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It is easy to locate the source of the mistrust and suspicion that many
mathematicians feel toward the explicit definition of ordered pair given
sbove. The trouble is not that there is anything wrong or anything miss-
ing; the relevant properties of the concept we have defined are all correct
(that is, in accord with the demands of intuition) and all the correct proper-
ties are present. The trouble is that the concept has some irrelevant prop-
erties that are accidental and distracting. The theorem that (a,b) =
(z, y) if and only if @ = x and b = y is the sort of thing we expect to learn
about ordered pairs. The fact that {a, b} € (a, b), on the other hand, seems
accidental; it is a freak property of the definition rather than an intrinsic
property of the concept.

-

s = 3

-\/L\Is I \f@% ’\-66‘@\/\ o o 'V“Aas we  will %u}\& ‘A g,(ﬁ‘f'legj



Now \ds dede  our Ao Qathas Mhé} doec cp\()\\)fQ whel i
5‘/\00\3& Me e~ \0 \sL an_ &raLaft& ()o.w‘ .

Mol b, we  wak ML 0 (@lg\ -,Cxp\a>
*LQA =X au\ék \6:6

50 sue(/)oi& (C\ }\ = (y ¢ 6>

e (« ,Qo\ hes  one QLWJG‘



$ (ab) hes D alovets



Hoo do ve gl ok fe Gd wd wad coodindes 7

-
]
"0

(4.2) =

(1¢3 ¢ =

v\)l/\&v(ﬁ ef)%&\ Fa; c

W\/\ ;&)

© r» 2&9\ ?m‘r

'S

'S

{zc} 83 51933 7

19, 02,19330 , 912,7930%



How b e %ud& of & \ : -
)\gje ?mrg \).,og wf\LL ouwS mfwvs So qup

@ Carledian ﬁméu&s
Ne  cadesian i
Q\WL is 1 @o& old Coé)FA?/‘aﬁlQ

TL i



So(:(osc

S O N T



[\)OUU U \ coxl\‘&,\ t
Sfe(/ Q o b l-E C&O&J/\ Mo :)*"b% 01‘32’(& ?‘U\q

e Ree ‘
“’“—Q— Q,N‘X—Qé\cm Qfago«:}c cac 7& a«(& Q) "\9 \U-L
Ax( = Z Xe?@(/f)/@ruﬁy > ox=(a ) for §

GO~ _ ae‘k\ 4«&50
Q X%%
&
o) N= 14 ) B=323%
Ax b =
E%Q‘ -

Q} A: Cﬁ (b: 24‘)2\3§
Axg = 7



@ (\) Q»ﬁ% Nona_

)S( 6}N\:\d\ o\pkg\ccg\ , Kev%—/ ole% (,..)\'\o& ue I‘QQ\
&LQ\/\?L\&A O&:‘ NSIINSES

\\Q\eﬁ;@ readd Hax\(\/\os cecWons \\) \2) X 13 ?




