Logic and Rhetoric

Instructor: Matthew J. Voz

matt@yihs.net 637-2952


This class will attempt to improve the student’s skills of reasoning, critical reading, and persuasive writing through the study of inductive and deductive arguments.  Much of the class work will be done in class.  Class participation, quizzes & exams, and a final paper are the methods of evaluation.  All work must be completed with academic sincerity in order to pass this class.
Week One:
Building Clear Definitions:
Lexical, Stipulative, Précising, and Persuasive Definitions.

Lexical Definition:  Reports the way in which a term is already used within a language community. The goal here is to inform someone else of the accepted meaning of the term, so the definition is more or less correct depending upon the accuracy with which it captures that usage.
Stipulative Definition: Assigns meaning to a completely new term, creating a usage that had never previously existed.

Précising Definition: Begins with the lexical definition of a term but then proposes to sharpen it by stipulating more narrow limits on its use.
Persuasive Definition: An attempt to attach emotive meaning to the use of a term.
Extension:  The extension of a general term is just the collection of individual things to which it is correctly applied.
Intension:  The intension of a general term, on the other hand, is the set of features which are shared by everything to which it applies.

Genus: The part of a definition identifies a familiar, broad category or kind (the genus) to which everything the term signifies (along with things of other sorts) belongs.

Differentia: The part of the definition which lists the distinctive features (the differentiae) that set them apart from all the other things of this kind.
Week Two:

Deductive Reasoning: 

Categorical Term:  Basic unit of meaning in a deductive system.  A noun or noun phrase which designates a broad class of things (e.g. humans)
Complement:  Everything else in the universe not designated by the categorical term (e.g. non-humans)

Categorical Proposition:  A statement which asserts a relationship between to categorical terms.  Each categorical proposition contains exactly two categorical terms; a subject and a predicate.
Distribution:  A term is said to be distributed if a proposition provides some information about each and every member of the class designated by that term.  

Quality and Quantity:  The quality of a proposition can be either affirmative (e.g., All men are humans) or negative (e.g., No chimpanzees are humans). The quantity of a proposition can be either universal (e.g. All men are humans) or particular (e.g. Some [at lease one] humans are men)
The Square of Opposition:  There are, then, four possible categorical propositions:

	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


Contradictories, Contraries, & Subcontraries: Relationships of the Square

Contradictories: As you can see one contradictory must be true and the other must be false.
	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


Contraries and Subcontraries: Universal propositions can both be false but cannot both be true.  Particular propositions can both be true but cannot both be false.

	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


Subalternation:  If the universal affirmative is true than the particular affirmative must also be true.  If the universal negative is true than the particular negative must be true.

	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


Conversion, Obversion, & Contraposition:  Immediate Inferences 

Conversion: The converse of any categorical proposition is the new categorical proposition that results from putting the predicate term of the original proposition in the subject place of the new proposition and the subject term of the original in the predicate place of the new.



Original: Some Men are Humans



Converse:  Some Humans are Men



Original:  Some Men are not Humans



Converse: Some Humans are not Men

	All Humans are Men
	No Humans are Men

	Some Humans are Men
	Some Humans are not Men

	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


Or:

The converse is necessarily true in the universal negative and the particular affirmative.  The converse is not necessarily true in the universal affirmative or the particular negative.

Obversion:  The obverse replaces the predicate with its compliment and reverses the quality of the proposition:  

	No Men are non-Humans
	All Men are non-Humans

	Some Men are not non-Humans
	Some Men are non-Humans


	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans


The obverse is necessarily true for all propositions.

Contraposition:  The contrapositive of any categorical proposition is the new categorical proposition that results from putting the complement of the predicate term of the original proposition in the subject place of the new proposition and the complement of the subject term of the original in the predicate place of the new.

	All Men are Humans
	No Men Are Humans

	Some Men are Humans
	Some Men are Not Humans

	All non-Humans are non-Men
	No non-Humans are non-Men

	Some non-Humans are non-Men
	Some non-Humans are Not non-Men


Contrapositives are necessarily true for the universal affirmative and the particular negative.  They are not necessarily true for the universal negative or the particular positive.

Diagramming Categorical Propositions:

The Magic of the Venn:

All Men are Humans: 
                                          [image: image1.png]



No Men are Humans:
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Some Men are Humans:
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Some Men are Not Humans:

                                         [image: image4.png]



Week Three: Categorical Syllogisms

Categorical Syllogisms:  A categorical syllogism is a deductive argument comprised of two premises and a conclusion.  Both premises and the conclusion are categorical propositions and together they contain exactly three categorical terms.  If both premises are true than the conclusion is necessarily true.  This is part of what makes the argument deductive.

A Categorical Syllogism looks like this:


     All Men are Humans


     Some Philosophers are Men

Therefore, Some Philosophers are Human

Major, Minor and Middle Terms:

Major term: The major term is the predicate of the conclusion.  Above, “Humans” would be the major term.  

Minor term:  The minor term is the subject of the conclusion.  Above, “Philosophers would be the minor term.
Middle term:  The middle term is the term that is found in both premises.  Above, “Men” is the middle term.  It acts as a sort of link in the chain between the subject and predicate (the minor and major terms) of the conclusion.

The square of opposition provides us with exactly 256 syllogisms.  Some of these syllogisms are always valid and the others are always invalid.  Their validity lies in the relationships between premises and conclusion not in the truth of the premises.  Therefore, in an invalid argument, even though both premises are true, the conclusion will always be false.  In a valid argument true premises will always lead to a true conclusion.  Thus:

All Men are Humans

All Men are Mammals

Therefore, all Mammals are Humans

will never be valid no matter what categorical terms are used despite the fact that both premises are true.

And:

Some Men are Humans

No Humans are Birds

Therefore, Some Men are not Birds
is valid and therefore will necessarily have a true conclusion if both of its premises are true.
Diagramming Categorical Syllogisms

Some Dogs are Not Good Dogs

All Dogs are Animals

Therefore, some Animals are not Good Dogs

Valid:
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No Labrador Retrievers are Cats

Some Dogs are not Cats

Therefore, Some Labrador Retrievers are not Dogs
Invalid:

                       [image: image6.png]



Of the 256 possible syllogisms only 15 are valid.  There are 6 reasons (Deductive Fallacies) that a deductive argument is invalid.  They are:
1. Fallacy of Equivocation: There must be exactly 3 categorical terms and they must be used with the same definition.

2. Fallacy of the Undistributed Middle: The middle term must be distributed in at least one premise
3. Illicit Major or Minor: No term can be distributed in the conclusion that is not distributed in the premises.
4. Fallacy of Exclusive Premises:  No syllogism may have to negative premises.
5. Affirmative Conclusion from Negative Premises:  If either premise is negative the conclusion must be negative.
6. Existential Fallacy:  No particular conclusions can be drawn from two universal premises.

Inductive Arguments:
Inductive arguments differ from deductive arguments in two very important ways.

1. Whereas deductive arguments prove specific conclusions based on sweeping, categorical premises, inductive arguments attempt to prove general conclusions by using individual instances.  



“The sun has come up everyday of my life; therefore the sun will come up 


tomorrow morning.” (Notice that the sun will not necessarily come up, 


only probably.)

2. Inductive conclusions, unlike deductive conclusion, do not necessarily follow from the truth of their premises, they only follow with lesser or greater degrees of probability.  Most arguments in everyday life are inductive.
The Inductive argument is comprised of three things: the claim, the warrant, and the support(s).

Week Four:  The Claim
The claim is the answer to the question, “What’s the point?”  The claim is the ‘thesis’ of your argument, what you are trying to prove.  There are three species of claims.

1. Claims of Fact.  Claims of fact are just that, the writer or speaker is attempting to establish something as a fact.  
· YIHS alumni earn more on average than the alumni of VHS.

2. Claims of Value.  These claims argue the superiority of one set of circumstances over another.  These types of claims usually concern themselves with morality or aesthetics.

· Atheism is an evil philosophy.

3. Claims of Policy.  These claims argue that a set of circumstances should exist.  These claims almost always contain the words ought to, or must.
· YIHS should not have so many written policies.




Week Five: The Support:  
The supports of your argument are the ideas that your conclusions are based upon.  These fall into two broad categories.
1. Evidence.  Evidence is “objective” and should support your conclusion regardless of the audience.  There are two kinds of evidence:
a. Factual Evidence

i. Examples 

· Using the World Trade Center incident as a support for the claim that domestic security was bungled by Clinton or Bush

ii. Statistics

· Using GDP figures to argue that Angola is more developed than DROC.

b. Opinions (interpretation of the facts, usually by experts)

· Using the opinion of Roger Ebert to argue that one movie is superior to another.

2. Appeal to Needs and Values.  This type of support takes into account the needs or values of its audience, and often gives rise to inductive fallacies (more on them later).  An appeal to needs and values technically takes us from the practice of logic to the practice of rhetoric.
· Using the need for fresh water to argue for conservation programs

· Using the value of patriotism to argue for supporting the Iraq war.

As you can see, this can get us into some pretty ‘illogical’ territory but it is perhaps the most common form of argument in both private and public discourse.

Week Six: Warrants  
The warrant, although it often goes unstated, is perhaps the most crucial part to any argument. The warrant is the “logic” that connects the support to the claim.  The warrant is what makes an inductive argument valid or invalid.  Some examples:

Claim:  My dad can beat up your dad.

Support:  My dad can lift a car over his head.


Warrant:  Strength is an important factor when it comes to beating someone up.


Claim: We should adopt a universal health care system.


Support:  President Obama says so.


Warrant:  President Obama is a trustworthy authority on health care.

There are several different types of warrants:

1. Argument from authority.  This warrant relies on the credibility of an expert in some field.
· Because I said so.

2. Argument from generalization.  This warrant relies on the assumption that we can derive a general conclusion from a discrete sample.

· A Gallup poll is an accurate indicator of general opinion.

3. Argument from signs.  This warrant uses observable data as an indicator of a condition or set of circumstances.

· The present condition of our schools is a sign that we don’t care about education.

4. Argument from cause and effect.  In this warrant the claim can be seen as the effect and the warrant as the cause.

· Arguing that smoking causes the death from lung cancer of millions of smokers.

5. Argument from analogy.  This warrant uses the similarities between dissimilar things to prove the claim.

· Running your car during the winter is like throwing away a perfectly good pair of pants.
6. Argument from Comparison.  Like analogy this warrant uses similarities but compares the similarities of two things of the same class.

· We shouldn’t vote for George Bush because, in many ways, he is like Richard Nixon 

7. Arguments from value.  This warrant uses values and needs to link the claim and the support.

· Relying on the value of a respect for life to argue that euthanasia should be illegal.

Week Seven: Inductive Fallacies

All these warrants are subject to fallacy, that is, they are used inappropriately.  There are numerous fallacies.  Here are the one we will learn:

1. False Dilemma.  This fallacy usually affects Claims of Policy; two options are given when in reality there are more.
· We can either adopt a building behavior policy or the school will lose it lease.

2. Slippery Slope.  This fallacy draws a series of untenable conclusions from a simple premise.

· If we pass a building behavior policy the teachers will have all the power and the students will become complacent and then YIHS will be just like a public school.
3. False Analogy.  This fallacy is a misuse of the argument from analogy, using an irrelevant analogy.
· We shouldn’t go to Pizza Hut because buying food from Pizza Hut is like buying drugs from a drug dealer.
4. Appeal to Authority.  This is an inappropriate use of the Argument from authority where the authority is either not relevant, or not credible.

· We should buy this dog for our kids because Michael Vick told us too.
5. Post Hoc.  This fallacy arises from the inappropriate linking of a cause and effect.
· It is because the Italians eat so much pasta that they have a higher rate of automobile accidents.

6. Hasty Generalization.  This fallacy occurs when an inadequate or irrelevant sample is used to make a more general conclusion.

· Students at YIHS are really good at doing their homework on time so it must follow that most students are good at this as well.

7. Ad Hominem.  This is the classic attack of the arguer not the argument.
· We can’t believe a word that economist says, he’s been married three times and he doesn’t even believe in God.

8. Begging the Question.  This is when the conclusion is assumed in the very premises themselves.

· Creationism is a valid theory, its right there in the bible.

9. Straw Man.  This fallacy arises in an attack on a view similar to but not exactly the one being discussed.

· YIHS students don’t want a behavior policy because they want to be able to do whatever they want whenever they want.

10. Two Wrongs Make a Right.  A diversionary fallacy wherein the arguer deflects the question at issue by pointing out something other conflict or problem.

· I may be guilty of murder but you will be guilty of murder if you execute me.
11. Ad Populum.  This fallacy equates validity with popular opinion, something the George Bush presidency shows us is dead wrong.

· You should probably just smoke pot since everyone else is.

12. Appeal to Emotion.  This is a tactic to appeal not to the reason of the audience but to their emotions.  Fear and pity are two favorites.

· You would do this if you loved me.

13. Appeal to Tradition.  This fallacy, a favorite of conservatives, appeals to the way things have always been done.
· YIHS has never had a behavior policy, why should we now?






