.~g Ql)X• 

ploratt.on of (2) w'hioh eml?odt.ea euch a hypothes~s. 

' 1.s. To tak• up ( 2 ).. Ar• ,!•etentences and .a.-eenten~ 

cee logically i.nd~stinguishable f"om each other'l Do 

they z-ea1ly belong -to one _and the same c1~.es ot: sen­

tence• under d:l.£f'e:t'ent namest'On& eould indeed 

answer aff:l.rmatfively if it wero, among other th:il'lgs 1 

such t 
' ' 

( 1 ) tlwt t b a11 'cases. the ' in:torma_t:\on wb1.ch a 
-.~,.i.tsentence purporte_to commtinicate eoul.d be 

oori'Y'eyed . to us seJlauetivett ~n terme of' on• 

ormo.-e_!,•8entoncos, 

.2£ ( 2) conv~rseiy, that :ln all' caees the :Ln£orma­

t1on which ~ A••entenee purpo~ts to communi-
.. ' . 

cate cou.1d have boen oommun:loated to ue -, 
I 

e:Xlla.ustivelx in terme o't one or more .!.•sen­

tences• 
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No1 ther of' the two alten'iatlves, WEll a1:>e af'raid, 

will hold good. Pailure of (1) may be illustrated 

by ttefcren.ae to common examples o~ .a.•aenteno~s. Take 

( 1.-Sa) The two brot:hers resemble each other • 

{ 1.3b) The two brothers- resemble 1n being tall •. 

To descr~be in terma o£ !•aentences (1.Sb) 

!.mplies 

(jJ Brother ( 1 ) is tall" 

and; (~) Brother· (2) ie tall. 

(!,) and (!!) • thone ore no doubt inf'o~ation which 

( 1 .• .5b) purports to convey. :But 1 obvi.oualy, that ia. 

not the eui'f'icient tround f:or saying that (1'.Sb) 

ia logically ind!et~guishable from (A) and (!!)• 

To maintain tfuch 11 positio:n one :ls to show that the 

form•r .aaye nothing more than the latter. But thia 

does not Beom plauslble. {1.Sb) does not J~st say 

(~) and (!!) t it purports, i~ addition to tha,, to 

·describe the relation that holde betw•en brother (1) 

and brotber(2) on account· of (,&.) and {.~i) being 

true. Thus a a•eenteneeO, while it may cover wnat 

:tt& component !-aent6noes aay, ,sa.ye a lot more,. 
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o~. ?.'be ·in'£ormatt.on tt-~pt>~ta· ~o oon~et to .\1B t.e. 
• • • t ~ • ' - • 

not nduc:lb.ie •xhaue'b:L vel.y to that oon~fl!ned itil i te 
I ' • ' I • ~ 

. . . 
id.._t,£ve cont•nt ot .a .a--•entence gua .&••ente~oe 

e•emS · ·iJl 8.: VQ'J' inc:Jttpendent • ~f .4.;.••rataC•il• ~· 

~oom•• clear;· atong o~her tht.nca.on cona!cieratl.on_ 

br~th•.r• &-eeemt,J.e •ach ath•r• •. 1 
I 

•t.d.l•rl ty Jtolde b•tw•en · 'two . •rull:vi.duala~ Thj.• t.a 
f • v . . ~ ~ f 

: cl•ar· by ~te•lt~ )$ut uy not a1l tb•s• be. aaid ·to 

: de~&nd .~ 4)ne, .or·· more · . .l,..;~t•n••• whi.Qb. tld .• ,a•s~-: · 

·i ten~e ·eay poas:lbly b~ ··aid 'to. tJivolv•~ · I . . . . . 

t. 
1

. Tho pecuua~ity of th!s .a-aent«tn.:e v!s-a•vfe 

:. (1' •. .5b) ta ttmtJ t:t_ do'ee ae-a· tr!'&1! .out ·~:'f.tci\1y in . 
I • • I I . . - -~. . i ; ' . - - -

I . .. . . ' . ·. . . . 

~what apeo:Lf".t.t:a11y the simllel'itY •onet•t•• M()W; C~"'!" . · 
I • • • ! ' • • ~ 

i·" 

:aider thoe~ pbt.1o•oph~re wllo .... ·ne).C: :lnc11rled to look· 
1 . . -

! upo~ aimltart:tt *-•. ·aec~seadl.Y, de£inable l~ t•r. of 

: ait:v ·c.()lUIJ'le>n oZ.· t.d~tlc>al p~opertY:• J"or auc)b .phtlo•o-
1 • ~ • - ' '.. • • 

f})h~.r., $he .t.·••n.··~· ~e-.1 not ~~~-·to ref'er to. 
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any A•aentenco nt allJ ao that, for them there {$ no 

:I.-sentence in term• o:f Whicb. the in.£ormative content' -
o~ the A-sentence may be said to come in £or being 

formulated. The in£ormat:ive content o:f the ,!.•eentenee, 

:i.n their ayes', is .independent of that of e.n:y possible -

A-sentence. The question o£ reducing the former to -
tbe latte~ does not eri:ae. 

But.vhat about those who are prone to define 
. . 

s:lmila~ity of things ~ terms ot their common property? 

Are ·tli~y ·not committed to admi' one or more .!-eentene.,s 

aa the component of the s-:aenten.co, 'The two brother~ 
. -

resemble each otb.er'? Well, in the •-sentonce,·there 
. -

~s no explicit re:rorence to ony particular e.epemt in 

vhieh the brothers are· edd tc resemble. So_, naturally, 

the p~lcsophers are not in a poe1tion to spell out 

th& alleged ,!.-sent~noee in co·ncrete terms, :i.e. in 

terins o£ such sentences as a 

(!,). Brother( 1 ) i.& tall, 

(ll)Brother(2) ie tall.• 

and 110 on. NonQj;helass., they would maintain that the 

•-•entence involves ~-sentences o£ the following formo - .-
(j.) · Brother( 1 ) · i.e x., 

(i~) Brother(2) i.s s, 
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and so.on. ):)ut. bow can these b~re t'orme of_,!..;,.een• 

tences beer in ~y way on the informative cont~nt of 

e-eentonoes? Being themselves devold of infcrmativ• - ' 

content, they add notblng to tbe inf'orme.tive e-onten:e 

of the.a.•eentenceJ which meane the ,t.-sentenee wi.th­

out them loses nothi.ng by way of the tn:rormation St 

purports to convey. 

1.6. Thus ( 1 ) and {2) are both untenable• §. ... e.-n­

tencea and i.-s4)ntenoee·are n.ot two dietlnct or-·. . ~. . 

mutually e.xcituJ.ive claasea o-£ sentencas. Nor aro the 

two euch ae are• contrarily, logically :lndi.Dtingui• 

ahabl• from each otbe:r. ~hi•, hovever8 by i.tsel:f doea 

not ental1 the talsity o_f (!~) and ( l•), ~i:~h• un1ike 

( 1 ) and ( 2) , make tar weaker olaimli about the relation 

of .;.-sentences and !.-sentences. so, to examine (l) 

and (4). 

To !"epeat, (3) is a hypothes:te to the effoct that 

a a-sentence ie always to be underst~od ~ reference 
' " 

to an- J.•eentence (tbouS'b it may not be the case tba't 

the former is logioaliy indietinguiehabl& ~rom the 

latte&"")e 
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The cbi.e:f e~ponent of this vie'W ie :r.H.Brad~ey. 

Sb:llar:lty, !llC.H:;ording to Bradley:, ie not th.e eamo as 

:identity, in other words, .!.-se.nteneie.s cannot be reduced 

to the cl~'U!Us of ,!:.-sentences. Nonetheless, e.i.milarity, 

" . t .12 . for him~ :le only a . oecondarr J;"ela. ion t tt is *'to 

be ~ased al'"ays on~ partial identity,~ 1 .1, which, 

·obv~ouelYt meend th~t no A•SontQnce. ·i.e. sentence 
! 

·s-eporttng e:lmilarity, can be unders,tood without 

refer~nc,e to an !,_-een:tence, i.e. one reporting identity. 

Stmilar:i.ty, ur.adley says-. 

is baf;led always 6n pas-t:la1 sameness; end witt&out 
this partial samenees, ••• there :Ls no'e:tperi.enoe 
of reeemblaneE) (similarity)• and w:!.-thout thie to 14 speak of r~setab1a.nee (:s:lmiiarity) is meaningleise. · 

Similarity. (or a. .J!"!'"Sent~nce), according to.Bradley. 

pr~lisupposel :i.denti.ty (or an !,-sentence). 'l'he f'orntfU•. 

derives ~rom the latter .• 

Earlier -we mentioned examples o£ ,!.-sent&ncea w!Uch 1 

12 ibid, 1>.534. 
1.3 Oollesrted p;ssa:z.'!• .-Oxford t1n:1vers:J.ty Press, 

London ( 1969) • P•288. 
1lJ. Appearance and ,Real:l.tz, -Oxford (1897)" p.5)3. 
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although they are not logically equivalent to 

~-sentellces, are, nonetheless, partly oo1alysable 

in terms o:f the latter. Ho-wever 9 the tenability-or 
' -

:, , 

othe:ntise of the Bro.dleyan view would dep.dd.- obviously 

on tlle e:"'iste11Ce or otherl·liSG of a parttcul.ar kind 

of' .!.-eentences in our language. 'l'llese sentences have. 
. . 

in £act, nothing whatever to do with ,!_•s$ntences. They 

are understandable p•rf'~ctly and completely l.Ji tllout 

reference to ,1•sentenoes1 in otJ1er wo~Cis, ·the logical 

C\Omponante of\ no such eu!n·t.ence in any ease will· inelude 

.(-1.6a) The f'~rst ob"":l,ous-examplee oi· such ~-sen­

·tenoes·are of course -those _.like 

{!;) . ;rhe brot11.e:r:s resemble one anoth.Qr, 

.(;~)- Games resemble Qne another,. · 

and ~o Ont which ezemp.U.:i?y what is eal.led 'family 

r.esem'blance•. 'These sentences are isoJa~ed from orca-

aa'ry .a.~sentencas precieely on ther g:rou.nd that the 

simi'l,a~~~Y. _%"eported by the~ cannot be t,raced to. Jia:J: 

any ~arttcu~ar point of' ident~ty, alternate1y,'they 
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do not· contain ·any i-sentences · am~mg their - . . 

.analyaans. 

. 15 
· ( 1 ~6b) Seconttly5 f'ollowing ''~illiam. James . , . who. 

·happens· to .uphold a po~ition expli.ci.t~y. opposite .to 

.Bradley's, we may.perhaps .loc~te some more !,-sentences 

. of: "this kind •. Tbese. are. sentences. designating si,mple . 

resemblam::e ~ha~acterising sensible quf!?.li ties whicb 

· fQrm a series, e.g. colours in a colou~ .scal.e; sounde 

· in 21. mUsical seale, etc. Tliese qualities 1 aoc ording . 
u. 

to 1:lill:l.am .Jam~s; may have reS!emblance without iden­

tity. To .state the matter in Jame$' ~wn language : 

S9 hera any.theory.which would base 'liken.ess on 
:i.ctent:Lty ~. ~ must fail. J:t t·s supposed perhaps·,·· . 
by most p~plEP.r tha·t two :z·ewembling things owe 
'their: re'eeniblane;e to tlleir absolute· i.denti ty in 
respect of· som0 attribut~ or attributes, ••• , 
'l'bi~& ~ •• breaks down when lie eome to' simpl.e 
impress:ions.16 · 

As against this, Bradley, hcntever, ma:intaina that 

. ·the. identity o:f the qu.ali.ties in the SE9riea spoken· .. 

15 ~ Ibe Prinoipl.~s of Psychol.oet, Vol.X, 
, Dover Pub1ieations, N.ew Yprk,. Cbap"X%~• .. · 

16 :tb:ldt. p.5.32 •. 
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of by J~~s, even th~u~h. it may be undetected, is 
/ 

no doubt. there; for otherwise there \iOUld be 

nothing to explain the unity of the series. To guote 

Bradley : 

•.•• a pa;rticular kin.d of' resemblan.ce, degreee 
of which m~e the ~ity o£ a series, seems to 
.me. *' .1.g""'~m.tz.1Y · !".,esemblance . in and through a 
particular puint •. But, i:f so, with that we 

·have :u ref'::,.embl~noe. b~sed on fdentiFf:. 17 

Ho-wev·er, in our opinion, this· argtmu:~nt of Bradley•e, 

seems to possess little· :for~e aga:Lnst William James·*. 
I 

·:rn the f':i.rst pla.eo, thcre·is, as :it appears to us, 

an element o£ ;-;hat might be oalh~d begging the ·queeti.on. 

The.issue is whether or not resemblance is nece-

ssarily b~tsed on iclentity. So, whatev~r migh·;. b~ said 

by one to count as an argument in this context must 

not be such as would al1"'eady oonati""Ue resembl.anc:a :l.n 

terms of identity, or, converseJ.y, :t.dent:ity in terms 

... of r.e~ernblance •. But 1vhat Bradley does ia exact~y the 

othe.rw.:ise of' it c he defines s.im:i.lar:ity_ or resemblance 

in terms of' iden_ti ty~ For plainl.y. tha notion o:f 1~ee~m­

blance, as he pictures it, :is a rel.ation Hhich is. 

17.C.oJ.ieeted Esea:re, Qrlord Un:iveretty Press, 
. · London (1969}, p.289. (Italics ours). 
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uni.lr~iit'll:i~~ble without re:f"erenoe to a tpartioula.r . . 

point • o£ rememblanee t. in other wordm • idan ti. ty. 

But why are things.belongtng to a $8riea, euppo­

eed.by E~a.dley, to resembJ.e in a 'particular point' 

or be id<mt:lcnl? The ·answer t Well, otherwise, their . . . 

unity,.acoord:l.ng tc h:Llll, W®ld remaln·unaocounted 

f'or. But thiet ae ~e not di.£f'ieu1t to eee, is tied 

to tb• pos:l.tion that the rin~ty of a aeries or close 

ia necessarily grounded en identity. <But what guaran­

tees t~ia position? :tt does not have the validity o~ 

an axiom. Nor, again, :t• it.indispeneable. For 1 eome-

one. may well claim. that the unity ie based en etmi• 

1a~:lty ~a such, or that the unity ie ult:l.:mate, and 

so on. 

(1.6c) There alao are more 4•eentences whieb may 

be s~:i.d to· be :i.ndepencleilt o~ !,•ee:ntenees wht.c~ -may 

be said to .... be independent of .&.-sentences. Th~ese are 

thoile which happen to be(fincompati,le wt.th !-eenten• 
;J 

ces. A$ a epec:imen we may mention the sentence, •:tt 

looks. J.ike Smi. th •. It is t&ken b-om Jon. Wheatley's 

18 ex~ples of' s:J.milari~locat:Ln~ sentences.-
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The-' sentence 'It looks 1:l.k~ Smith • ,; in a certain· 

conte·xt., ono may say.,. is ident:ity-independent,"'.:ioe •. 

its understanding is not dependant on its r~£err~g 

to any ·i-s~ntences. :tt ie; rath&r not compatible at' 
~ .. 

all with the latter. Let us illustrate. tb1Bt t."ollow­

:lne l~heatley~ 

.I:mac;:l.ne so,meono t eay A, who hae a poor. v:f.Giorh Suppes., 
I 

that h"' sees a man on. tbe road a.nd he ~s not eure that 

it i a Smi ·th ~ so tna t he cannot say , 'It is Smi. th' • To. 

1hcdge a. bet' he, ther&:fore.1 aa.ys non-eommi.tta11y. •zt 

:La l:ike .Smith' • Thia excludes ,!•sentence , •:tt i.s Sm!.th' 

!.n the senes·tbat in c~rt~iri idiomat~e exehang~s it~· 
·~ 

becomes :inoompatib~e with •:rt is Smith'• .As :for 

example• someone else, eay B, who knows for certain 

that it is Sm.ith wi11 ansver A by saying "Don•·t be 

silly, it is Sm:i.th.". 19 Similarly, there are occasiona 

when we use the ·e-eenteneo 'He 1ooke· li'ke Smith'. to 
. -

nt&an · i Be · remir.i.d$ me o:f $mi th • • Here. a 111!! o the e-s~n• -
tence excludes !-et'ntence 'He is Smith', becausf} it. 

:l& i1lcompco:tible wi t.h th& l~tter • llh~n one is in a . 

po~ition to say 'He is Smith•, it becomes indeed silly 

to eay 'He looks Jike Smith'• ·For, the "logic of 

:19 ~' ·p.1os •. 
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1.7. Thus t:n • that is, the posi.tion that 

~-s")ntes.'lCas M-.0 ,n~rver 1t~d•re tandabl• Vithout 

rofor~:u:~ to !-sentences,. :l$ r~jcct•d by Ufh Lot ue, 

finally, turn 'to exum:!ne tb.tt opposite of'.it,.i.e. 

(4) which, ae vo know, $ay~ tbat ~-sentence~ are 

Al~fa.y~ to b0 und!l]!!retood :ln t&rms <.tf' J!•Sentencca. 

. . . " 'rh~ elussieal ~xpo!!!li 'tion of: tb.1.s V.:l.etW ~ f·ound 

in William s~m~e' IU~t!a~!1?1.tL~ ... rn~!l91~ ( 1980), 

Volume :t21 .~dentity• 'for t.vf.llifl'lm .Jamf.'!.'S.t ie no't 

more: btu.d.e than e:l.i!':llar1ty; eo that the uniil$raal 

wid~1t:'5tt!l:cdab:U.1:ty, Aeoorctine; to Jd.m, ie a 1o1rong 

bypo.thcsiso Tho trutll about the relati.on of' e:1mi-

la:·.ity to iden.ti ty, in other word~S a t)f: .!.,-sentertCe!l 



to !,•senteneGs, ie ,1uttt the rev•rso. " ., • • S!,ta.lita.• 

.!!!...f!....idj)Jl.t!.~~" • tttlys William J~rne& • «is • • • nothing 

out tho extreme deer-eE) of l:l.k~~.mess.•22 

111So • • • any theory which, wculd b~ert 111i:enos$ on 

:1dt:m"t:ttyfl and not rather identity on likt?tnEHslin, 

J'ame5 mainta.ine,. "mtiat f'ail..•2 ' • • • • likeness 

l!h!:t:hf..P.J!t:*', h.o ooneludE':tS; •must not bo oo.n~t:d.VQd ~e 

a '~pll!leial eomplicnt~.o:n. o'£ !.de:nti ty. hut rather 

th~t idttntity tnt.\flt b0 eoncAi'V'f!ld. a~ a ep~c:l.al. degx-e~ 

' 24 
o'£ likQn&ss .-..8 . FormuJ.ated 11l the terminology o~ 

But this posi.tion need not conc~r.n us too 



SIMILARITY AND ,ID~NTlTY 

as :its op;posite, i.o. (3).e It is vitiated by a 

.good number of' dif'f"io~ltiee though we n.eod not 

elaborate all o:f them •. I:t ·tiOUld perhaps be enough . 

. f'undruae}i,ltal. l.nd al.so ::dmpl~. 

I:n. (1o5) a'bovejJ ~-m mentio:n.ed n certain exaanpl.e 

or. the A-.s3nte:n.oe au.d oompa.red it uith .!-sentences 

which mie;·h't be said to be fneor:pora:too by it. lie 

he.ve f<:~und that th.s .,!,-sentence·has a Job o£ :its own 

in addition to. that_ perl.'orruecl by its· const:t tuent 

·. ,!-se:uiences., :r.n. <;Jthor words • th,~ ~-sonte;ti.ee bas. a : 

J.arger iogi.cnl or itlf'ormatiV"(() content than the 

,!.-sentenc~ls. Nov, it is p~ecisoly in ~oh oa:seet 

among lt)th.ers;r that Ja>ttas·• hypotb.esi.s \dll total.iy 

to the .z!.-aent(:):nces,. in othet words. to read J!,-sen­

t£n.Iees. in any !-sentence, wouXd: amount to reading 

in· the l.atte:r much more ·tbatl it tior~:tains. Hhioh 

moans to u:rtdersta.ild an i-sente:;;.ao~ . :Ltl terms of a - . 



SDtJ:LAR:ITY AND LANGUAGE 

a. Now• to sum up our lnveetigatton, &o f'ar ot: 

the relat~on o£ similarity to identity,v~. tba• 

o£ A-eentenc~s to ~sentence~. 
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Similarity is a relation 'lfi;th pecul!.aMtiee o£ 

lts ._ own. 'To under.-:t;and j,t fully one 1.& to approach 

it :finally for itself'• lt is not reauo:f.ble to any 

mode ~f identity, and, in t~at eenae, ~t may b~ 

called ult:Lma:te alao.2S 

Conversely, simil.ar:Lty :I.e nC)t also such that :Lt 

modes o£ :tden.t.ity s.e its va:a:-it~nts. 

No:1l.~». agai.n, :1s s:l.m:l.lo:i."ity so related ·t;o identity 

that the two are uttor~y d~stinct or that they com­

pletely exe.lud® each o·thor. 'I'"l'.t.t.~y do, a£r> ;;t matter of' 

f'act ~ refer to and :ii:iVolve oach other. /md in that 

wh:i.eh might be :Lneonsis·tent "t·li.th the :posi"t;:ion as 

~mbodied in (3). For, identity and e:imilurity happen 

to constitute the respe.ctivo base~ of tho two prine.i-

· 25 However, by calling 1.t ul·tdrr.atot it u eb.orild 
.be re~embered, we are not ecbo~ng a nominalist 
who denies ce.ueal e:x.r;~lilna.tion t(l> simi.l<:!ri ty. 

'Whether or not a:iro:i.lar1.ty bus n cause is a 
very dif'f'erent iaaue. "'we remain. non-commi tt;;,.l 
us rega.:r-ds :it. 
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~nd whieh also re~er to and involve each other. 

'l',heee princ:lplee, --to u•o the expreesions o£ Stuart 

Bamp~h11!e's•26 are J 'tb• principle of indt.vi;dua• 

t:l..on' and 'the principle of' cla•ei:t~cation•. By 
,. 

the :tormer we dif'feJ;'ent:l..ate·thinge f'ro(ll one another, 

.and by th• latter we order them in clasaes.26(a) 

26 !,!.de Thouttht and. Act1op,Cbatte & V.indue, . 
London (196.5).· . · 

26(a) One 1:nci.dental obser.rotion. i~o avo!ld 
mi.s·understanding. Our a:nalysia abovG o:f 
simi~ari:ty and :idonti ty ·.z:J-s-a.-;.::.1-.. ~·c ea•~h other 
has been conducted~ analylil_1s of .!.-esentencete • 

·and- ,!•sen·t.e:uce~• ·It invn~v(3s n.o metaphysical 
(f'actual.) motive to. find out th~ 'bas:t.c facts• • 
.. '\ s euoh ,. there has been no: oooasion 'for us to 
bring in the not~on of-what is called 'new level', 
or 'clireetiouaJ.', or 1 p1:1i~os•)phioa1 1 .ana.l.yeisi· 
or_ to e•t into any oonsic1erat:l.ou oS: tll.e 
disti110ti.on ·of this type of e . .ne-lyai!! :from what 
:is known a:!S • sasrie levol. ~ a:;.1ulysia. 'the matter, 
1'1£! are af'raid, m1.ght have be?n ·m.tt of place 

and, that way, rnigbt h~ve the effect only of 
oh~curing our CEmtrul. :2.SH'J'U.OS., 


