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Aristotle's "Posterior Analytics" is a cornerstone of epistemology and scientific methodology, delving into the nature of knowledge and the principles of demonstration. Through a rigorous exploration of syllogistic reasoning, Aristotle outlines the foundational elements of scientific knowledge, distinguishing between what is known and how it is known. His analytical style reflects the systematic clarity typical of his works, embodying the transition from pre-Socratic inquiry to a more formalized study of logic and science. Set against the backdrop of the philosophical inquiries of Classical Greece, this text not only elucidates the mechanisms of deducing knowledge but also establishes a dialectic framework for understanding empirical evidence and causation. Aristotle, born in 384 BCE, was a polymath whose extensive inquiries spanned numerous subjects, including ethics, politics, and biology. The intellectual milieu of his time, marked by a burgeoning quest for rational explanation, undoubtedly influenced his writing of "Posterior Analytics." His mentorship under Plato tempered by his later critiques of Platonic ideals informs his inquiries into the nature of demonstrable knowledge. Coupled with his empirical observations, these experiences coalesce into a profound analysis of how knowledge can be attained and validated. For scholars and students both familiar and unfamiliar with Aristotelian thought, "Posterior Analytics" stands as an essential text for understanding the development of scientific reasoning. It invites readers into a dialogue about the nature of knowledge, prompting them to consider not just the conclusions we reach, but the methodologies used to arrive at those conclusions. Engaging with this work will enhance one's appreciation for the philosophical foundations that underpin science and logic today.
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Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel's "Science of Logic" is a profound exploration of the nature and development of logic as a dialectical process. Written in the early 19th century, the text reflects Hegel's philosophical project to reconcile ideas of contradiction and unity, where he meticulously dissects traditional logical structures. Employing a dense, yet methodical style, Hegel transforms logic from a mere tool for scientific inquiry into an organic system that captures the dynamic and evolving nature of reality itself. Notably, the work offers a systematic account of concepts such as being, essence, and notion, thus situating itself within the broader context of German Idealism. Hegel, a pivotal figure in Western philosophy, was deeply influenced by the tumultuous socio-political landscape of his time, particularly the aftermath of the French Revolution. His engagement with metaphysics and epistemology paved the way for this foundational work, as Hegel sought to articulate a comprehensive framework that accounted for human thought and its evolution in the face of historical development. His intellectual environment, steeped in Enlightenment ideals yet marked by emerging contradictions, directly shaped the themes present in "Science of Logic." This seminal work is recommended for readers keen on understanding the intricacies of Hegelian thought and its enduring impact on contemporary philosophy. With its ambitious scope and innovative treatment of logic, "Science of Logic" challenges readers to reconsider the relationship between thought and reality, making it an essential read for students of philosophy, logic, and even the social sciences.

Buy now and read (Advertising)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive



Mill, John Stuart

8596547305491

972

Buy now and read (Advertising)

In "A System of Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive," John Stuart Mill presents a methodical exploration of the principles of logical reasoning and the foundations of scientific inquiry. Mill employs a clear and analytical literary style, merging empirical observation with inductive reasoning, a departure from the strictly deductive methods of his predecessors. His work not only seeks to establish a formal framework for scientific methodology but also serves as a pivotal text in the broader context of 19th-century philosophy, reflecting the intellectual currents of utilitarian thought and the burgeoning fields of sociology and economics. Mill's elaborate treatment of informal logic and his emphasis on the interdependence of observation and theory are particularly notable as they anticipate later discussions in philosophy of science. John Stuart Mill, a prominent philosopher, political economist, and civil servant, was deeply influenced by the intellectual environment of his time. As a proponent of utilitarianism and a critic of dogmatic reasoning, Mill's desire to refine the processes of logical inference can be traced to his personal experiences, including his upbringing in a rigorous philosophical household and advocacy for social reform. His commitment to advancing human knowledge and addressing societal issues inspired him to synthesize and articulate a comprehensive logic system. Mill's "A System of Logic" is an essential read for anyone interested in the critique of knowledge and the art of reasoning. This text is invaluable for students of philosophy, science, and social studies, revealing the intricate mechanisms behind sound reasoning and methodological rigor. By engaging with Mill's arguments, readers will not only enhance their critical thinking skills but also gain insights into the foundational ideas that have shaped modern thought.
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In "Logic: Deductive and Inductive," Carveth Read delves into the fundamental principles of logical reasoning, meticulously distinguishing between deductive and inductive methods. The book employs a clear and accessible literary style, seamlessly blending theoretical exploration with practical examples to elucidate complex concepts. Read engages with historical and contemporary philosophical discourse, offering insights into the evolution of logic as both a discipline and a tool for critical thinking. This work serves not only as a textbook for students but also as a reflective piece for anyone interested in the structure of reasoning and its implications in everyday life. Carveth Read, a notable figure in early 20th-century philosophy, was deeply influenced by the work of his contemporaries and predecessors in logic and epistemology. His academic pursuits were rooted in a desire to democratize philosophical thought, making it accessible to a broader audience. Read's passion for education and clarity in thought is evident in his writings, which often sought to bridge the gap between abstract philosophical theories and practical applications. I highly recommend "Logic: Deductive and Inductive" to students, educators, and enthusiasts of philosophy. This book not only enhances one's understanding of logical frameworks but also encourages critical engagement with ideas. Read's rigorous approach and clarity make this an indispensable resource for anyone looking to refine their reasoning skills.
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In "A Logic of Facts; Or, Every-day Reasoning," George Jacob Holyoake explores the foundational principles of reasoning as they apply to everyday life. This significant work, written in a clear and engaging style, emphasizes practical logic over abstract theory, providing readers with applicable skills for critical thinking. Holyoake's contribution to the field of logic arises within a broader context of 19th-century rationalism, as he deftly navigates philosophical discussions while making them accessible to the general populace. George Jacob Holyoake was an influential figure not only as a philosopher but also as a social reformer and secularist. His experiences as a publisher and a proponent of cooperative movements shaped his understanding of public reasoning and the importance of rational discourse in personal and communal settings. Holyoake's work is reflective of his commitment to uplift society through education and enlightenment, solidifying his legacy as a pioneer in advocating logical reasoning in everyday affairs. Readers are highly encouraged to delve into Holyoake's "A Logic of Facts" to gain practical insights into reasoning that transcend academic confines. This work is not only a guiding resource for critical thought but also serves as a historical touchstone, appealing to both scholars and general readers interested in the development of logic and reasoning in the modern era.
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Logic is the business of evaluating arguments, sorting good ones from bad ones.

In everyday language, we sometimes use the word ‘argument’ to refer to belligerent shouting matches. If you and a friend have an argument in this sense,

things are not going well between the two of you.




In logic, we are not interested in the teeth-gnashing, hair-pulling kind of argument. A logical argument is structured to give someone a reason to believe

some conclusion. Here is one such argument:




(1) It is raining heavily.






	(2) If you do not take an umbrella, you will get soaked.






	.˙. You should take an umbrella.


	

The three dots on the third line of the argument mean ‘Therefore’ and they

indicate that the final sentence is the conclusion of the argument. The other

sentences are premises of the argument. If you believe the premises, then the

argument provides you with a reason to believe the conclusion.




This chapter discusses some basic logical notions that apply to arguments in a

natural language like English. It is important to begin with a clear understanding of what arguments are and of what it means for an argument to be valid.

Later we will translate arguments from English into a formal language.

We

want formal validity, as deﬁned in the formal language, to have at least some of

the important features of natural-language validity.




	Arguments
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 When people mean to give arguments, they typically often use words like ‘therefore’ and ‘because.’

When analyzing an argument, the first thing to do is to

separate the premises from the conclusion. Words like these are a clue to what

the argument is supposed to be, especially if— in the argument as given— the

conclusion comes at the beginning or in the middle of the argument.




premise indicators: since, because, given that






conclusion indicators: therefore, hence, thus, then, so




To be perfectly general, we can deﬁne an

  ARGUMENT  as a series of sentences.

The sentences at the beginning of the series are premises. The final sentence in

the series is the conclusion. If the premises are true and the argument is a good

one, then you have a reason to accept the conclusion.




Notice that this deﬁnition is quite general. Consider this example:




There is coﬀee in the coﬀee pot.






There is a dragon playing bassoon on the armoire.






.˙. Salvador Dali was a poker player.




It may seem odd to call this an argument, but that is because it would be

a terrible argument.

The two premises have nothing at all to do with the

conclusion. Nevertheless, given our deﬁnition, it still counts as an argument—

albeit a bad one.




	Sentences
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 In logic, we are only interested in sentences that can figure as a premise or

conclusion of an argument. So we will say that a  SENTENCE  is something that

can be true or false.




You should not confuse the idea of a sentence that can be true or false with

the diﬀerence between fact and opinion. Often, sentences in logic will express

things that would count as facts— such as ‘Kierkegaard was a hunchback’ or

‘Kierkegaard liked almonds.’ They can also express things that you might think

of as matters of opinion— such as, ‘Almonds are yummy.’




Also, there are things that would count as ‘sentences’ in a linguistics or grammar

course that we will not count as sentences in logic.


	

Questions

In a grammar class, ‘Are you sleepy yet?’

would count as an

interrogative sentence. Although you might be sleepy or you might be alert, the

question itself is neither true nor false. For this reason, questions will not count

as sentences in logic. Suppose you answer the question: ‘I am not sleepy.’ This

is either true or false, and so it is a sentence in the logical sense.

Generally,

questions will not count as sentences, but answers will.




‘What is this course about?’ is not a sentence. ‘No one knows what this course

is about’ is a sentence.




Imperatives Commands are often phrased as imperatives like ‘Wake up!’, ‘Sit

up straight’, and so on. In a grammar class, these would count as imperative

sentences. Although it might be good for you to sit up straight or it might not,

the command is neither true nor false. Note, however, that commands are not

always phrased as imperatives. ‘You will respect my authority’ is either true

or false— either you will or you will not— and so it counts as a sentence in the

logical sense.




Exclamations ‘Ouch!’ is sometimes called an exclamatory sentence, but it

is neither true nor false. We will treat ‘Ouch, I hurt my toe!’ as meaning the

same thing as ‘I hurt my toe.’ The ‘ouch’ does not add anything that could be

true or false.
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 Consider the argument that you should take an umbrella (on p. 5, above). If

premise (1) is false— if it is sunny outside— then the argument gives you no

reason to carry an umbrella. Even if it is raining outside, you might not need an

umbrella. You might wear a rain pancho or keep to covered walkways. In these

cases, premise (2) would be false, since you could go out without an umbrella

and still avoid getting soaked.




Suppose for a moment that both the premises are true. You do not own a rain

pancho. You need to go places where there are no covered walkways. Now does

the argument show you that you should take an umbrella?

Not necessarily.

Perhaps you enjoy walking in the rain, and you would like to get soaked.

In

that case, even though the premises were true, the conclusion would be false.




For any argument, there are two ways that it could be weak. First, one or more

of the premises might be false. An argument gives you a reason to believe its

conclusion only if you believe its premises. Second, the premises might fail to

support the conclusion. Even if the premises were true, the form of the argument

might be weak. The example we just considered is weak in both ways.




When an argument is weak in the second way,  there is something wrong with the logical  form of the argument: Premises of the kind given do not necessarily lead to  a conclusion of the kind given. We will be interested primarily in the logical  form of arguments.




Consider another example:




You are reading this book.






This is a logic book.






.˙. You are a logic student.




This is not a terrible argument.

Most people who read this book are logic

students.

Yet, it is possible for someone besides a logic student to read this

book. If your roommate picked up the book and thumbed through it, they would

not immediately become a logic student. So the premises of this argument, even

though they are true, do not guarantee the truth of the conclusion. Its logical

form is less than perfect.




An argument that had no weakness of the second kind would have perfect logical

form. If its premises were true, then its conclusion would necessarily be true.

We call such an argument ‘deductively valid’ or just ‘valid.’




Even though we might count the argument above as a good argument in some

sense, it is not valid; that is, it is ‘invalid.’ One important task of logic is to

sort valid arguments from invalid arguments.




	Deductive validity
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 An argument is deductively  VALID  if and only if it is impossible for the premises

to be true and the conclusion false.




The crucial thing about a valid argument is that it is impossible for the premises

to be true at the same time that the conclusion is false. Consider this example:






Oranges are either fruits or musical instruments.






Oranges are not fruits.






	.˙. Oranges are musical instruments.


	

The conclusion of this argument is ridiculous. Nevertheless, it follows validly

from the premises. This is a valid argument. If both premises were true, then

the conclusion would necessarily be true.






This shows that a deductively valid argument does not need to have true

premises or a true conclusion.

Conversely, having true premises and a true

conclusion is not enough to make an argument valid. Consider this example:






London is in England.






Beijing is in China.






	.˙. Paris is in France.


	

	

The premises and conclusion of this argument are, as a matter of fact, all true.

This is a terrible argument, however, because the premises have nothing to do

with the conclusion. Imagine what would happen if Paris declared independence

from the rest of France. Then the conclusion would be false, even though the

premises would both still be true. Thus, it is logically possible for the premises

of this argument to be true and the conclusion false. The argument is invalid.




The important thing to remember is that validity is not about the actual truth

or falsity of the sentences in the argument.

Instead, it is about the form of

the argument: The truth of the premises is incompatible with the falsity of the

conclusion.




Inductive arguments






 There can be good arguments which nevertheless fail to be deductively valid.

Consider this one:




In January 1997, it rained in San Diego.






In January 1998, it rained in San Diego.






In January 1999, it rained in San Diego.






	.˙. It rains every January in San Diego.


	

This is an  INDUCTIVE  argument, because it generalizes from many cases to a

conclusion about all cases.




Certainly, the argument could be made stronger by adding additional premises:

In January 2000, it rained in San Diego. In January 2001. . . and so on. Regardless of how many premises we add, however, the argument will still not be

deductively valid. It is possible, although unlikely, that it will fail to rain next

January in San Diego. Moreover, we know that the weather can be fickle. No

amount of evidence should convince us that it rains there every January. Who

is to say that some year will not be a freakish year in which there is no rain

in January in San Diego; even a single counter-example is enough to make the

conclusion of the argument false.


	

Inductive arguments, even good inductive arguments, are not deductively valid.

We will not be interested in inductive arguments in this book.




	Other logical notions
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 In addition to deductive validity, we will be interested in some other logical

concepts.




Truth-values








 True or false is said to be the

  TRUTH-VALUE  of a sentence. We deﬁned sentences

as things that could be true or false; we could have said instead that sentences

are things that can have truth-values.




Logical truth








 In considering arguments formally, we care about what would be true

 if the

premises were true. Generally, we are not concerned with the actual truth value

of any particular sentences— whether they are actually true or false. Yet there

are some sentences that must be true, just as a matter of logic.




Consider these sentences:




1. It is raining.




2. Either it is raining, or it is not.




3. It is both raining and not raining.




In order to know if sentence 1 is true, you would need to look outside or check the

weather channel. Logically speaking, it might be either true or false. Sentences

like this are called contingent sentences.




Sentence 2 is diﬀerent. You do not need to look outside to know that it is true.

Regardless of what the weather is like, it is either raining or not. This sentence

is logically true; it is true merely as a matter of logic, regardless of what the

world is actually like. A logically true sentence is called a  TAUTOLOGY .




You do not need to check the weather to know about sentence 3, either. It must

be false, simply as a matter of logic. It might be raining here and not raining

across town, it might be raining now but stop raining even as you read this, but

it is impossible for it to be both raining and not raining here at this moment.


	

The third sentence is logically false; it is false regardless of what the world is

like. A logically false sentence is called a  CONTRADICTION .


	

To be precise, we can deﬁne a  CONTINGENT SENTENCE  as a sentence that is

neither a tautology nor a contradiction.


	

A sentence might

  always be true and still be contingent. For instance, if there

never were a time when the universe contained fewer than seven things, then

the sentence ‘At least seven things exist’ would always be true. Yet the sentence

is contingent; its truth is not a matter of logic.

There is no contradiction in

considering a possible world in which there are fewer than seven things. The

important question is whether the sentence must be true, just on account of

logic.
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