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                    Abstract
In this paper I examine the question of logic’s normative status in the light of Carnap’s Principle of Tolerance. I begin by contrasting Carnap’s conception of the normativity of logic with that of his teacher, Frege. I identify two core features of Frege’s position: first, the normative force of the logical laws is grounded in their descriptive adequacy; second, norms implied by logic are constitutive for thinking as such (in a sense to be clarified). While Carnap breaks with Frege’s absolutism about logic and hence with the notion that any system of logic should have a privileged claim to correctness, I argue that there is a sense in which Carnap’s framework-relative conception of logical norms has a constitutive role to play: though they are not constitutive for the conceptual activity for thinking, they do nevertheless set the ground rules that make certain forms of scientific inquiry possible in the first place. I conclude that Carnap’s principle of tolerance is tamer than one might have thought and that, despite remaining differences, Frege’s and Carnap’s conceptions of logic have more in common than one might have thought.
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                    Notes
	Though see Tolley (2006, 2008) for critical discussion of the supposed normativity of logic in Kant.


	I am grateful to an anonymous referee for raising the same point, and so helping me to appreciate the need to clarify this issue.


	As the definition suggests, descriptive laws are generally in the business of describing reality and so are, prima facie at least, answerable to facts. This is not to say that descriptive laws are necessarily empirical and metaphysically contingent. Frege took the laws of logic to be descriptive and yet necessary.


	Passages like the following reinforce this (as we will see) erroneous interpretation

                    
                      If we call [the laws of logic] laws of thought, or, better, laws of judgment, we must not forget we are concerned here with laws which, like principles of morals or laws of the state, prescribe how we are to act, and do not, like laws of nature, define the actual course of events. Thinking, as it actually takes place, is not always in agreement with the laws of logic any more than people’s actual behavior is always in agreement with the moral law (cited in Taschek 2008, p. 381).

                    


                  

	As Peter Sullivan points out, this explains why Frege deems it appropriate to present logic axiomatically:

                    
                      in adopting [the axiomatic] model Frege was according to logic the status of a science, [...] this marks a distance between his conception and those both from his most important predecessor, Kant, and his most important successor, Wittgenstein’ (Sullivan 2004, p. 682).

                    


                  

	The ‘laws of truth’ is just another name for the laws of logic for Frege. See Taschek (2008) for an illuminating discussion of the role of truth in Frege’s conception of logic.


	Frege himself is very clear about this point. See e.g. (Frege 1893, p. xv). See also Warren (Goldfarb 2010, p. 69), who writes that ‘for Frege [...] it is [...] reality that obeys the laws of logic’. Still, the claim that Frege’s laws of logic are descriptive of reality in something like the way the (correct) laws of the natural sciences might be said to be calls for further commentary. Frege’s laws of logic in fact are about both material or physical reality, as well about abstract, non-temporal, non-spatial, causally inert things, which have their home in what Frege calls the ‘third realm’ (the remaining realm being that of mental entities). In our example, Basic Law IIa clearly quantifies over all objects and all concepts. Many objects (excepting numbers and other abstract objects) occupy the realm of reference. On the other hand, concepts, for Frege, are functions and so are denizens of the third realm, alongside thoughts and other abstract objects. There are, of course, important differences between these two realms (some of which have already been brought out by our characterization of the two realms). However, I contend that the differences are immaterial to the claim that I am making: namely, that the laws of logic are descriptive of these objective realms. And both realms—the realm of material things and that of immaterial abstract things—are objective for Frege in the sense that neither is ‘intrinsically borne by a mind, as a pain or an after image is’ (Burge 1992, p. 637). As for the metaphysical status that Frege ascribes to the third realm, interpreters have differed. For instance, ‘literal’ interpretations take Frege’s realist talk about the ‘third realm’ at face value (e.g. (Burge 1992). Opposed to such realist interpretations, are views which favor a broadly idealist/practice-dependent construal of the third realm (e.g. Weiner 1995). To the extent to which logical laws are also about the third realm, the latter type of interpretation may be thought to put some pressure on my talk of Fregean realism about logic. However, even on Weiner’s view the third realm is objective at least in the sense that its existence is independent of our actual practices. My main point, that for Frege the normativity of logic is grounded in its descriptive adequacy with respect to an (even minimally) objective realm of things, remains unscathed.


	The example of Basic Law IIa is also borrowed from (MacFarlane 2002).


	‘Appropriate ways’ is a necessary qualification, because the connection between logical rules and norms of belief regulation is not always straightforward. The reasons for this are familiar from Gilbert Harman’s work (Harman 1986). I am assuming here without argument that some such connection nevertheless exists, see (Field 2009) and (MacFarlane 2004) for discussions.


	It is in this latter sense that passages like the one quoted in footnote 4 above are to be understood.


	In a very similar vein, Frege writes

                        
                          we could with equal justice think of laws of geometry and of physics as laws of thought or laws of judgment, namely as prescriptions to which our judgments must conform in a different domain if they are to remain in agreement with the truth (cited in Taschek 2008, p. 466).

                        


                      

	‘Laws of physics’ could be taken in either of two senses here. It could refer to the true (actually obtaining) laws of physics in which case the standard of correctness would be alethic. They could also refer to the laws postulated by our best current scientific theory, in which case the standard of correctness adverted to would be epistemic in nature (cf. MacFarlane 2002, p. 37, fn. 19). It is pretty clear, it seems to me, that Frege conceived of the laws of physics in the former sense (e.g. Frege 1897, p. 133), but this matters little for our purposes. Whatever Frege’s stance on the laws of physics, there can be no doubt, as we have seen in the passage likening the laws of logic to an ‘eternal foundation’, that the logical laws have the status of objective and immutable laws of truth which are what they are quite independently of our capacity correctly to identify them.


	I do think this interpretation of Frege has a lot going for it. And I will assume it in the following. However, even if it turns out that it does not ultimately stand as a matter of Frege scholarship, it nevertheless provides a useful foil for the discussion of Carnap’s conception of the normativity of logic.


	This interpretation of Frege’s conception of the normativity of logic has been pushed most forcefully by MacFarlane (2000, 2002) and Taschek (2008). But the central idea seems to me to be endorsed more or less explicitly by a number of authors. To give just one example, Michael Friedman writes,

                    
                      The principles and theorems of the Begriffsschrift are implicit in the requirements of any coherent thinking about anything at all, and this is how Frege’s construction of arithmetic within the Begriffsschrift is to provide an answer to Kant: arithmetic is in no sense dependent on our spatiotemporal intuition but is built in to the most general conditions of thought (Friedman 1999c, p. 167).

                    


                  This interpretation also bears some resemblance to the tradition of Frege interpretation originating with Burton Dreben and Jean van Heijenoort (and which has gained significant influence in the writings of Ricketts and Goldfarb among others). Central to this tradition is the notion of ‘logocentrism’, the idea that for Frege there is no extra-logical vantage point to be had, and in particular that there is no possibility of a meta-linguistic stance in the contemporary. In the absence of such an external standpoint, we cannot speak, on Frege’s picture, of the relation between language and that to which it refers. This, in turn, is supposed to lead us to reassess Frege’s apparent realist commitments. See Sullivan (2004) for an illuminating critical discussion of this tradition. Though the logocentrist tradition is of course related to the present project, its aims are importantly different. Our (rather more narrow) focus is squarely on the project of developing and comparing the constitutivist accounts of the normativity of logic that can be found in Frege and Carnap. No such position is suggested, let alone implied by the logocentrist tradition. I am grateful to an anonymous referee for pressing on this point.


	Much of this discussion is inspired by Clinton Tolley’s (2006) insightful discussion of the normativity of logic in Kant. Our main difference is that Tolley thinks that constitutive principles cannot carry normative force; I believe they can. A full discussion would lead us too far afield.


	It should be noted that Frege’s observation is not entirely correct. For instance, the denial of the axiom of induction is known to be consistent with the remainder of the Peano-Dedekind axioms.


	Similar points are made by MacFarlane (2002, p. 37) and Taschek (2008, p. 384) in the case of thinking, and by Williamson (1996 p. 491) in the case of speaking a language and performing assertions.


	Again the comparison with Williamson (1996) on the constitutive norms of assertion is telling.


	See e.g. Wedgwood (2006) and Zangwill (2005).


	The notion that CT (or variants of it) might be directed towards different target activities, will play a central role in Sect. 5.


	Admittedly, the formulation here is somewhat misleading as to Carnap’s actual intellectual development. It is really Wittgenstein’s universalism (not Frege) that occupies Carnap most in the period when he first conceives of the principle of tolerance. See Friedman (1999b) and Awodey and Carus (2009) for helpful accounts of Carnap’s thinking around this time. My presentation may be excused in the context of this comparative project.


	Carnap’s conception of logic, we must not forget, is rather more encompassing than what most contemporary authors would be comfortable with. This is not to say, of course, that there is currently anything like a consensus about what falls under the remit of logic. All the same, most would nowadays shirk from lumping together inference rules for the standard connectives and the axioms of induction and of choice under the heading of ‘L(ogical)-rules’, as Carnap does (Carnap 1937, Sect. 30).


	My talk of normative facts should be taken with a grain of salt and is obviously not offered as an interpretation of Frege in any strict sense. As is well known, Frege rejected any metaphysics of facts in the sense of correspondence theory of truth


	Notice that two extensionally equivalent norms may be intensionally distinct (e.g. ‘you ought to take the sum of x and 1 and then multiply the result by 2’ and ‘you ought to multiply x by 2 and multiply 1 by 2 and then add the products’ are intensionally distinct norms that are extensionally equivalent because \(2(x+1)=2x + 2\). Another example is ‘You ought to believe what David Lewis writes’ and ‘You ought to believe what Bruce LeCatt writes’). I assume here that norms are individuated extensionally. In the case of logical norms this is unproblematic. Two logical norms are distinct if and only if the logical laws that give rise to them are (extensionally) distinct.


	I am grateful to an anonymous referee for the example.


	As can be gleaned from some of the quoted passages, a number of authors have noted the constitutive role played by linguistic frameworks in Carnap’s thought (Creath 2007; Friedman 1999a; Richardson 2007; Ricketts 2007). My aim here is to develop these observations into a full-fledged account of Carnap’s conception of the normative role of logic, and to demonstrate the significance of the latter for his greater philosophical projects.


	I am deliberately skirting a number of intricacies that are inessential to my point here. See Friedman (1999a), Koellner (2013) and Ricketts (2007) for helpful discussions of some of the issues involved.


	I am describing Carnap’s view during his syntactic period, relying mainly on (Carnap 1936) and (Carnap 1937). After Carnap’s shift to semantics it becomes possible to specify the relations between the appropriate syntactic items and their designata in the metalanguage explicitly. I take it that the transition to his semantic period does not change anything about the constitutive role of logic in determining meaning. See Carnap (1939).


	I am grateful to an anonymous referee for helping me clarify my thoughts on this matter.


	See for instance (Carnap 1963, p. 45).


	Ricketts (1994, pp. 182–183) takes a similar line:

                    
                      Carnap also assigns to logic a fundamental regulative role in enquiry. We observed that Carnap complains of ‘disputations in which opponents talk at cross purposes’ because there was no basis for ‘mutual understanding’, no common criterion for deciding the controversy.’ Carnap believes that many such wrangles can be avoided, if investigators formulate hypotheses in a syntactically described language. This description fixes a consequence relation for the language; and only in the context of such a relation can one statement be said to support, oppose, or be irrelevant to another. A consequence relation is thus a basic and indispensable part of a common criterion for adjudicating disputes: it grounds agreement on the relevance of further statements to the hypothesis under consideration.

                    


                  

	Readers of Friedman (2001) may have recognized a resemblance between Carnap’s relativized CT and Friedman’s notion of the ‘constitutive a priori’. Constitutive a priori principles have

                    
                      the function of making the precise mathematical formulation and empirical application of the theories [formulated on their basis] first possible (idem, p. 40).

                    


                  and so represent the necessary presuppositions for a certain form of scientific inquiry. That is, constitutive a priori principles play are, as it were, a generalization of synthetic a priori knowledge, the target of Kant’s transcendental inquiry, which provides the conditions of the possibility of empirical knowledge, e.g. Euclidian geometry and certain fundamental principles of Newtonian mechanics. However, unlike Kant’s constitutive principles, which he took to be set in stone, relativized a priori principles are not immune to revision. Advances in our scientific theories may call for the adoption of novel linguistic frameworks encapsulating novel constitutive principles. (See Friedman (2001) for further discussion and in particular for a defense against Quinian attacks.) I take the notion of relativized CT to be compatible and indeed continuous with Friedman’s constitutive a priori principles. What my account adds to Friedman’s is the normative dimension. Furthermore, while Friedman considers constitutive principles—logical, mathematical, physical—en bloc, my account isolates the constitutive role of logic.
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