Arguments
· When a group of statements exhibits the  logical relationship of inference, it is no longer a mere set of propositions. It is an argument.
· An argument is a set of statements that claims that one or more of those statements, called the premises, support, or justify, or make it reasonable to believe that  another of those statements, the conclusion, is true.
· You cannot have an argument that contains a command, question, or wish
· Standard form
· To write an argument in standard form, we line up the premises, draw a line under the last premise, and then write the conclusion
· Ex: All men are mortal
      Socrates is a man
      Socrates is mortal
 
Logical Strength
· [bookmark: _GoBack]An argument has logical strength when the premises, if true, actually provide support for, justify, or make it reasonable to believe the conclusion is true.
· Logical strength is a property of an argument
· We do not wish to argue, we wish to argue well. Logical strength gives us the ability to do so
· An argument always involves inference, or the claim that its premises support its conclusion.
· When the premises really do support the conclusion, the argument is logically strong.
· When they do not really support the conclusion, the argument is logically weak.
 
Features of Logical Strength
 
· Feature One:
· The premises, if true, supports the truth of the conclusion or make it reasonable to believe the conclusion is true
· This does not mean that the premises are actually true
· It is possible for a logically strong argument to have false premises
· Ex: All men are immortal
      Lassie is a man
      Therefore Lassie is immortal
· If the premises are true, they support the truth of the conclusion or make it reasonable to believe the conclusion is true
· Definition: An argument is sound if it is logically strong and it has true premises
· If there is a contradiction, they are not true and therefore not sound
· Feature Two: 
· Logical strength is sometimes a matter of degree
 
Inductive Arguments
· Not as strong as deductive arguments
· Not because they are badly constructed. It is a matter of their logical form
· Definition: In virtue of its logical form, an inductive argument claims that the truth of its premises makes the truth of its conclusion probable.
· Probability is a matter of degree
· Inductive arguments have inductive strength or inductive weakness
· When inductive arguments are logically strong, they are inductively strong
· When inductive arguments are logically weak, they are inductively weak
· Lassie saved Timmy from drowning last month.
Lassie pulled Timmy from a burning building last week.
Lassie fought off a bear that was attacking Timmy this week.
Therefore, Lassie will keep Timmy out of trouble today.
· The more evidence you have, the more probably it is for the conclusion to be true- inductively strong= more evidence
Deductive Arguments
· Very strong arguments- constitute strict proof
· Definition: An argument is said to be deductively valid if and only if whenever all the premises are true, the conclusion must also be true
· In virtue of their logical form, these arguments claim that the truth of their premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion
· Ex: All men are mortal
      Socrates is a man
      Therefore Socrates is mortal
· Deductive arguments are deductively valid or deductively invalid
· When deductive arguments are logically strong, they are deductively valid
· When deductive arguments are logically weak, they are deductively invalid
· A deductively valid argument is one that can never have, at the same time, true premises and a false conclusion

Disjunctive Syllogism
·  A complex proposition that has the form either p or q
· Ex: Either you had white milk or chocolate milk
· Either p or q
· P and q are simple propositions that when combined form the complex propoistion
· They are the disjuncts of the disjunction
· Ex: Either you had white milk or you had chocolate milk
·       You did not have white milk
·       Therefore, you had chocolate milk
 
Reductio ad Absurdum 
· To prove that something is false by using a contradiction following it
Demonstrate that the proposition “Socrates is an Olympian God” is false.
Assume P1: Socrates is an Olympian God.      
P2: Olympian Gods are immortal.
P3: Socrates died in 399 B.C.
C1: Therefore, Socrates is immortal (by P2) and mortal (by P3) .    (CONTRADICTION!)
C2: Therefore, the statement “Socrates is an Olympian God’ is false. (By Reductio ad Absurdum)
Explanation: The Law of Non-Contradiction: contradictions cannot be true.  Therefore, any proposition that implies a contradiction cannot be true.
· If one proposition is false, its negation must be true (Law of the excluded middle)
· Ex: Proving that Socrates is not an Olympian god is true
· Assume its negation; Socrates is an Olympian god
· Same thing as last time
· Law of excluded middle states the statement is true
 
Enthymeme
· An argument where the conclusion or one the premises is unstated
· Ex: All men are mortal
      Socrates is a man
· Conclusion unstated: Therefore, Socrates is mortal
 


Sorites
· A sorites is a connected series of arguments in which the conclusion of one argument also serves as a premise in another argument.
· Example:      
P1: All men are mortal.
P2: Socrates is a man.
C1 and P3: Therefore, Socrates is mortal.
P4: Mortal men are not Olympian Gods.
C2: Therefore, Socrates is not an Olympian God.

