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Am I a tolerable master of the sciences? Have I gone through the very gate of them, logic? If not, I am not likely to go much farther, when I stumble at the threshold. Do I understand it so as to be ever the better for it [and] to have it always ready for use; so as to apply every rule of it, when occasion is, almost as naturally as I turn my hand? Do I understand it at all? . . . Rather, have not my stupid indolence and laziness made me very ready to believe, what the little wits and pretty gentlemen affirm, “that logic is good for nothing?” It is good for this at least, (wherever it is understood,) to make people talk less; by showing them both what is, and what is not, to the point; and how extremely hard it is to prove anything.

JOHN WESLEY (1703–1791)
“ADDRESS TO THE CLERGY”
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C. S. Lewis once remarked that, “Good philosophy must exist, if for no other reason, because bad philosophy must be answered.”1 About that he is surely right. Unfortunately, many today are in the same position as those Americans Alexis de Tocqueville described in 1835: “They possess, without ever having taken the trouble to define its rules, a certain philosophic method which is common to all of them.”2 That is, many people today have embraced, often without even realizing it, an approach to knowing reality that undermines their ever coming to truly understand it. They draw inferences about everyday life, theorize about major events and developments in the world, and do all of this while blindly utilizing philosophical categories and tools. In other words, they’ve embraced a “philosophic method” that generates “bad philosophy.” The cure is not to reject philosophical discourse altogether but to embrace good philosophy.

Thankfully there is more to good philosophy than simply answering bad philosophy. It also enables one to entertain questions that are central to one’s worldview—questions related to the nature of truth, the nature of goodness, and the nature of beauty. However, finding examples of those doing philosophy well can be difficult. And yet, given the importance of questions we are interested in, doing philosophy well is critical.

For this reason, a contemporary introductory series to the major questions in philosophy is incredibly valuable. IVP Academic’s Questions in Christian Philosophy series seeks to meet that need. It provides introductory volumes on the various branches of philosophy for students with little or no background in the discipline. Our authors have written their volumes with their students in mind. They don’t presume prior philosophical training but instead provide careful definitions of terms and illustrate key concepts in ways that make philosophy tangible and useful for those who need it most. After all, it is not just professional philosophers who seek answers to philosophical questions—anyone attempting to love God with their mind will find themselves asking questions about the world God has created and seeking answers to them.

The authors have also approached their volumes in a way that takes seriously the claim that all truth, goodness, and beauty is found in God. That is, in undertaking Questions in Christian Philosophy, the authors are not merely engaging in these philosophical pursuits and then adding Jesus to the mix when they’re done. Instead, they are pursuing these questions out of a love and devotion to Jesus that not only guides the questions asked but also motivates attempts to answer them.

It is our hope that each volume in this series will not only help readers become acquainted with various approaches to important topics but will also encourage people in their devotion to our Lord.






PREFACE


Is it possible to be a rational, logical person of faith? Many would say no. Consider the following claims:


Faith is the enemy of reason. The one thing every single one of us here must be united in despising is faith. It’s the barren refuge of the vacuous, the fearful, the frauds, and the obstacles to accomplishment.1

Faith is the great cop-out, the great excuse to evade the need to think and evaluate evidence. Faith is belief in spite of, even perhaps because of, the lack of evidence.2



Or more simply,

Faith is believing what you know ain’t so.3


What these assertions have in common is the claim that faith, by its very nature, is without evidence and exists apart from or in opposition to reason. The listener is presented with a stark dichotomy. On the one hand, there is irrational faith, and on the other, reasonable unbelief. Look at the comments under an online article that touches on religion or go to one of the many atheist websites, and you will find this dichotomy repeated again and again:

Christians are Christians because, to put it as nicely as possible, [they] are just plain stupid. They might have successful careers, but anyone who believes their moronic fantasies has a terrible mental illness which is almost always incurable. What a waste of a life. These cowardly feeble-minded people are pathetic.4


If believers accept this dichotomy, they are faced with a hard choice. They must choose between being unthinking, gullible believers or intelligent, logical atheists.


“IRRATIONAL FAITH”

Some Christians accept this dilemma and embrace the nonrational side of faith. They wear their lack of logical reasoning or engagement with secular thinking as a badge of honor. Other Christians are not as extreme in their denial of critical thinking but still shy away from engaging with reason and arguments. In some cases there is a fear that if we were to tackle the arguments of atheists and lose, we might lose our faith. Better to just stay away and ignore the onslaughts from the secular world. In other cases, it is simply lazy thinking. It is easier to claim discrimination on the basis of faith or to retreat to like-minded communities than to do the hard work of developing counterarguments to attacks on faith.




“REASONABLE UNBELIEF”

Those who set up the dilemma and hold to “reasonable unbelief” frequently make two arguments: one concerning knowledge (epistemology) and one about reality (metaphysics). The epistemological argument focuses on the need for evidence and runs something like this:


Premise 1: It is irrational to hold any belief without sufficient evidence

Premise 2: There is not sufficient evidence to support belief in God

Conclusion 1: Therefore, it is irrational to believe in God5



This argument is certainly valid—that is, the conclusion follows with certainty from the premises. But is it sound? To be sound, an argument must be valid and have true premises. Philosophers Peter van Inwagen and Alvin Plantinga have argued that at least one of these premises is false and hence the conclusion is unsupported. Van Inwagen asks what counts as “sufficient evidence.”6 If we give a narrow view of evidence and include only that which will convince all rational people, then premise one is extremely implausible. What evidence, for example, could I give that would convince all rational people that I have a headache, that Michelangelo’s David is beautiful, or that murder is wrong? For that matter, what evidence could I give that would convince everyone that the material world is real?

On the other hand, if we give a broader view of evidence that includes intuitions and private insights, then premise two is implausible. Why couldn’t my experience of God’s grace, my experience of love and beauty, or my sense of wonder at the vastness of the universe count as “sufficient evidence” of God’s existence? As Van Inwagen concludes, “I perceive a widespread double standard in writings about the relation of religious belief to evidence and argument. This double standard consists in setting religious belief a test it could not possibly pass, and in studiously ignoring the fact that almost none of our beliefs on any subject could possibly pass this test.”7

Plantinga goes even further and claims that both the premises above are demonstrably false. What reason would a person have for believing premise one to be true? That is, what is the sufficient evidence to believe that one should only believe that for which one has sufficient evidence? And—if one could give an answer to that question—what would be the sufficient reason for believing that ? And so on and so on. The fact is, some beliefs are just properly basic—without evidence—and form the basis for other inferred beliefs. So the beliefs “I actually have a hand in front of me” or “I have a headache” are properly basic beliefs, though they are not really based on “evidence.” According to Plantinga, “properly basic beliefs” are beliefs that are rationally held but do not depend on other beliefs for their rational status. He goes on to argue that belief in God can be properly basic.8

As for premise two, there are whole families of arguments that claim to provide sufficient evidence to support belief in God. There are cosmological arguments such as those based on contingency or the famed “kalam” argument. There are design (teleological) arguments based on analogy, or the inference to the best explanation, or the fine-tuning of the universe. There are moral arguments based on objective moral truths, or the conscience, or the rational status of morality. There are ontological arguments—both the classical version from Anselm and more recent modal versions. There are arguments from mind based on free will, on properties such as flavors and colors, and on the relationship between ideas and reality.9 And for Christians, of course, Jesus provides the best evidence to believe in God. Perhaps every one of these arguments is wrong, but at the least premise two is not obviously true.

While the evidentialist argument attacks faith epistemologically, the materialist argument attacks it metaphysically. A materialist is someone who believes there is only the material world and nothing else exists. There are many variations, but the essence of the argument has not really changed since Epicurus (341–270 BC) and runs like this:


Premise 3: There is nothing but material things

Premise 4: God is not a material thing

Conclusion 2: There is no God10



Again the structure of the argument is valid and premise four seems obvious. But what about premise three? In the first place, contrary to what is often claimed, this is not a scientific statement but a metaphysical one. That is, this claim is a presupposition, not based on “evidence” at all. But more importantly, how many people really believe this claim is true? Does love really mean just hormone secretion? Is goodness just whatever behavior enhances reproduction of a species? Is knowledge just a survival-enhancing mechanism without any reference to truth or the external world? One often reads materialists who claim premise one to be true yet turn around and make claims that go well beyond the material world. If this premise is true, what do words like truth, goodness, and beauty really mean? Why would we talk about the tragedy of a debilitating illness or how oppression is wrong if, as Richard Dawkins claims, “the universe we observe has . . . no design, no purpose, no evil and no good, nothing but blind pitiless indifference”?11 It is only when we assume that things should be better, that life has meaning, that we have a reason to do anything—and that seems to require something beyond matter.12




REASONABLE FAITH

But are irrational belief or reasonable unbelief the only choices? Could there, perhaps, be a third option? Could there be such a thing as reasonable faith? The great thinkers of Christian history thought so. Figures like Saint Thomas Aquinas and Saint Augustine considered Christian belief to be rational—though they disagreed on the exact relationship between reason and faith. It is true that some Christian thinkers were skeptical of the value of reason in coming to faith—thinkers like Saint Teresa of Avila or John Calvin. But even these skeptics believed that reason had a role to play in developing mature faith. The notion that faith and reason stand in direct opposition to each other is based on modernist philosophy. Though many people today consider this dichotomy to be some kind of timeless truth, it is actually a recent invention in Western philosophy. As Dallas Willard explains,

It is one of the curiosities of Western intellectual history that, during the last century or so, those with no serious involvement with practical Christianity—maybe totally ignorant of it or even hostile to it—have been allowed, under the guise of “scholarship” or innovative thought, to define what religion is and to reinterpret Christian teachings in light of their own biased definitions and purposes.13


Many today have reinterpreted Christian teachings and concluded that faith and reason are incompatible. Unfortunately, some Christians have accepted this distortion as well. These Christians have then urged fellow believers to avoid the study of logic or philosophy. But are faith and reason really so opposite? Perhaps “believing what you know ain’t so” is no more acceptable for Christians than for atheists. As C. S. Lewis put it, “I am not asking anyone to accept Christianity if his best reasoning tells him that the weight of the evidence is against it. That is not the point at which Faith comes in. Faith, in the sense in which I am here using the word, is the art of holding onto things your reason has once accepted, in spite of your changing moods.”14 Reason, with its arguments and counterarguments, is important for Christian faith for at least four reasons. First, reason can be used to support faith. For example, the various proofs for God’s existence attempt to give positive reasons for belief. Second, arguments, and the ability to assess arguments well, can remove obstacles to faith. The brief discussion of the evidentialist and materialist objections to faith given above shows how logic can be a tool for believers. As the work of Van Inwagen and Plantinga makes clear, many critiques of faith are badly argued—or not really argued at all, but just asserted loudly. By identifying the problems with these critiques, one can show that belief need not be irrational. Third, careful reasoning is needed to articulate the fundamental doctrines of belief. What are the essential dogmas, and what is secondary or even tertiary? But most importantly, Scripture calls Christians to “always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have” (1 Pet 3:15). Clear thinking is essential for Christians—and one of the best ways to develop clear thinking is to study logic.

Finally, learning to think clearly is essential to us as citizens, as consumers, and as human beings created by God. Most of what follows will not be specifically “Christian” in the sense of arguments about faith issues. Instead, this book will focus on the basics of logic that are applicable to everyone. In this book you will learn how to analyze arguments and find the assumptions behind the claims. You will learn how language works in conveying arguments—and the ways in which it is abused. You will see how advertising and political campaigning can rely on shoddy reasoning. You will learn to see the structure of good arguments and some of the problems with bad ones. In short, this book can help you use the God-given power of reason more effectively.




HOW TO USE THIS BOOK

Following a brief introduction, this book is divided into three interchangeable sections. The first section introduces ordinary language and the many ways sentences are used—and misused. Next, we examine one particular kind of argument: the categorical syllogism. In this section, we use a very stylized way of constructing sentences that allows us to build clear arguments. Finally, we will move away from everyday language altogether and use symbols to identify the logical arrangement of arguments. If we think of the “body” of an argument, this book starts with the outer skin and moves inward to find the “bones,” or underlying structure of arguments.

While this is the standard approach in teaching logic, some may find it better to tackle the symbolic material first and get clear on the structure of arguments before moving back to ordinary language. If you want to try this approach, begin with chapter one, then go directly to unit three and then on to units two and, finally, one. I have taught this material both ways, and there are good reasons for each approach. However, if you are working through this book on your own—and not using it in a classroom setting—I would recommend taking it in the order given here. It is often hard to see the value of symbolic logic until one has struggled with the vagueness of language.

Regardless of which order one uses, the most important part of learning logic is to do the assignments. Reading about sentences, syllogisms, and symbols is important. But without the practice of identifying arguments, recognizing fallacies, or analyzing syllogisms, one simply cannot learn logic. Accordingly, there is at least one set of assignments after each section. The solution to every third problem (marked with an asterisk) may be found in the back of the book. It would be easy to just flip to the back and find the answer—don’t do it. Instead, try hard to get the answer yourself and then check to see whether your answer matches. The best way to learn logic is to do logic, so don’t shortcut that process.

Generally, there are fifteen problems in each assignment. For those using this book in a classroom setting, the assumption is that the first five of these will be done in class as examples, and the remaining ten assigned as homework. Accordingly, the first five problems include a range of difficulties so that they can be worked on in class.
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    What is logic? In the broad sense, it is the study of the correct method of reasoning. But in a narrow sense, it is the study of the correct form of arguments. As a subject, logic is not nearly as difficult as many people think—and most people use it all the time. The problem is that language is so vague and serves so many functions that it is often difficult to find the form of an argument embedded within it. One of the chief tasks of logic is to find that form, examine it closely, and determine whether the argument is properly structured.


    This book will begin by defining arguments: the parts of arguments, the kinds of arguments, and what makes for a good argument. After this brief introduction, we will look at “full-bodied” language as expressed in everyday sentences and the many ways it is used. We will examine the difference between form and function, between denotation and connotation, and learn to find the arguments embedded within the common uses of language. We will also take time to look at a number of common “informal fallacies.”


    Next, we will start to look below the surface of everyday language by examining one very formal way of arguing: categorical syllogisms. These formal arguments will begin to show us the underlying logical structure of arguments as expressed in language. We will also learn how to determine whether these stylized arguments are correct, and we will learn to take ordinary language and turn it into these formal arguments.


    In the final unit, we will examine the underlying form of arguments by using symbols. We will develop a set of rules for constructing a logic of sentences and find ways to evaluate these arguments. This will give us the skeleton, as it were, of the argument. We will conclude by going back to arguments in language and translating them into symbols to see how well they are constructed.


    


      1.1 TERMS


      Arguments. So what is an argument? In a famous Monty Python skit, Michael Palin goes into an “Argument Clinic.” There, he pays John Cleese to have an argument with him. After some typical Monty Python silliness, the two men get down to arguing:


      

        Palin: I came here for a good argument.


        Cleese: No you didn’t; no, you came here for an argument.


        Palin: An argument isn’t just contradiction.


        Cleese: It can be.


        Palin: No it can’t. An argument is a connected series of statements to establish a proposition.


        Cleese: No it isn’t.


        Palin: Yes it is! It’s not just contradiction.


        Cleese: Look, if I argue with you, I must take up a contrary position.


        Palin: Yes, but that’s not just saying “No it isn’t.”


        Cleese: Yes it is!


        Palin: No it isn’t! An argument is an intellectual process. Contradiction is just the automatic gainsaying of any statement the other person makes.


        Cleese: No it isn’t.


        Palin: It is.


        Cleese: Not at all.1


      


      In the middle of this short excerpt from the interminable exchange, Palin gives a very good definition of an argument: “a connected series of statements to establish a proposition.” Notice there are three parts to this definition:


      

        	

          1. “statements”


        


      


      These statements that are given as a reason to accept a certain proposition are called “premises.” All arguments have at least one premise or reason given for why one should accept something else.


      

        	

          2. “a proposition”


        


      


      The proposition that the argument is attempting to establish is called the “conclusion.” This is what the speaker wants to prove.


      

        	

          3. “a connected series . . . to establish”


        


      


      It is not enough to just have statements and propositions in order to have an argument—they must be connected in a certain way. Consider the following:


      

        

          P1 I am hungry


          P2 This is a pen


        


        C Tomorrow is Tuesday2


      


      While we have two statements and a proposition, this is clearly not an argument. What is missing? There is no connection here to establish the proposition “Tomorrow is Tuesday” on the basis of the previous two statements. The “connected series . . . to establish” is the part that makes an argument work. In fact, it is this third point that is the key to logic. Logic is not primarily concerned with the statements and propositions that make up an argument. (Are they true? False? Would most people accept them?) Instead logic is about the connections between these constituent parts of an argument. This connection is called inference, and it is what we will be trying to isolate and test throughout this book.


      Propositions, statements, and sentences. The Monty Python skit uses different words for premises and conclusions: statements and propositions. But this is misleading. Both premises and conclusions are made from propositions. Further, statements are just one particular instance of a proposition expressed in a sentence. Let’s unpack this a little to get our definitions straight. What exactly is a proposition?


      

        A proposition is an idea that is true or false.


      


      Now a proposition is conveyed by a statement, but it is not exactly the same thing as a statement. For example, the statement


      

        S1: “Abraham Lincoln is the president of the United States”


      


      was true in 1864, but the same statement is false today. Statements, then, are bound by time, but propositions are not. When statement S1 was expressed in 1864, it was expressing the proposition “Abraham Lincoln is the president of the United States in 1864,” which is still true today. Similarly, the statement


      

        S2: “This country has a president”


      


      is true if you are in the United States, but false if you are visiting England. So statements are bound by place as well as time, but propositions are not. The proposition “The United States has a president” is true even if I happen to be in England.


      So, strictly speaking,


      

        A statement is a particular formulation of a proposition.


      


      Now statements (and hence, propositions) are expressed in sentences. But neither a proposition nor a statement is the same thing as a sentence. In the first place, many perfectly good sentences are neither true nor false. For example, consider the sentence “Do you think logic is worth studying?” This is a perfectly grammatical sentence, but it is a question—and questions are not true or false. One could give the command “Study logic” or exclaim “Logic, yeah!” and again not have asserted anything that was true or false. In fact, sentences can do all sorts of things, as we will see in chapter two. One of those things is to express a statement (which, again, is a particular formulation of a proposition), but that is not the only function of sentences.


      A sentence is not the same thing as a proposition for a second reason: many different sentences can express the same proposition. Consider the following sentences:


      

        Ray loves Ginger.


        Ray: “I love my wife, Ginger.”


        Ginger is loved by Ray.


        Ray liebt Ginger. (German)


         


        There exists an x and a y such that x has the function of loving y where x is Ray and y is Ginger.


      


      These five different sentences all express the same proposition. It might be best to think of a proposition as some sort of Platonic ideal3 and all sentences as attempts to express that ideal. Shown as a diagram it would look something like this:
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      Consider these specific sentences:


      

        1: Chicago is the second largest city in the United States.


        and


        2: The largest metropolis in America outside of New York City is Chicago.


      


      Both sentences express the statement that “Chicago is number two in population in the United States,” which prior to 1982 expressed the true proposition that Chicago was the “Second City.” However, if that specific statement, “Chicago is number two in population in the United States” (using any specific sentence to express it), is used today, it would express a false proposition (since Los Angeles is now larger).


      Recognizing arguments. Arguments are often hard to find. Since premises and conclusions are both made up of statements expressing propositions, it can be difficult to tell which is which. What is a premise in one context may be a conclusion in another. There is no one rule that will allow a person to find the premises and conclusion of an argument. The order of the statements is no help, because conclusions can come at the beginning, the middle, or the end of an argument. For example, here is an argument with the conclusion coming first:


      

        All fire trucks are red because red is easy to see and we always want to see when a fire truck is coming.4


      


      In this argument, the conclusion, “All fire trucks are red,” comes before the premises. But in the following argument, the conclusion comes in the middle:


      

        Pine trees grow quickly so they make a good renewable resource, since fast growing plants are easy to reproduce.


      


      The conclusion, “[Pine trees] make a good renewable resource,” is placed between two premises. Of course, it is much easier to find the conclusion when it comes at the end of an argument as it does here:


      

        Running a marathon takes a lot of training, and I have not trained at all. Therefore, I am not going to run a marathon.


      


      Given that the order does not tell us what are the premises and what is the conclusion, how are we to find them? The key to uncovering the structure of an argument is to ask two questions:


      

        	

          1. Of what is the speaker trying to convince me?


        


      


      The answer to that question will be the conclusion. Then one should ask:


      

        	

          2. What reason or reasons is the speaker giving me in order to convince me of that conclusion?


        


      


      This will identify the premise(s).


      Often, though not always, there are words in an argument that help to identify premises and conclusions. Premises are often identified by such words as the following:


      

        	

          for


        


        	

          because


        


        	

          inasmuch as


        


        	

          on the basis of


        


        	

          given that


        


        	

          since


        


        	

          as shown by


        


      


      These words are premise indicators and let the reader or listener know that what follows are the statements that are used as reasons to establish a conclusion.


      Conclusions are often identified by such words as the following:


      

        	

          therefore


        


        	

          so


        


        	

          it follows that


        


        	

          as a result


        


        	

          thus


        


        	

          consequently


        


        	

          which implies that


        


        	

          hence


        


      


      These words are conclusion indicators and let the reader or listener know that what follows is the proposition the speaker is trying to establish. There is one general rule that will follow throughout all of logic: find the conclusion first. Until you know what the speaker is trying to prove, you really cannot analyze the argument at all.


      Premises or conclusions that do not appear to be propositions. Occasionally, the premises or the conclusion will not appear to be statements. For example, a rhetorical question does not appear to express a proposition. After all, questions are neither true nor false and so could not be premises or conclusions. However, a rhetorical question is not really a question at all; it is actually a statement that is conveying a proposition. For example, when a delegation from Parliament requested that Queen Elizabeth I (1533–1603) get married soon—and only to an Englishman—she responded,


      

        Was I not born in the realm? Were my parents born in any foreign country? Is not my kingdom here? Whom have I oppressed? Whom have I enriched to other’s harm? What turmoil have I made in this commonwealth that I should be suspected to have no regard to the same? . . . I am your anointed Queen . . . [and] I will never be by violence constrained to do anything.5


      


      Now this argument uses six rhetorical questions as premises for the conclusion “I will do what I want.” But they are not really questions; they are expressing propositions: “I was born in the realm,” “My parents were born here,” and so on. Or consider the following argument by Mark Antony before the citizens of Rome:


      

        I thrice presented him [Caesar] a kingly crown,


        Which he did thrice refuse: was this ambition?6


      


      Clearly Mark Antony is arguing for the conclusion that Caesar was not ambitious, though it is never stated. Instead Mark Antony leaves the listener with a question—but one that he expects to be answered with a no. And he gives a reason why the listener should conclude that Caesar was not ambitious: he refused the crown three times.


      Missing premise(s) or conclusion(s). This last example makes an important point. In ordinary language, it is common to leave out a premise or even the conclusion and expect the reader or hearer to supply the missing piece. Such arguments are called enthymemes, and we will discuss them more thoroughly in chapter six. Consider the following argument from Aristotle:


      

        The law does not expressly permit suicide, and what it does not expressly permit it forbids.7


      


      In this argument the conclusion, “Suicide is prohibited by law,” is only implied—it is not stated explicitly. An enthymeme draws the listener in by forcing him or her to participate in the argument.


      Assignment 1.1. Find the premise(s) and the conclusion in the following arguments. (The solution to questions with an asterisk are found in the back of the book. Try to answer them before going to the back to check your answer.)


      

        

          

            

            

            

            

            

              

                	Example:


                	“The nature of man is intricate; the objects of society are of the greatest possible complexity: and therefore no simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to man’s nature or to the quality of his affairs” (Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France).


              


              

                	Solution:


                	Premise 1: The nature of man is intricate.


              


              

                	


                	Premise 2: The objects of society are of the greatest possible complexity.


              


              

                	


                	Conclusion: No simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to man’s nature or to the quality of his affairs.


              


            

          


        


      


      

        	

          1. You really should not wear that outfit. It doesn’t fit and it needs to be washed.


        


        	

          2. Musical theater performers are more talented than regular actors because they can sing, dance, and act.


        


        	

          *3. Kids who go to preschool are more likely to go to college. We want more people to go to college, so we should have public preschool for everyone.


        


        	

          4. Going off to school is traumatizing, and when people are traumatized, they are often not at their best. So we should probably give some slack to obnoxious frosh.


        


        	

          5. “At the present time, when women are beginning to take part in the affairs of the world, it is still a world that belongs to men—they have no doubt of it at all and women have scarcely any. To decline to be the Other, to refuse to be a party to the deal—this would be for women to renounce all the advantages conferred upon them by their alliance with the superior caste. Man-the-sovereign will provide woman-the-liege with material protection and will undertake the moral justification of her existence; thus she can evade at once both economic risk and the metaphysical risk of a liberty in which ends and aims must be contrived without assistance” (Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex).


        


        	

          *6. “From this equality of ability, arises equality of hope in the attaining of our ends. And therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies” (Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan).


        


        	

          7. “The social order is a sacred right which is the basis of all other rights. Nevertheless, this right does not come from nature, and must therefore be founded on conventions” (Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract).


        


        	

          8. “It is admitted that moderation and the mean are best, and therefore it will clearly be best to possess the gifts of fortune in moderation” (Aristotle, Politics).


        


        	

          *9. “Now, can we say that people sometimes are thirsty, and yet do not wish to drink? Then we shall have reasonable grounds for assuming that these are two principles [in the soul] distinct one from the other” (Plato, Republic).


        


        	

          10. “Since there are evidently more than one end, and we choose some of these (e.g. wealth, flutes, and in general instruments) for the sake of something else, clearly not all ends are final ends” (Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics).


        


        	

          11. “I desire what is good. Therefore, everyone who does not agree with me is a traitor” (George III of England).


        


        	

          *12. “Thought.—All the dignity of man consists in thought. Thought is therefore by its nature a wonderful and incomparable thing” (Blaise Pascal, Pensées).


        


        	

          13. “It is an article of faith that God exists. But what is of faith cannot be demonstrated, because a demonstration produces scientific knowledge; whereas faith is of the unseen (Heb. 11:1). Therefore it cannot be demonstrated that God exists” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae).8


        


        	

          14. “The existence of God and other like truths about God, which can be known by natural reason, are not articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith presupposes natural knowledge” (Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae).


        


        	

          *15. “It should be understood that [God’s] presence is not felt so fully, I mean so clearly, as when revealed the first time or at other times when God grants the soul this gift. For if the presence were felt so clearly, the soul would find it impossible to be engaged in anything else or even to live among people” (Teresa of Avila, Interior Castle).


        


      


    


    

    

      1.2 TYPES OF ARGUMENTS


      Every argument claims there is some connection between certain propositions such that one or more propositions are claimed to follow from the others. But what sort of connection is being made? There are two basic kinds of arguments: deductive and inductive.9


      Deductive arguments. Folks often claim that deductive arguments reason from the universal to the particular while inductive arguments reason from the particular to the universal—and this is frequently correct. It is also possible, however, to argue from universals to particulars, particulars to universals, universals to universals, and particulars to particulars in both an inductive and deductive manner. The key difference between deductive and inductive arguments is not the direction of the argument but the claim about necessity that is being made. In a deductive argument, the claim is made that the conclusion necessarily follows from the premise(s). Here is a deductive argument:


      

        

          P1 All persons are mortal


          P2 Socrates is a person


        


        C Socrates is mortal


      


      There is no way the premises could be true and the conclusion false—it follows with necessity from the premises. Now the premises might be false, and in that case we don’t know whether the conclusion is true. But if the premises here are true, then the conclusion must be true—the conclusion is not 99 percent or “very likely” to be true, it is absolutely necessary.


      Inductive arguments. An inductive argument is not claiming that the conclusion follows with necessity, but only with probability. It may be a very high probability, but it is still not a certainty. So in an inductive argument, the claim is made that the conclusion follows with probability—but not with necessity—from the premise(s). Here is a sample inductive argument:


      

        

          P1 Socrates was an Athenian


          P2 Most Athenians ate fish


        


        C Socrates ate fish


      


      It is possible for the premises here to be true while the conclusion is false—perhaps Socrates was that rare Athenian who never touched fish.10 The key question to ask in order to decide whether an argument is deductive or inductive is this:


      

        Is there anything I could add to the premise(s) that would make the conclusion more or less likely to be true?11


      


      If the answer is no, then the argument is deductive. If the answer is yes, then it is inductive. Consider this argument:


      

        

          P1 Stephen watches Fox News four hours a day


          P2 Most people who watch Fox News


          four hours a day are political conservatives


        


        C Stephen is a political conservative


      


      Now, is there anything you could add to the premises here (without contradicting them) that would make this conclusion more or less likely? Well, if you added the premise


      

        P3 Stephen is a member of the NRA


      


      that would make the conclusion more likely. On the other hand, if you added the premise


      

        P4 Stephen watches Fox News to get material to mock on his TV show The Late Show with Stephen Colbert


      


      the conclusion would be much less likely. Note that neither of these possible additional premises contradicts the original premises. Those original premises could be true, but if P3 or P4 was also true, Stephen’s being a political conservative would be more or less likely.


      So in summary:


      

        

          

            

            

            

            

            

            

              

                	


                	Deductive


                	Inductive


              


              

                	Premises claimed to:


                	Provide definitive conclusion


                	Provide tentative conclusion


              


              

                	Conclusion claimed to:


                	Follow with necessity


                	Follow with high probability


              


            

          


        


      


      Assignment 1.2. For the following arguments, state the conclusion and determine whether they are deductive or inductive arguments.


      

        

          

            

            

            

            

            

              

                	Example:


                	“As many more individuals of each species are born than can possibly survive; and as, consequently, there is a frequently recurring struggle for existence, it follows that any being, if it vary however slightly in any manner profitable to itself, under the complex and sometimes varying conditions of life, will have a better chance of surviving, and thus be naturally selected” (Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species).


              


              

                	 


                	 


              


              

                	Solution:


                	The conclusion is, “Any being, if it vary however slightly in any manner profitable to itself, under the complex and sometimes varying conditions of life, will have a better chance of surviving, and thus be naturally selected.” It is an inductive argument as it is arguing to a likely conclusion.


              


            

          


        


      


      

        	

          1. All life on earth is dependent on water, so if we find life on other planets, there will be water there as well.


        


        	

          2. It rarely snows in Seattle, so if you move there, don’t bother taking a snow shovel.


        


        	

          *3. The swans on the Thames River are all white, the swans on Boston Common are all white, the swans at the San Diego Zoo are all white, so all swans are white.


        


        	

          4. It could not have been Miss Scarlett in the kitchen with the wrench or Colonel Mustard in the ballroom with the rope, and all other possibilities have been tried, so it must have been Professor Plum in the dining room with the candlestick.


        


        	

          5. Eleanor is wearing a pink tutu over her shorts. Yesterday she wore the pink tutu over her sweatpants. So the pink tutu must be her favorite.


        


        	

          *6. “NASA’s newest Mars rover, Curiosity, has snapped photos of rocky outcroppings that jut out from the alien soil, and scientists say they look like the remnants of an ancient stream bed where water once flowed on the surface of the red planet. . . . Scientists looked at all this and came to this conclusion: ‘This is a rock that was formed in the presence of water,’ says John Grotzinger, project scientist at the Cal. Tech” (Nell Greenfieldboyce, “NASA’s Curiosity Finds Water Once Flowed On Mars”).


        


        	

          7. “Socrates: So when I went away, I thought to myself, ‘I am wiser than this man: neither of us knows anything that is really worth knowing, but he thinks that he has knowledge when he has not, while I, having no knowledge, do not think that I have. I seem, at any rate, to be a little wiser than he is on this point: I do not think that I know what I do not know’” (Plato, Apology).


        


        	

          8. “Now in all states there are three elements: one class is very rich, another very poor, and a third in a mean. It is admitted that moderation and the mean are best, and therefore it will clearly be best to possess the gifts of fortune in moderation; for in that condition of life men are most ready to follow rational principle” (Aristotle, Politics).


        


        	

          *9. “[Jesus] either was (and is) just what He said, or else a lunatic, or something worse. Now it seems to me obvious that He was neither a lunatic nor a fiend: and consequently, however strange or terrifying or unlikely it may seem, I have to accept the view that He was and is God” (C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity).


        


        	

          10. “If God exists, there is no pointless suffering. But there is pointless suffering. Therefore, God does not exist” (Bruce Russell, “Why Doesn’t God Intervene to Prevent Evil?”).


        


        	

          11. “For when the will abandons what is above itself, and turns to what is lower, it becomes evil—not because that is evil to which it turns, but the turning itself is wicked. Therefore it is not an inferior thing which has made the will evil, but it is itself which has become so by wickedly and inordinately desiring an inferior thing” (Augustine, City of God).


        


        	

          *12. “And must we not allow, that when I or any one, looking at any object, observes that the thing which he sees aims at being some other thing, but falls short of, and cannot be, that other thing, but is inferior, he who makes this observation must have had a previous knowledge of that to which the other, although similar, was inferior?12 . . . And has not this been our own case in the matter of equals and of absolute equality? . . . Then we must have known equality previously to the time when we first saw the material equals, and reflected that all these apparent equals strive to attain absolute equality, but fall short of it” (Plato, Phaedo).


        


        	

          13. “All men by nature desire to know. An indication of this is the delight we take in our senses; for even apart from their usefulness they are loved for themselves; and above all others the sense of sight” (Aristotle, Metaphysics).


        


        	

          14. “There are deep similarities between the situation of woman and that of the Negro. Both are being emancipated today from a like paternalism, and the former master class wishes to ‘keep them in their place’—that is, the place chosen for them. In both cases the former masters lavish more or less sincere eulogies, either on the virtues of ‘the good Negro’ with his dormant, childish, merry soul—the submissive Negro—or on the merits of the woman who is ‘truly feminine’—that is, frivolous, infantile, irresponsible—the submissive woman” (Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex).


        


        	

          *15. “A pure democracy, by which I mean a society consisting of a small number of citizens, who assemble and administer the government in person, can admit of no cure for the mischiefs of faction. A common passion or interest will, in almost every case, be felt by a majority of the whole; a communication and concert result from the form of government itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements to sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual. Hence it is that such democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths” (James Madison, The Federalist Papers 10).


        


      


    


    

    

      1.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT


      Validity. For the rest of this book, we will be focusing on deductive arguments alone.13 Remember that in a deductive argument, the claim is made that the conclusion follows necessarily from the premise(s). However, claiming that the conclusion is necessary and proving that the conclusion actually follows with necessity are two different things. When an argument is arranged in such a way that the conclusion does, in fact, necessarily follow, that argument is valid. Put more formally, in a deductive argument, if the conclusion follows with logical necessity from the premise(s), then the argument is valid. Notice that even if the conclusion follows with really, really high probability from the premise(s), that is not sufficient. In a deductive argument, there is either necessity or nothing. Any deductive argument where the conclusion does not necessarily follow from the premise(s) is invalid.


      In a deductive argument it is the structure that is valid or invalid. For example, the following argument is obviously valid:


      

        

          P1 All whales are mammals


          P2 All mammals are animals


        


        C All whales are animals


      


      But this argument is valid as well:


      

        

          P1 All spiders are six-legged bugs


          P2 All six-legged bugs creep me out


        


        C All spiders creep me out


      


      Both arguments have the same formal structure:


      

        

          P1 All A is B


          P2 All B is C


        


        C All A is C


      


      It is this structure that is valid. But there is something very different about these two arguments. In the first argument, the premises are true, so we know the conclusion must be true.


      In the second argument, however, the first premise is clearly false and the second premise depends on my personal response to six-legged bugs, which may or may not be true. So what about the conclusion—is that true? You don’t know. Perhaps spiders creep me out, perhaps they don’t. But there is one thing about which you can be sure: If spiders have six legs and if six-legged bugs creep me out, then spiders creep me out. This is true because of the structure of the argument.


      Truth and validity. In our postmodern world, there are many questions about the nature of truth. What does it mean for a proposition to be “true”? How can we know whether it is true? Who gets to decide whether it is true? For our purposes as logicians, these important questions are irrelevant. Odd though it may sound, we are not really concerned about truth. What we want to know is what does or does not follow if a proposition is true. We will leave it up to others to decide whether, in fact, it is true.


      There are eight different ways truth and validity might be combined in an argument: four that are valid and four that are invalid. We can formulate valid arguments with false premises and a true conclusion, invalid arguments with true premises and a false conclusion, and so on. All but one of these is possible. The one combination that simply cannot happen is a valid argument with true premises and a false conclusion. This means that the truth or falsity of a conclusion or premise tells us nothing about the validity of an argument. Even the fact that an argument is valid does not ensure that its conclusion is true. Nor does the fact that an argument contains all true propositions tell us that it is valid.


      Sometimes because a person already believes so strongly in the truth of the conclusion and premises, they think the argument that puts them together must be valid. This happens often with proofs for and against God’s existence: the believers or nonbelievers are so convinced of their conclusions that they fail to recognize that they do not actually follow from the premises given.


      Soundness. The problem with the earlier argument about six-legged bugs and spiders is that it is valid but it is not sound. While its validity means that the conclusion must be true if the premise(s) are true, at least one of the premises here is false, so we don’t know about the conclusion. If the premises of a valid argument are true, however, we can be certain that the conclusion is also true. A sound argument is one in which (1) the argument is valid and (2) the premise(s) are true, which means the conclusion must be true. Notice again that we are not just saying that in a sound argument the conclusion is true, but it must be true.


      We often make this point in our discussions with friends. When someone is trying to convince you of something, she will often say, “Will you grant me this . . . ? Will you grant me this . . . ?” and then conclude by saying, “Then you must admit that. . . .” If you do not like the conclusion to which you have been led, you have two options. First you could say, “Wait a minute! I am not sure I should have granted you that premise.” In other words, you can deny that one or more of the premises are true. Or you could say, “Even if what I granted you was true, it does not lead to your conclusion!” In other words, you could claim that the argument is invalid. What you can not claim (at least if you want to be rational) is that the premises you “granted” or accepted are true and the reasoning is correct, but you think the conclusion is false.14 If the premises are true and the argument is valid, the conclusion must follow—regardless of how disagreeable it might be.


      Persuasive. Many people think that validity and soundness are all there is to say about the inference of deductive arguments. But some logicians add another category of “persuasive.” Unlike “valid” and “sound,” there are many definitions for “persuasive.” For our purposes, we will define a persuasive argument as one that is both sound and convincing—convincing in that most people (or at least the person being addressed) would accept the truth of the premises.


      A persuasive argument is one in which (1) the argument is valid, (2) the premise(s) are true, and (3) nearly everyone (or at least the people to whom the argument is addressed) would accept the truth of the premises. In that case the conclusion must be true and should be accepted by any rational person (or at least the person to whom it is addressed).


      Notice that this definition is not as clean or precise as the definitions for “valid” and “sound.” Instead we have to be attentive to what “nearly everyone”—or at least the person to whom we are presenting the argument—believes to be true. But while this definition may be messy, this is in fact what we do all the time. When we present an argument by asking, “Will you grant me this . . . ?,” we are acknowledging that the listener must accept the truth of the premises for the argument to work.


      To understand better what we mean by “persuasive,” consider the following argument:


      

        

          P1 The sun is cold or God exists


          P2 It is not true that the sun is cold


        


        C God exists15


      


      Now this argument form is clearly valid—in fact it is so common, it has an official name: “disjunctive syllogism” (more on that later). In ordinary language, the first premise is just saying it is this or that, the second premise says it is not this, so, the conclusion says, it must be that.


      But is this argument sound? Well, the second premise is obviously true. But what about the first premise? If either half of a disjunctive proposition (an “or” proposition) is true, then the entire proposition is true. If a person believes that God exists, she would hold that any disjunctive proposition that had “God exists” as one half would be true. So for that person “The sun is cold or God exists” is true because the second half of the “or” is true. But in that case, the truth of the conclusion is already assumed in the premise. While it might be formally valid, a person would only agree that the first premise is true if he also agreed that “God exists” is true—which is what the argument is trying to prove. So while the argument is valid—and perhaps it is sound as well—it is not persuasive.


      Assignment 1.3. For the following arguments, determine whether they are valid or invalid, and—if valid—whether they are sound or unsound, and—if sound—indicate whether you find them to be persuasive.


      

      

        

          

            

            

            

            

            

              

                	Example:


                	P1 Snow is red


              


              

                	

                	P2 Anything red is beautiful


              


              

                	

                	C Therefore, snow is beautiful


              


              

                	 


                	 


              


              

                	Solution:


                	Valid, but not sound or persuasive. (This conclusion necessarily follows from the premises, so it is valid. But the first premise is clearly false and the second premise is debatable at best, so it is not sound or persuasive.)


              


            

          


        


      


      

        

          1. P1 All whales are mammals


          

            P2 All mammals have lungs


          


        


        C Therefore, all whales have lungs


      


      

        

          2. P1 All whales are fish


          

            P2 All fish are animals


          


        


        C Therefore, all whales are animals


      


      

        

          *3. P1 Snow is cold


          

            P2 No hot things are white


          


        


        C Therefore, snow is white


      


      

        

          4. P1 I am happy and content


        


        C Therefore, I am content


      


      

        

          

            5. P1 The Pacific Northwest is a lovely place to live


          

          

          P2 Lovely places to live are places to which people move


          


        


        C Therefore, the Pacific Northwest is a place to which people move


      


      

        

          *6. P1 I have a bad feeling about this class


          

            P2 Whenever I have a bad feeling about something, my hands shake


            P3 Whenever my hands shake, I drop things


          


        


        C Therefore, I am dropping things


      


      

        

          7. P1 All spiders are green


          

            P2 All bugs are spiders


          


        


        C Therefore, all bugs are green


      


      

        

          8. P1 All birds have wings


          

            P2 All doves have wings


          


        


        C Therefore, all doves are birds


      


      

        

          *9. P1 I exist


        


        C Therefore, I exist


      


      

        

          10. P1 If I owned 50 percent of Google, I would be wealthy


          

            P2 I do not own 50 percent of Google


          


        


        C Therefore, I am not wealthy


      


      

        

          11. P1 If I stay out in the sun, I will turn red


          

            P2 I turned red


          


        


        C Therefore, I stayed out in the sun


      


      

        

          *12. P1 If I stay out in the sun, I will turn red


          

            P2 I did not turn red


          


        


        C Therefore, I did not stay out in the sun


      


      

        

          13. P1 If God loves all of humanity, then our lives have meaning


          

            P2 God loves all of humanity


          


        


        C Therefore, our lives have meaning


      


      

        

          14. P1 No dogs are cats


          

            P2 No canines are felines


          


        


        C Therefore, no dogs are felines


      


      

        

          *15. P1 If I tell her I love her, then she will run away from me


        


        C Therefore, if she doesn’t run away from me, then I did not tell her I love her
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