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« T hope I may claim in the present work to have
made it probable that the laws of arithmetic are
analytic judgements and consequently a priori.

Arithmetic thus becomes simply a
development of logic, and every
proposition of arithmetic a law of
logic, albeit a derivative one. (FA,87)
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WA BYTE - Goldfarb 2001

- My central aims in this paper have been to
delineate Frege's universalist conception of logic
and contrast it with a more familiar one, to show
that this conception connects with many other
points in Frege's philosophy, and to suggest that
the conception is a well motivated one, given the
nature of Frege's project. Of course, today most
of us would find the schematic conception (or
some variant of it) far more natural, if not un-
avoidable.




L IXBYTTE - MacFarlane 2002

- Like Kant, many contemporary philosophers
conceive of logic in a way that makes

Fregean logicism look incoherent. Logic, they
say, cannot have an ontology, cannot make
existence claims. If this is meant as a quasi-
analytic claim about logic (as I think it
usually is), then Frege’'s project of grounding
arithmetic in pure logic is hopeless from the
start.
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- For Kant, the generality of logical laws consists
in their abstraction from the content of
judgments, while for Frege, the generality of
logical laws consists in their unrestricted
quantification over all objects and all concepts.
Hence Kant's notion of generality makes it
impossible for logical laws to have substantive
content, while Frege's is consistent with his view
that logical laws say something about the world.
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- (LS) General logic must abstract entirely from

the relation of thought to sensibility.

- (CS) For a concept to have content is for it to
be applicable to some possible object of sensible

intuition.

- (LC) General logic must abstract entirely from
the contents of concepts.
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IR VNN —1F. (Godel,1944)
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- That a statement of number should express something
factual independent of our regarding things can surprise
only those who think a concept is something subjective
like an idea. But this is a mistaken view.(FA, 47)

- Subjective means that we can form concepts arbitrarily
by correct principles of formations of thought. Since

the principles leading to the paradoxes seem to be quite
correct in this sense, the paradoxes prove that
subjectivism is mistaken. (LJ,7.4.5)
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- Lower functional calculus [predicate logic]
consists of rules of inference. It is not natural
to use axioms. It is logic for the finite mind. But
we can also add logical constants such as many,
most, some (in the sense of plurality),
necessarily, and so on. For the infinite mind,

axioms of set theory are also rules of inference.
(LJ, 8.4.15)
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- Let w be the predicate: to be a predicate that cannot
be predicated of itself. Can w be predicated of itself?
From each answer its opposite follows. Therefore we
must admit that w is not a predicate.

- Likewise there is no class (as a totality) of those
classes, which, each taken as a totality, do not
belong to themselves. From this I conclude that under
certain circumstances a definable collection (Menge)
does not form a totality. (Russell, letter to Frege)




- It is customary to think of these two forms of Russell's
paradox as slight variants of each other. I was
surprised when Godel repeatedly emphasized the
importance of distinguishing the extensional (about sets
and classes) from the intensional (about predicates or
concepts) paradoxes in his discussions with me from
1971 to 1972. 1 soon began to appreciate the relevance
of this contrast to his conception of logic and to the
familiar distinction between sets and classes in the
literature. In recent years I have come to believe that
the same contrast is crucial for a clarification of
Frege's conception of logic and its relation to Cantor's
set theory. (Hao Wang, What is Logic)
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SEFETPHEIINTEEX

- Logic, as construed on the universalist
conception, is also in back of a doctrine of
Frege's that many have found namely,
that all functions be defined everywhere; for the
special case of concepts, this is the requirement
that concepts “have sharp boundaries”.




- Frege seems to assume implicitly that every set is
the extension of some concept, so that set theory
Is a part, and indeed a corollary, of the theory of
con- cepts. This assumption leads to no
contradiction but is misleading methodologically.
The difficulty in Frege's logic comes essentially
from his belief that the range of instances of each
concept is a set, that every concept has an
extension and "the extension of a concept” is
always a set, and therefore an object. (Hao
Wang)
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