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Introduction

Lack of historical sense is the family failing of all philosophers ... what is
needed from now on is historical philosophizing, and with it the virtue of
modesty. (Nietzsche, ‘Of First and Last Things’ (1878), §2; Human, All Too
Human, p. 18.) _
Analytic philosophy is now firmly established as the central philosophical
tradition in the English-speaking world; yet it is only recently, with the
centenaries of its seminal publications already upon us, that investigation
of its historical origins and development has been seriously advocated and
pursued. This may not be extraordinary in itself, since any successful
research programme, in either its pioneering infancy or its dominant
maturity, will be more concerned with results than with the source and
evolution of its assumptions and methods; but it does deserve explanation
when set against the emerging appreciation in the 19th century of the
importance of an historical understanding of the formation and articula-
tion of our infellectual beliefs {to which Nietzsche, amongst others, gave
such eloquent — though in Nietzsche’s case, sometimes also ironic -
expression). Any attempt to inject historical self-consciousness into the
analytic tradition, then, has to face the apparent tension between the
development of analytic philosophy itself and its own intellectual context.

The explanation of this must inevitably focus on the revelution in logic
instigated, in particular, by Gottlob Frege, and consolidated, most notably,
by Bertrand Russell and Ludwig Wittgenstein. The invention of a new and
much more powerful conceptual system is bound to lead its early propo-
nents to occupy themselves primarily with its use — reformulating and
providing fresh solutions to old and intractable problems. Only when those
solutions have been properly developéd, and their range and implications
appreciated, can gquestions be raised about their own dependence on the
new conceptual system, and the origins, nature and value of that system
as a whole, Historical questions may justifiably be submerged in the
euphoria of actually operating the new system, but as that system itself
comes under scrutiny, they will reappear in a more urgent form.

The short answer to the apparent tension noted above, then, is that we
are only now in a position to attempt the relevant historical investigation;
and it is one aim of the present work, in providing an account of Frege’s
philosophy, to make a contribution to this. But there is clearly more to say
about the tension itself, and the longer answer can only be provided by
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actually pursuing this investigation in an appropriately self-conscious
way. In this introductory chapter, I briefly consider the general issue as to
the relationship of analytic philosophy to the history of philesophy, out-
lining my own historiographical stance (§0.1}, before locating Fregean
logic in the picture, and highlighting the main themes of my account — in
particular, my central concern with Frege’s conception of sense (§0.2). In
the final section, I show how Frege’s own repudiation of the historical

approach is misguided, and comment on the implications for the project
pursued here (80.3).

0.1 Analytic Philosophy and History

Analytic philosophy has frequently been criticized not simply for its lack
of interest in its own origins and development, but more fundamentally,
for its explicit repudiation of considerations that are ‘merely historical’.
The criticism involved here raises deeper issues than the tension we
initially described might suggest. For analytic philosophy has been seen
not merely as ahistorical, but as anti-historical. Analytic philosophy did
not simply arise from the endeavours to make use of a new and more
powerful logical system. From the beginning, these endeavours were
embedded in a distinetly philosophical project, which involved the forth-
right rejection of certain preceding views, amongst them the historicism
that had emerged in the 19th century, whilst attempting to demonstrate
the objective foundations of various philosophical disciplines, through the
employment of a robust sense of realism inspired by the successes of the
physical sciences. To an extent, the ‘revolution’ that occurred was very
Cartesian, an essentially foundational project fostered, in this case, by the
new logic, just as Descartes had been motivated by the new mathematical
physics of the 17th century. Analytic philosophy offered another fresh
start ~ a further break with the past — and since it was based on logic,
which was assumed to be a priori, the dismissal of historical considera-
tions could be taken as justified.

However, just as in the case of Descartes, the supposed break with the
past turned out to be much less extensive than initially thought. If
Descartes made use of certain scholastic ideas and principles in his
- arguments (notably in his proof of the existence of God in the third

Meditation), then Frege and Russell equally took over terminology and
-conceptions that were then part of the standard philosophical tradition.!
The Kantian co-ordinates of a priori/ a posteriori and analytic/ synthetic
were only slightly modified to accommodate the new logic (the disagree-
ment with Kant over the status of arithmetic operated within this
framework); and in particular, the fundamental conception of logic as a
priori and absolute was never questioned. Analytic philosophy may have
seen itself as ahistorical, then, but this does not mean that it cannot itself
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be understood historieally. Indeed, some sense of its historical presuppo-
sitions is required if it is to be understood at all. _ o .

But is it the task of an analytic philosopher to engage in th1:s historical
investigation? This raises the question as to the relatlo.nshlg between
analytic philosophy and the history of phllgsophy. Ana}ytm philosophers
themselves, of course, have written extenswel‘y.on their great predeces-
sors, both within and without their own tradition. But they htem.a oﬁen
been criticized for lacking any genuine historical sense; an_d a dlst}nctlon
hag come to be drawn between rational reconstructions, which present the
thought of a past philosopher as coherently as possible from a modern
perspective, selecting those topics that remain of rglevance today, and
historical reconstructions, which attempt to see the issues as they were
then perceived, being as sensitive as possible to the wider som{ﬂ, cultural
and intellectual environment of the philosopher.? thlt does this then not
present a dilemma to the historian of philosophy? Which endeavour should
they undertake? . . ‘

One’s immediate thought, however, is that the dilemnma is spurious. As
Richard Rorty has put it, ‘We should do both of these things,. but_ d'o .them
separately’ (1984: p. 49). Given the ever increasing academic division of
labour, there would seem to be no reason why philosophel"_s shou}q not be
free simply to choose which enterprise to engage in. But this re}atzwst [_)loy
only delays the problem. For any useful historical reconstruction requires
skill in contemporary rational argument, and any convincing rajcmnal
reconstruction requires sensitivity to the historical context. Rorty himself
later admits that ‘the two genres can never be that independent’, and notes
that the kinds of concern that each involves ‘should be seen as moments
in a continuing movement arcund the hermeneutic circle, a‘cn*cle one has
to have gone round a good many times before one can begin to do ezt_her
sort of reconstruction’ (1984: p. 53, n. 1). However, if the two_ent‘;erpmges
are, after all, mutually dependent, then there is no real sense in which
they can be done separately. A rational reconstruction is be_.tter the‘more
it is historically informed, and vice versa; so that ideal work in the history

hilosophy combines both.
of II)-Iowev(Ie)r,)\:vhilSEI: the dilemma can be ‘solved’ at the level of the ideal (‘We
should do both of these things, and do them together’), there is, I think, a
more manageable project that offers a practical solution to thg dilemma.
Let us call this project (albeit somewhat immodestly) dialectical recon-
struction, which, in alluding to an Hegelian conception of tl:le histolry of
philosophy, also suggests that what is required is a synthesis pf rat1qna1
angd historical reconstruction. The guiding idea is that any yhﬁosqphxcal
system is an dttempt to reconcile certain fundamental _tepsions in our
natural ways of looking at the world, ourselves and then‘ interrelation-
ships. Philosophizing is by its very nature dialectical, a process ‘of
synthesizing some particular viewpoint and what appears to be in conflict
with it. Given that philosophizing is a conceptual process, then two
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features deserve emphasis. Firstly, as a process, it has an essentially
historical dimension, in the sense that it develops through time. Philo-
sophers can make improvements on their predecessors by furthering the
dialectical process. Philosophical positions are not eternally given, to-
wards which different philosophers take up varying attitudes and for
which they construct better or worse arguments.® Those positions them-
selves evolve, and need to be understood as historical phenomena,

Secondly, as a conceptual activity, philosophy leads — to some extent - an -

independent and autonomous existence, grounded in, but not determined
by, the wider social and cultural environment. It may not be necessary to
know the full details of a philosopher’s life, and the influences upon them,
to grasp the essential structure of their thought. Provided there is some
minimum shared background (which may be partly constituted by a
similar philosophical training — immersion in the same literature, for
example), then a careful reading of the key texts may be all that is needed
to appreciate the fundamental problems that a philosopher was grappling
with and the conflicts that motivated them. This may be sufficient both to
expound their thought fairly and also to carry the debate further.

Doing justice to both of these features, then, dialectical reconstruction

will involve tracing the development of certain themes and ideas in the
history of philosophy whilst allowing that their selection may be justifiably
- governed by present concerns (philosophy being a reasonably continuous
and autonomous discipline). By focussing on the tensions within philo-
sophical systems, one can appreciate both the drive of phiiosophical
theorizing, as well as the strengths and weaknesses of their attempted
resolution.* However many ‘influences’ on a philosopher’s thought one
considers (and more will require study the less there is a shared back-
ground), in the end it is the issues themselves — ag they are found in the
texts — that demand earefu)l analysis and assessment. But the result of this
must not be a series of loosely related essays on topics that the philosopher
treats, but a presentation that exhibits the dynamic development of their
thought, the interconnections between its elements, and the underlying
tensions that motivated it and might still remain.5 If these requirements
are fulfilled, dialectical reconstruction can succeed in being both historical
(appreciating the evolution of ideas, though not necessarily every aspect
of the social and cultural context) and rational (thinking through, rather
than merely reporting, the issues), whilst remaining on a modest scale.

It may have been Hegel who introduced the dialectical method into the
history of philosophy, at the beginning of the 19th century, but his own
application of it was vitiated by his combination of historical determinism
and absolute idealism, reflected in his belief that history embodied the
inevitable progress to self-consciousness of the universal Geist.% It was
against this Hegelian historicism that Nietzsche for one reacted in the
latter half of the 19th century. In one of his earliest essays, ‘On the uses
and disadvantages of history for life’ (1874), Nietzsche asserts, in a remark

Introduction 5

endorsed by the contemporary analytic philosopher:
E;hat wo::s S: lﬁ;ﬁi to interpresg: the past you can do so only out of the
a ymil: exertion of the vigour of the present’ (p. 94). However, \.:vhlls't
fulleis ic philosophy emerged outrightly opposed to any form of hle:OI‘l—
oyl ymNiEtzsche was more concerned with striking a balance: ‘the
CISII;}’toﬁcal and the historical are necessary in equql measure for thg
bt 111?}1 of an individual, of a people and of a culture’ {(ibid., p. 63). II} %’HS
e ork, it is an historicism aimed at revealing our present condition
later W'deé his thought. In Human, All Too Human (as the quote at the
thaF gu; of this introduction shows), Nietzsche condfzmns the. Iac1§ of
b?glm'nalg gense of most philosophers, and commends 1pstead h;storzfzal
ooy hizing, pursued with the awareness that there is no overarching
phlloso}iive or,ultimate goal, It is this rationally moderated a}nd non-
Efllt‘a?;g;‘ical historicism that the project of dialectical reconstruction must
ncapsulate. .
attg?rlxic)g 1igeegel, gistorical philosophy (in varying forms) has glways main-
tained a strong presence in Continental Europe., especially in Germalr]:;gii
from Marx, Dilthey and Nietzsche through Heidegger to Gadarr}er ?t d
modern hermeneutics. In Britain, Collmgwooci was thg most I}:romnlaen o
advocating an historical approach to phﬁospphy, but his \7vc1>¢~1 was arftl y
eclipsed by the dominance of the analytic movement. o:lgt;eceha 3:;
however, philosophers brought ‘upl w}zlt‘ilun tﬁe anc?;f;;cé ’f;; ;8122(1 ave
begun to write the kind of hlstf}nca philosophy en < ; e
i i significant, for it suggests that the gl.llf etween a
;Shlijligggiza;gd ‘cﬁziinental’ thought ma;}r1 ﬁnallybl?e bgdg_e;ﬁ. Sﬁ;tggg;igi
i rigour of analytic philosophy combine wi

gir;%v?%danf critical self-conscicusness of hermeneutics shoulil. rr{;gketfﬁz
a powerful new force. Whether such an .approac_h could be applie 11tn e
field of logic — which might seem espema}ly resistant to historical trea
ment — will be considered in the next section.

0.2 The Development of Fregean Logic

. . . but
r since Aristotle first carved it out, logic has alway.s had a unique
ch‘:te:tEd relationship with philosgphy e}als ? “];}'1?32611;}(:5“; :122 Ii;lzir;;eaer;oﬁ

ion of philosophy, as a branch of phi , . |
f)?;{g?cido;ﬁ;x(lcf. I§)}..3 be}f)vg;. The dispute over if.he status of liogl‘xcl: def?d;,"
of course, on the debate about its natu.re_ QOncezved as simply the s 1u gs f
valid reasoning, for example, logic mlgh.t 1ndeed.seem u;eful xr;ei'};a 5111 5
tool of philosophy. Conceived as provxfimg us \{Vlth‘ the aws;: os t ;r ;gnd;
with knowledge of the workings of our ‘reason »it might ciun atth pranch
of philosophy. Conceived as both of ti'._lese things, together wi ) e o
Sumption that reason itself (reflected in thought and }anguaged ﬁtlion s
the structure of the world, it might be regarded as the founda

philosophy.
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Clearly, the answer that is given here determines the shape and content
of a history of logic. If logic were either a branch or the foundation of
philosophy, then the history of logic could be investigated in exactly the
same way, and be as philosophically relevant, as the history of philosophy
generally. If logic were merely the study of valid reasoning, on the other
hand, and assuming that our patterns of reasoning have not significantly
changed over the last two and a half millennia (perhaps because the
structure of language, or the world itself, has not substantially changed),
then there would be no reason to suppose that logic possessed an essen-
tially historical dimension. It might well be that our theories have
improved over the years, but this would simply mean that they have come
to encompass greater areas of our reasoning, so that a history of logic
would just be the story of our progress towards a more comprehensive
theory. As many are tempted to think in the case of science, knowledge of
the history of the subject would not be necessary either to understand
logical theory or to use or develop it effectively.

However, even a brief acquaintance with textbooks on logic shows that
philosophical assumptions are made in formalizing arguments, and that,
there is often disagreement on how particular types of proposition or
argument should be characterized. The proliferation, since the time of
Frege, of various non-classical logies (such as intuitionistic and quantum
logic) reveals, even more fundamentally, profound disagreement over the
logical laws themselves. Logic as it is now practised covers not only
formalization and proof, but also their justification, and the critique of
alternative theories. Modern logic now involves not only formal logie, but
also mathematical logic, philosophical logic, philosophy of logic, philo-
sophy of language, philosophy of mathematics and philosophy of science,
although all of these areas overlap with one another and cannot actually
be defined independently. Even in its infaney, logical formalization re-

vealed philosophical preconceptions, though these were not always
explicitly recognized to the extent that would justify regarding, say,
Aristotle as himself a philosopher of logic or language. (I take up this
controversial issue in chapter 1.) Any history of logic, then, would not
simply involve the story of the development of a more and more compre-
hensive logical theory, or set of logical theories, but also, more
importantly, provide an account of our changing conceptions of logic — the
philosophical assumptions involved, the perceived nature and value of
logic, and its evolving place within philosophy as a whole.

Any position that might be adopted on the debate over the nature and
status of logic, then, would itself embody philosophical assumptions, so
that a history of logic could hardly eschew philosophical discussion —
clarifying and tracing the evolution of these assumptions. (In the same
way, the history and philosophy of science are intimately related, each
involving the other to the extent that they are frequently treated as just
one discipline.) Indeed, the very fact that this debate has been so fiercely
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i e time of Aristotle, and that logic has now become so
f"’ntef,ﬁ(}lalsemf(ﬁ;h many contemporary philosophical projects, suggests
H}is?;pa study of its history would pay rich philosophiecal dividends. But this ‘
: iot to say that one’s own conception of logic cannot itself help shape the
o ihe historical investigation is pursued. Here in particular, a project of
gi?{ectical reconstruction might prove effective. The evolution of ideas can
be elucidated from one’s current perspective,'and .that.current perspectn‘re

n in turn be refined by the investigation of its hlgtortzcai ’deveiopment, in
zﬁe ‘continuing movement around the hermeneutic circle’ to which Rorty
ref%l}‘lrgi is, though, a deeper reason why an appreciation of the history of
logicis phil’osophically enriching. For the evolution of ideas never _proceeds
in a linear fashion, each stage ex_nergiﬁng Smoothly. out of the previous one:i
There are often major discontinuities, and whilst some . tensions an
confusions may be removed at each stage, yefc furthelj ones will appear, and
it is rarely the case that a later conception is superior in every respect to
an earlier one. (This is precisely the message of the dialectical process.)
More importantly, it is only through an awareness of the advazntaggs’ and
disadvantages of both the earlier and later cnn.c?ptxons (the f;hesas and
‘antithesis’) that a better conception {a ‘synthesis”) can be attalnfad, locat-
ing both in a broader perspective that offers some kind of resolution of the
differences. In logic, as in philosophy generally, r.eﬂectmg carefully on past
achievements is itself to extend our understandmg. _

In the history of logic there have been two dominant logical systems —
Aristotelian logic (syllogistic theory) and .Fregean (modgrg) "Ioglc. The
relationship between them is by no means simply that of pr:nnltlve to more
sophisticated (though modern logic is mdee.d.more sop‘hlstlcat(_ad)‘, noris it
simply that Fregean logic replaced traditional .lo.gu:, Febmldmg from
scratch and ignoring all the old ideas. Modern logic is neither co‘mpietely
different nor a straightforward expansion of the old, and a _detailed com-
parison of the two yields valuable insights. .T}n_a transition from one
conceptual ‘paradigm’ to another is ahfvag'rs fasc.matmg, anq the o_verthrow
of syllogistic theory by Fregean logic is as important in logic as the
Copernican revolution in astronomy or the change from Newtonian to
quantum mechanics in physics. To appreciate the emergence of mpdern
logic, we clearly need to recover the previous ‘paradigm’; and i proxfzde an
account of Aristotelian logic in chapter 1. Not qnly does this provide th_e
background against which the merits and superior power of modern logic
can be exhibited, but also, more importantly, it allow:s us to approaf:h
modern logic from the right direction, helping us to avoid readmg“ into its
origins our own more fully developed conceptions. Those conceptions can
guide us in our investigation, informing us whe_are to look, but we must
clearly be as sensitive to what a theory dpes not involve as we are to whE}t
it does.? Appreciating just what was new in the emergence of Fregean logic
is the aim of chapter 2.
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Why, in particular, though, might our understanding of the emergence

of modern logic be obscured by our present conceptions? One characteristic
feature of recent analytic philosophy has been its concern with theories of .
meaning, which take for granted a semantic conception of logic, seen as"

originating in Frege’s work. In his pioneering book on Frege, Michael
Dummett went so far as to identify Fregean logic with the theory of

meaning (see e.g. 1981a: p. 669). In order to develop his logical system, -
Dummett argued, Frege had to give a semantic, and not merely a syntae- :
tic, analysis of our language, and hence had to provide ‘the foundation of

a theory of meaning’ (ibid., p. 2). But these remarks are, at the very least,

misleading, for most of Frege’s reflections on language (even supposing

they amount to a ‘theory of meaning’) occurred after the development of
his ‘Begriffsschrift’, and as we shall see, even his later ideas were not fully

- thought through.® Care is needed, therefore, in tracing the evolution of

Frege's ideas; and it is one of the aims of this work to explore in some detail
the relationship between the development of a logical system and the
achievement of semantic insights. Here too there is a hermeneutic circle
in play, so that whilst it would be wrong to denigrate Dummett’s ‘rational
reconstructions’, we must nevertheless avoid barging into the circle with
our modern semantic baggage.

It is, however, fair to say that it is only in Frege’s work that a semantic
conception of sense emerged. On this coneeption, two propositions have
the same ‘sense’ - or ‘content’ as Frege called it in his early work — iff Gf
and only if) they are logically equivalent. As I show in §1.4, this apparently

natural conception of sense was not one that Aristotle possessed, despite -

the fact that he recognized that members of certain pairs of propositions
could be inferred one from the other. The conception emerged in Frege’s
work when he felt the need to Justify his logical theory, the use of function-
argument analysis yielding different results from that of traditional
subject-predicate analysis. Subject/predicate position, Frege argued, was
of no logical significance: all that was important was that feature of the
meaning of a proposition that was relevant to its logical implications, and
this feature Frege called its ‘conceptual content’. Even after his early
notion of ‘conceptual content’ had given way to the notions of ‘Sinn’ and
‘Bedeutung’, Frege continued to insist on the distinction between that part

of the meaning of an expression with which logic is concerned ~ its ‘sense’ .

— and what he called ‘illumination’ (‘Beleuchtung’) or ‘colouring’ (‘Fir-
bung’).lt

However, the very fact that Frege’s notion of ‘content’ did later give way
to the notions of ‘Sinn’ and ‘Bedeutung’ suggests that there is a more
complex story to tell here; and in fact I shall argue that there is a
fundamental fension in Frege’s conception of sense, between a coarse-
grained semantic and a fine-grained epistemic conception. Very roughly,
two propositions have the same semantic sense iff the truth of one implies
the truth of the other, and vice versa; whilst two propositions have the
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: ] } i 21 truth of one implies our
. istemic sense iff our recognition of thg
| f':;?;n?;ion of the truth of the other, and vice versa. To use Frege's

canonical example, knowing the truth of ‘The Morning Star is a body

.: ’ i i “The Evening
i inated by the Sun’ does not entail knowing the truth of he
: gi;‘;i'n:: 2 I?odyyiliuminated by the Sun’, so that the two propositions have

i igtemic senses.’® Whilst Frege's ‘official’ conception was
dzf‘lfetl.‘e?ziﬁc efﬁz analyses that he provides in his work requir'e a semantic
eplse tiO;l and the tension runs deep in his philosophy, being reflected,
?g? ce;I:amp’le, in his uncertainty about t:he status of Axionq V of the
Grundgesetze (which Frege held responsible for the contradictlor} th}a:t
Russell discovered in his system; see §§ 7.?: fxnd 8.1’ below}, and in the
problems generated by his later account of tu_neiess t’houghts (see §7.5
below). The semantic conception that emergefi in Frege§ w?‘rk, then,. was
insufficiently worked through by Frege to J}lStI'fY attributing to hl}rln a
theory of meaning in the modern sense w]{nch is not tg deny that there
are elements in his thought that can be used in const.ructmg su?h atheory.

The motivation behind Frege’s developn}ent of his new logic came not
from a desire to provide a theory of meaning for na@urai igng:uages })ut
rather from the desire to secure the foux}datmns of arlth{ne.tlc, in particu-
lar, to demonstrate logicism ~ the thesis that arithmetic is reducible to
logic. Such a project required a more powerful logical system than was
then available, and it was his development .of such'_a log_i‘c that Frege
presented in his first book, the Begriﬁ'sschrfﬂ, pui?hshed in 18?9. The
importance of this work, however, was not immediately recognized; so
before Frege utilized his new logical system to formally der{xonstrat.e
logicism, he first provided a philosophical prolegomepon, f)ﬁ'emng a cri-
tique of previous conceptions of number, gnd sketching his own theo.ry
informally. This was published in 1884 as Die Grundlagen derArL_thmet%k.
The detailed formal proofs were provided in Grundgesetzg der Arithmetik,
volume { appearing in 1893 and Wl;medli in 1903. I provide an account of

’s logicist project in chapters 8 and 4.

Fr?l‘glfesBe‘g;riﬁ'sgzhiiﬂ, the Grundiagen and the Grund_gesetze ‘were the
three books that Frege published in his lifetime, and thelrh overriding goal
was to establish logicism. So it is extraordinary that untlll very re(_:entiy,
discussion of Frege’s philosophy — more specifically, his ideas in the
philosophy of logic and language and in epistemology and. meta;;hysms -
have largely ignored his logicism. Where there has been discussion of }ES
philosophy of mathematics, it has generally been separated off from t 3
rest of his philosophy.!® As well as these three books, Fr_ege fﬂso quhshe

a number of papers, three of the most important being Functxon, and
Concept’, ‘On Concept and Object’ and ‘On Sense and Reference’, all
published in the years 1891 and 1892, i.e. after. the Grundlagefz ;md before
the Grundgesetze. Their aim, though it is admﬂ.:ted.ly not e:ftphcltiy s.tatec.i,
is to provide philosophical support to the distinctions }v'ehed upon in ?ns
logicist project; yet they are discussed as if they are entirely self-standing
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essays in the new field of philosophical logic.1t By discussing these papers.
in the light of Frege’s logicism, I hope to show Jjust what relation they did .

have to the rest of Frege’s work.

What will emerge from chapter 4, where I offer an exposition of the

positive part of Frege’s logicist project, is the fundamental role that his

logical analyses and definitions of number expressions play in his logi-

cism; and much of Frege's subsequent philosophy can be seen as attempts
to answer the question as to the status of these analyses and definitions, -
Those analyses and definitions were already in place; the ideas of his three .
seminal essays were attempts to justify them. It may well be possible to

hive off these ideas from their origins in Frege's thinking about his

are not appreciated.

Chapter 5 is the central chapter of the book. It is here that we see how
Frege’s logic (discussed in chapter 2) and his logicism (discussed in chap-
ters 3 and 4) inspired his philosophical ideas. How, for example, did his
famous distinction between ‘Sinn’ and ‘Bedeutung’ arise? Given his logi-
¢ism, an answer can be readily given. According to his early coneeption,
two propositions have the same ‘conceptual content’ iff they are logically
equivalent. If Frege's logicism is correct, however, then 22 = 4’ and
2+ 2 =4, for example, are logically equivalent: it can be proved purely
logically that if one is true, then the other is true, and vice versa,’® Yet
what we understand by each is different, which we might well express by
saying that they lack the same ‘conceptual content’. So the notion of
‘content’ certainly requires disambiguation. Whilst Frege believed that
arithmetic was reducible to logic, he also held that arithmetic was infor-
mative, and this required an epistemic as well as a semantic conception of
‘content’.

But there is a more subtle story to be told here too. As I suggest in §5.3,
the ambiguity in Frege’s early notion of ‘content’ may well have motivated
his fundamental definitions of numbers as extensions of concepts. Frege
was aware that those definitions could not be derived, which is why he
officially offered them merely as stipulations, but they nevertheless re-
quire some philosophical justification and it is clear that Frege remained
concerned about their status. The distinction between Sinn and Bedeu-
tung was intended to resolve the problem. Number statements may not
seem to us to be statements about extensions of concepts, but the differ-
ence lies only at the leve] of sense, not of Bedeutung; numbers actually are
extensions of (logically definable) concepts. But as Frege soon realized, in
the case of identity statements that lie at the base of a theory, i.e. axioms
and definitions, sameness of sense is required as well as sameness of

Bedeutung. In his final answer to the problem, therefore, Frege argued
that the task of the theorist is to reconstruct our notions, the aim being to
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vide clear senses to the relevant terms where they had no clear senses
TO

before (see §5.5 below).

In chapter 6 I discuss Frege’s distinction between Sinn and Bedeutung

; Thr i . Firstly, why did Frege
H i ee particular problems stand out here. Firstly,

'mr?::?\:i. the Begeutung of a sentence as its truth-value? Secondly, what
€o

iti i i { senses without
's position, with regard to names, on the issue o :
wz}s F;etgg Tﬁirdly, and relatedly, does Frege's account apply as readily to
fﬁﬁe’ p;*oper names as it does to definite descriptions? In all three cases,
si

3 ’ tion of logic that holds the key to his views; though t}.us
L dts Eiﬁgszsy?};?&dse viewgs]are thereby justified. As I show, to do justice
e ng issues involved here, further distinctions need to be drawr.i, C%lStl}lC-
o ‘ sewhich whilst building on the underlying schem.a‘of the &{stn_mtwn
' ggfween Sir’m and Bedeutung, in the end require revision or reJectmn. of

's gpecific ideas. _ _
Soﬁi&iﬁfﬁgﬁf ligege, the difficulties that arise when applyu}g his fundjla-
mental ideas and distinctions to ordinary la‘tngu.age shmy the madequamels:

f ordinary language, not the deficiencies in his own views. That he too
guch an attitude only reinforces the point that Frege was not conce?rﬁeg
with developing a theory of meaning for gatural language. What he \g%s e
to do instead was develop an idea.l logical langugge t‘o r_eplqce cgl ma}zl'g:
language, avoiding its inadequacies and capturing obJectwed houg .
more faithfully; and I discuss some of the problems generated here in
Chﬁgt?tie'? ‘final chapter I return to the issue of the tensien in Frege's
conception of sense, and relate this to the other fundamental tensut)-i in his
philosophy, which has been more freguently discussed, betweex}t; ‘ el cgnl-‘
textualism that was manifested in thg Grundlagen: and his hq t}i
endorsement of principles of compositionality. What again deserf\,fes llg -
Lighting is the differences between Frege’s own views and §hose of ana ytu;.
philosophers who came after him. The idea of analysm as a W?l 0
eliminating certain philosophical problems ~ by shqwmg, in part'lt;: ar,
that the surface form of a proposition 1'188('1 not commit us to the ;;(mb en.(;e
of objects that are the referents of constituent terms —1is nqta e by ; S
absence in Frege's work, despite the fgct that such an idea cries ou;;o e
used — for example, in showing that objects are not the referents of p as}elas
of the form ‘the concept F’ Frege does not, in other _words, pursue 1;1 e
eliminativist strategy that Russell was to develop so 1nﬂ]1ent1ally in 12
theory of descriptions. Once again, we see how the materials are p.regenf
in Frege's work for use in projects that are now seen as character[lisfic (ii
analytic philosophy; yet those projecis cannot .thez{xselves be read‘ ac!
into Frege's own work. The importance of an hzstor;:cal undersi_;an éng is
only too clear, if a fair picture of Frege’s philosophy is to be achxe_ve .
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0.3 Making Sense Historically

It is often felt that to write accurately and justly about a past philosopher .
requires a certain amount of sympathy with their philosophical ideas. This
might not seem to create a problem for the ratjonal reconstructor, since

sympathy. But such an approach runs the risk of providing a lopsided
account, or at least making it inexplicable why the philosopher could ever
have had the ideas with which one does not have sympathy. The historical
reconstructor, on the other hand, in trying to make those ideas explicable, -
may simply deny that sympathy is required: in locating the ideas in their -
original context, all that is necessary is to report those ideas, which
requires no endorsement by the reporter. But this runs the opposite risk, -
of providing no rationale for those ideas with which one does have sympa-
thy. The dilemma might be expressed succinetly by using a distinction that
lies at the base not just of analytic philosophy but of philosophy as it has
been perceived by many from the time of Socrates — the distinction
between logical or rational justification and historical or causal explana-
tion (explanation of origins). By focussing on justification, the rational
reconstructor runs the risk of providing no explanation of certain ideas,
and by focussing on explanation, the historical reconstructor runs the risk
of providing no justification of any of those ideas.6

How does the dialectical reconstructor avoid these twin dangers? In
telling the story of a philosopher’s ideas by thinking them through, seeing
which survive (in whatever transformed way), and which are dropped
(however explicitly or implicitly), placing them in a time-frame that is
somewhat broader than the life-time of the philosopher and that extends
to the present, the dialectical reconstructor can be regarded as providing -
both rational justification (of the ideas that survive) and historical expla-
nation (of both the ideas that are dropped and the ideas that survive),

It might be objected that what is involved here is the repudiation of the
distinction between justification and explanation; and it is worth noting
that the distinction between rational and historical reconstruction itself -
presupposes this distinction. But this distinction, at least as it has typi-
cally been understood by the analytic philosopher (justification’ being of
far greater importance than ‘mere’ historical explanation), should cer-
tainly be repudiated. There is no such thing as ultimate Justification:
Jjustification only operates within a conceptual framework, and at a certain -
point (when fustification’ of the conceptual framework itself is at issue),
reasons give out — the logical spade is turned — and historical under-
standing takes over.1? _

" But such a repudiation is certainly in conflict with one of Frege's most
deeply held views. For the emphasis on the distinction between logical
justification and historical explanation lay at the heart of the first of hig
three ‘fundamental principles’ laid down in the Grundlagen: ‘There must
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separation of the psychological from the logical, the subjective
?;;lsﬁrﬂbjeitive’ (p. X); and this was a principle to which he adhered
throughout his life. Frege had a particular ant1pajthy towards psycholo-
gism — the view that the investigation of p.sychologcai processes held the
key to the justification of our beliefs; but it is cIeazr that he regas_rded any
attempt at explaining the origin of an idea as irrelevant to issues of -
justification. Causal, psychological and historical factors are ai_l luzr‘zped
together into one category which is opposed to that of the logl‘cgl. The
description of the origin of an idea should not be taken for a definition, nor
should the account of the mental and physical conditions for becoming
aware of a proposition be taken for a proof’ (ibid., p. VI). Truths, Frege
pelieved, were independent of how anyone came to apprehend them. Were
this not so, then there would be as many fhﬁerent truths as there were
individual acts of apprehension, and ohjectivity would be destroyed.

The historical mode of investigation, which seeks.j. to trace the d.ex.relopment
of things from which to understand their nature, is ce_rtamly legitimate; but
it also has its limitations. If everything were in continual flux and nothing
remained fixed and eternal, then knowiedgg of the worlld would cease to bf:
possible and everything would be thrown into co.nfus‘mn. We imagine, it
seems, that concepts originate in the individual mind hk'e leaw{es on a tree,
and we suppose that their nature can be undf::rstood by investigating their
origin and seeking to explain them psychologically th:fqugh the working of
the human mind. But this conception makes everything subject{ve, and
taken to its logical conclusion, abolishes truth. What is called the history of
concepts is really either a history of our knowledge of concepts or o_f the
meanings [Bedeutungen)] of words. Often it is only through enormous intel-
lectual work, which can last for hundreds of years, that knowledge of a
concept in its purity is achieved, by peeling off the alien clothing that
conceals it from the mind’s eye. What are we then to say when someone,
instead of carrying on this work where it still seems mcompletfe, ignores it
entirely, and enters the nursery or takes himself back to t}}e earhesi:, conceiv-
able stage of human development, in order there to dmc:oveir3 like John
Stuart Mill, some gingerbread or pebble arithmetic! It remains only to
ascribe to the flavour of the cake a special meaning for the concept of
number. This is surely the exact opposite of a rational procedure and in any
case as unmathematical as it could possibly be. No wonder that' mathe'mam«
clans want nothing to do with it! Instead of ﬁnd%ng concepts in partmulgr
purity near to their imagined source, everything is seen blurrad and undif-
ferentiated as through a fog. It is as though someone who wanted to learn
about America tried to take himself back to the position of CQIumbus as he
caught his first dubious glimpse of his supposed India. A_dm1ttedly, such a
comparison proves nothing; but it hopefully makes my point. It may Well be
that the history of discoveries is useful in many cases as preparation for
further research; but it should not aspire to take its place. (GL, pp. VIL-VIII;
of. RHC, p. 109.)

If Frege is right here, then it presents an iqtriguing va'obiem for the
historian of philosophy. Imagine someone wanting to provide an account
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of Frege’s ideas — in particular, let us say, of the distinction between Sinn
.and Bedeutung. If this distinction is valid, then its origins in the work ¢

Of course, we might mean by ‘Frege's ideas’ the ideas as Frege himse]
saw thfam. {fsxng Frege’s own distinction, we might suggest that whilst the
analytic philosopher (or rational reconstructor} would be concerned with
the referents of Frege’s philosophical expressions, the historian of philo.
sophy would be concerned with their senses — with how Frege himself
apprehended those referents. But as Frege himself remarks, those refer-
ents mrfght not necessarily have revealed themselves to their discoverer in
a¥1 their purity — perhaps the discoverer only saw them through a for
dimly; so again there would seem to be little value in the historicagl
approach so conceived.

Now Frgge regarded himself, of course, not as the originator of a
number of important ideas — ideas that were to provide the basis for the
development of analytic philosophy — but as the philosopher who had
ﬁnglly’ ma.naged to achieve knowledge of the concept of number ‘in its
purity’. Wlﬂ.} an Hegelian arrogance, Frege clearly saw his own work on
the fopndatmns of mathematics as the culmination of centuries of ‘enor-
mous 1pteliectual work’. Were this true, then an aceount of Frege’s ideas
wquld mfleed be an account of Frege’s ideas. Subsequent philosophy of
amthmet}c would then simply consist in the exposition and preservation
;f;ilgse 1geas. ’Howe;{n-:;:r, as :ive now know, in the aftermath of Russell’s

ox, Frege’s work turned out t ing-point —
discipline of mathematical logic. ? be only & starting-point - of the new
Taking the passage from the Grundlagen seriously, then, Froge’
work. would, at best, be regarded as of only limited zzilue t;) ‘rfagl? ;}?i"f;f :
§oph1ca1 thought, and at worst, be consigned to the waste bin of
mfsellectuai life. Fortunately for Frege, however, his underlying view is
m1stgken. It might seem ironical that an appreciation of Frege’s greatness
requires the repudiation of one of his deepest beliefs, but genuine appre-
ciation does not preclude criticism. Justification is not the transcendent
activity Fr_ege believed: it too operates in a particular context and involves -
presupppmtions that cannot themselves be Jjustified’in the same way. This
is espegally obvious now that the very nature of analytic phiioso;;hy is
unqer,lnvestigation ~ where questions have been raised about the Hustifi-
cat%on of the conceptual paradigm itself. Here there is no option but to look
at.its_whole emergence and development historically. Concepts do not.
exist in a Platonic realm waiting to be revealed in their purity by the
culminator of centuries of intellectual effort - whether an Hegelian Titan

oreve
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n the fortunate dwarf who sits on the shoulders of the giants of the
- Concepts have their life in human linguistic practices, and are
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ired by being immersed in those practices and explained by under-

“Most importantly, as we noted in the previous section, logic itself is

‘2 human practice with its own historical development. In drawing his

bsolute distinetion between logical justification and historical expla-
nation, Frege assumed that logical laws were transcendentally given.

‘As he famously wrote in his foreword to the Grundgesetze, the laws of
Jogic, as the laws of truth, ‘are not psychological laws, bui boundary

ones setin an eternal foundation, which our thought can overflow but
ot dislodge. And because of this they are authoritative for our thought
it wants to attain truth. They do not stand in the relation to thought

that the laws of grammar stand to language, so that they express the
‘egsence of our human thought and change as it changes.” (GG, p. xvi.)

However, as Witigenstein was later to argue, the laws of logic are
indeed no more than deeply entrenched rules of grammar. But this is
not to say that they have no authority over us. For if we wish to engage
in the practices of which they are the rules, then we must abide by
them. To argue ‘llogically’ is not to argue at all. The bridges that hold
up our mental lives collapse if the laws of logic are contradicted. Nor is
it to say that they are merely ‘psychological’ — viz. ‘subjective’ — laws.
Frege operated with too crude a subjective/ objective dichotomy, leaving
out the whole area of the intersubjective, which philosophers in the 20th
century have, in different ways, and with varying degrees of success,
been trying to characterize in developing a more moderate form of
objectivism.

But such a conception does allow that the laws of logic may change,
or at least be refined and their applicability restricted in certain ways.
Only if they were somehow repudiated overnight would Frege be right
that there would ensue ‘a hitherto unknown kind of madness’ (ibid.).
Once again, what we have here is a hermeneutic circle. We reflect on
our linguistic practices, and express those reflections in grammatical
and logical rules, which in turn shape and direct our linguistic prac-
tices. Perhaps when regimented in a certain way, the limitations of
certain practices are seen more clearly, and as a result new practices
arise, which are in turn codified and even reconciled with the original
practices in some more sophisticated theory. Codification (from the
writing of dictionaries to the construction of logical systems) is both
descriptive and prescriptive: the very act of describing a certain prac-
tice has a prescriptive effect, feeding back into the linguistic practices.
The understanding of the foundations of logic, then, cannot but be
historical, attempting to recover previous practices and appreciating
how new ones developed.

As we have noted, the two most significant events in the history of logic
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were Aristotle’s and Frege's codifications. But neither gave us the logic, op
even part of the logic, since there iz no such thing as the logic of humay
diseourse.’® Of course, to understand a particular logical theory involveg
seeing how the whole system works — what its axioms and rules are, and:
how formalization and proof operate; and I have certainly sought to show
in this book how both Aristotle’s and Frege’s logical systems work. But the
philosophical understanding of logic itself — as opposed to particular
logical systems — requires a deeper, historical understanding, though one’
that must undoubtedly inveolve the detailed appreciation of particular
logical systems.

If the understanding of logic requires an historical approach, then s¢
too does our understanding of conceptions of sense. Take the semantic.
conception once again. Two propositions have the same semantic sense:
iff they are logically equivalent. On the assumption that logical laws
are transcendentally given, then senses too are transcendentally deter-:
mined; and in his late paper, ‘Thoughts’, Frege did indeed draw the:
bizarre conclusion that senses inhabit a separate realm of their own, a-
view that I call in §7.5 Frege’s semainomenalism. But if logical equiva-:
lence varies according to the logical system, then what counts as the:
‘sense’ of a proposition will also vary. This is not to repudiate objectivity:
- Frege mistakenly thought that objectivity demanded objects con=’
strued Platonistically ~ but merely to locate that objectivity in the:
practices of a linguistic community. E

To understand Frege’s conception of sense, then, involves under-:
standing the practice that he established; and there is no substitute for
thinking through his ideas in their historical development. This can be
regarded as compatible not with the first ‘fundamental principle’ of the
Grundlagen, but with the second, the context principle: ‘The meaning of a
word must be asked for in the context of a proposition, not in isolation’ (p.:
X). As it stands, this principle applies only to words; but as Frege himself :
was clearly aware, what thought is expressed by a proposition is itself
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VRN s, we can both deepen our understanding (?f that d'iscm}rse
rﬁtf?ﬁﬁ::ii%m it. With the allusions in the title of this book in mind,
ar.l;d " in making sense of Frege’s philosophy, as dialectical reconstructors,
thenbi)lo are making sense in qualified accord with Frege’s pioneering
we,

achievements.

E

as the question as to Frege’s continued adherence to it in his later work
is controversial; but it captures an important insight that has informed =
subsequent philosophy of language, and suitably generalized, can be
regarded as motivating the present project. For it is only by considering -
Frege’s philosophical ideas in their historical context that their content -
can properly be apprehended. :
In seeking to understand the work of a past philosopher, then, the |
dialectical reconstructor must become a kind of histarical anthropologist, -
attempting to see things as they saw them, yet expressing those percep-
tions and critically charting the evolution of their ideas using the -
resources of the present. In establishing his new logical practices, Frege *
was indeed making sense ~ in forging new conceptual tools, he shaped the
discourse in which philosophers now talk of ‘sense’; and in attempting to




