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ferhaps the fnrst thmg o pomt out
about this book is that despite the

.....

Aitle, it hag nothing to do with depth
ammar or any other aspect of lin-
The author hag' tried to

guxstlcs
ryrxte a straight logic textbook cover-
g ~every. aspect Of Jlogic—tradi-

plonal .modern and philosophical. -

v i;yl the nineteenth ceptury before the
revolution in logic started by Frege
and Russel] ‘this might have been
a -practicable, proposxtion Jbut logic
s now too big a subject 10 try ‘to’
cram fnto _four hnndred pages.  As
a result the book is often. very
;;'ketchy (the problem of induction
dets seven pages) and smon is
* often 'compressed ‘to the pomt of;-
\ﬂmmelligibnhty. It may seem rather -
"{fnmleran: .to - criticize’
omissions, but Quine’s views on. the:

“the: book for. -

Tarski’s theory of truth would not
have been amiss,

If this was' all that were wrdng:

with the book, it might still imve -

. had some .value 'as a:survey. How-

~ever, this is not the case. Key words
-are often used without being ex-
‘ plained (e g, “ decision 'procedure®).

and some words are used in unusgal’
ways:.“ tautology ™

“ validity ”
synonym, .
The book ‘Alé conta.ins ‘a laheﬂ

xs gwen as. a thkd‘

‘number of false “or ‘misleading

claims. Popper’s notion of verisifmi-
litude is confused with his notion of
corroboration.” . The ' account ,of

~Russell’s theory of descr\puons is:

completely wrong and Carnap’s

_ views on language are misrepre-
sented.

Sloppy pfesentatxon is typxc

the third of bfﬁe ‘hook deh\lrote;lli’% ,
-modern - symbolic ‘1égic. No glgar;
'dxsn“néuon’ is’ _between synps; &
' “semantics, ‘sules of fo ’
“dre’ not clearly separated from rijes
of infere nnd the watenia of
g the use of .
- neith et'
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is used as sypo-. -
'nymous ‘with  “ logical truth ” and-

-various times to

care- im rtant restricuons on the

. .quantifier rules mentioned.

Finally, much of the phnlosophy
is conducted on a very va ue level
which makes arguments difficult to
follow. Senténces like “To know a
‘reality ‘as-an-object is to conceive it
'precisely in its potentiality to dis-
close itself in rational media” are
. I0t “‘uncommon.

‘Much is made of ‘the cla;m in the
subtitles that logic is the’ depth

grammar of rationality. Yet the

-gxact . import ‘of this metaphor is
‘never made at all clear. Ngrh -does

‘the: aulhor ever ‘explain.:what ‘he.

-means by “rationality” and seemis
‘to' be. unaware thatthis jis conten-
-tious. .He is. not even _clear
what sort of’ thmga may be ducribed
as rational, uting rationality at
the world, forms of
1ife, thought and phenomenal devél-
opmen& :

‘There- are some better sections.
d‘hc passéges on -Aristotelean' logic

-are usually ' quite weli ‘done’ and-
aeu:fus

€. are: some interestin
at'the end of the first s n. There
ishaloo a useful th-nrty-nage bibliotra-

pny.
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