Topic 6 Article
Logics (Thinking about thinking)
Definition
Logic can be considered in two ways: as an art of thinking clearly, or as a Science, which focuses on the knowing process (how). As an art it means that it can be cultivated through time. As a Science, a person can try to fathom its objective and the principles which underpin it. Logic is a science because it is systematic, has a clear end (object) and principles. In Logic, the Principles are Philosophical Principles for instance; the Principle of Non-contradiction, the Principle of Identity discussed in Chapter 2 and the Principle of Being.
The objective of logic is to know the truth.
Inference
The method (system) employed in logic is reflexive. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Explanation
We do not start the knowing process by acquiring ideas first and grasping reality afterwards. The process is in the reverse, we know reality first, and then in a second movement, does it focus on the knowing process. The first movement if the first intention (knowledge of reality) and then the second movement (intention) is reflexive knowledge.

The object of logic can be divided into formal and material:
Formal logic studies in detail the form of the reasoning process, or the logic behind various ways of influencing or argumentation, regardless of their material content. If A is true then B is true; but A is true; therefore, B is true. This has an affinity to particular positive sciences.
Material logic (is the philosophy of logic). It is a reflexive study between the logical and real orders. It looks at the logical operations of the human mind and seeks to explain their nature philosophically. 
Whatever the mind conceives has to have a metaphysical bearing on reality i.e. subjects and predicates.
Terms in logical arguments can be univocal, analogical or equivocal. Univocal concepts are words having only one meaning; analogical means resembling another thing; equivocal have two significations equally applicable. A univocal term is God (with a capital G- this refers to one being and one being only). Analogical terms can be man (it can refer to male or female human beings). An equivocal term is like Homo sapiens and man; these two are used in the same way.
Since knowledge is expressed in language, the science of logic involves an analysis of language. The best way to study logic is to study the structure of language and understand the different parts of speech and see how they relate to one another.
The human intellect performs three operations (Sanguineti, 1992):
a) Simple apprehension- where the mind knows concepts.
b) Judgment- we relate concepts with one another.
c) Reasoning- we arrive at the knowledge of new truths through previously perceived truths.
Logic can be divided into:
i) Logic of notions or concepts – A study of nature of concepts
ii) Logic of judgment – Studies knowledge of attribution or of predication
iii) Logic of reasoning – It studies the different forms of reasoning and the conditions for their validity.
iv) Logic of science – It studies the application of these basic three operations of the intellect to the acquisition of scientific knowledge - a subject of the last chapter in developing Scientific Knowledge.
Logic of Concepts and Abstraction (Simple Apprehension)
Language consists of propositions (a series of sentences). The sentences are made up of words.
Concepts are notions or ideas. The term “dog” is the verbal expression of the concept “dog.” It is possible to make various combinations of simple concepts to form complex concepts, for example “beach house” or “sports club.” The concept is therefore a mental sign whereby we grasp a certain essence.
a) The concept signifies what is understood by the mind insofar as it is in the mind.
b) The essence is the intelligible aspect of reality grasped by the mind. Therefore, the concept signifies what the thing is. TO FORM A CONCEPT OF SOMETHING DOES NOT MEAN HAVING FULL COMPREHENSION OF THE NATURE IN QUESTION.
A concept is clear when it signifies the essence accurately, albeit in a limited and imperfect way. A concept is imperfect when it expresses a thing adequately but falls short of conveying its full reality on account of the richness of being possessed by the thing in question. The concept is vague when we do not have enough knowledge to be able to formulate judgments about it. The concept is erroneous, not because of a negative affirmation, but because it makes a false affirmation.

Universal concepts
When we look at a horse, we say, Gosh! A horse. The individualized essence is that nature of this horse. While in the mind it acquires a logical mode – universality. Universals can be metaphysical or real, as it exists in reality or it can be in the mind, as a result of reflection. When we say, Peter is a man, we do not say Peter is the universal man, but he has the nature of man.
Universals, therefore, express the real nature of things but their universal predictability is a property which they possess only insofar as they are found in the mind.
Concepts can be universally (all men), particularly (these or some men are gentlemen) or singularly (this man) applied. Take note of these nuances in ordinary speech.

Moderate realism
Aristotle criticized Plato for having identified logic with metaphysics. Concepts do not exist in themselves but individualized in things. For instance, the virtue of justice is a virtue proper to human nature; hence, the foundation of its demands is found in a subject. 
The problem of the universals is linked to the hylomorphic composition (the union of matter and form).
The controversy in many philosophical currents is due to the meaning of reality and concepts.
Language as the Expression of Thought
Speech has a two-fold purpose:
a) Expressive function – It externalizes the internal acts of the human spirit.
b) Communicative function – It communicates these acts to others. Man is by nature, Zoon politica, a political animal.
Language reflects not only acts of the intellect but also of the will. Language, can in turn, be translated into written signs. Words are symbols of the thoughts of the soul, in the same way as writing is the symbol of the spoken word.
Logic of Judgment
The judgment (“proposition”) is the operation of the mind whereby we compose concepts by attributing a property to a subject through the verb “to be.”
i) A judgement composes or divides according to the real union or division of things.
ii) In every judgment, we explicitly affirm that something is or is not.
A judgment as noted before has a:
a) Subject – the term which receives the attribute.
b) Predicate – what is attributed to the subject.
Judgments are always composed of subjects and predicates.
a) Judgments of identity – these are not attributions in the real order since it is not a perfection of the subject but the subject itself. Alfred is human.
b) Judgments of relation – this expresses how a subject possesses a real characteristic through predicamental relation. Alfred is the son of Mary.
c) Judgments of numerical predication. The musketeers were three in all. Alfred is the second born son of Mary.
Truth of the judgment
A judgment is true when it affirms that what is, and what is not is not. It is based on the ontological notion. In the judgment of reality, the intellect formally knows its own truth, albeit implicitly.
Propositions
[image: ]A simple proposition is that which limits itself to composing or dividing an attribute with regard to a subject. It is also called a categorical proposition. Propositions can be affirmative and negative propositions: to admit or deny the composition of a predicate with a subject. Universal, particular and singular propositions- this refers to the degree of universality of the subject. Universal takes propositions in its entirety and particular restrict the extension.














a) Contradictories (A & O; I & E) – one is simply the negation of the other; no middle ground is possible: if one is true, the other is false, and vice-versa. 
b) Contraries (A & E) – they cannot be true at the same time, but a middle ground is possible (they can both be false, as in the case above.
c) Sub-contraries (I & O) – they cannot be false at the same time, but they can be simultaneously true.
d) Subalterns (A & I; E & O) – if the universal is true, the particular is also true, but not vice- versa; if the particular is false the universal is also false, but not vice versa.
Propositions can be per se or per accidens.
Judgments furthermore can be:
a) Necessary 
b) Contingent 
c) Possible
d) Impossible

Logic of Reasoning
Reasoning is a movement of the mind whereby, starting with several judgments which we relate to one another, we arrive at a new judgment which necessarily follows from the preceding ones.
Structure and general rules in reasoning
1. If the premises are true, the conclusions are necessarily true.
2. If the premises are false, the conclusion can either be true or false. 
A false conclusion means there is some falsity in the antecedent: A true conclusion does not necessarily mean that the premises are true.
Syllogism
It is systematically deducing conclusions from certain premises. Categorical syllogism has simple proposition; hypothetical syllogism involves compound propositions. It is important to state in inference that what is predicated universally of something must be predicated of everything under it; what is denied universally of something must be denied of everything under it.
Categorical syllogism
The reasoning process behind a syllogism contains: subject(s) with a perfection (M) and this brings another perfection necessarily with it (P). Syllogism involves a bridge, a middle term. This middle term enables us to relate two extremes.
Defamation(S) is an injustice (M)
Injustice (M) is an evil act (P)
Therefore defamation (S) is an evil (P)
The predicate of the conclusion is called a major term (because it usually has more extension than the other extreme); the subject is called the minor term. The premise containing the major term is called the major premise; the other is called the minor premise. In the example above, the proposition “Defamation is an injustice” is the minor premise; and “injustice is an evil act” is the major premise.

For a syllogism to work the middle term should be used in the same respect, at least once in all of its universality; follows the weakest premise; extremes cannot have more universality in the conclusion than in the premises; from two particular premises nothing follows; from two negative premises, nothing follows.
Compound syllogisms will not be dealt with.
Fallacies
A fallacy is a false argument that appears to be true. It involves:
a) An apparent truth which renders the argument plausible.
b) A hidden error.
Some people can use rhetoric to take advantage if sentiments of their listeners; others employ logical tricks or sleights of hand.
Types of fallacies
a) Fallacy of language (An expression is used in different senses).
b) Fallacies not of language (A concept is understood incorrectly or ambiguously). This has been due to using misunderstood concepts e.g. confusion between genus and species, apparent contradictions and arguments ad hominem.
Types of fallacies according to Browne & Keeley (2007, p. 86):
1. Ad hominem: An attack, or an insult, on the person, rather than directly addressing the person's reasons. An example is, if a political leader is from the Kamba community and another person from the same community supports him, a friend of his tells him, ‘the reason you are saying this is because you are Kamba.’ 
2. Slippery Slope:  Making the assumption that a proposed step will set off an uncontrollable chain of undesirable events, when procedures exist to prevent such a chain of events. For instance, if you support this leader, he will necessarily cause this to happen.
3. Searching for Perfect Solution: Falsely assuming that because part of a problem would remain after a solution is tried, the solution should not be adopted. For example, if someone says, ‘are you 100% sure this will happen before we adopt it?’
4. Equivocation: A key word is used with two or more meanings in an argument such that the argument fails to make sense once the shifts in meaning are recognized.
5. Appeal to Popularity (Ad populum): An attempt to justify a claim by appealing to sentiments that large groups of people have in common; falsely assumes that anything favoured by a large group is desirable.
6. Appeals to Emotions: The use of emotionally charged language to distract readers and listeners from relevant reasons and evidence.
7. Straw Person: Distorting our opponent's point of view so that it is easy to attack; thus, we attack a point of view that does not truly exist.
8. Either-Or (Or False Dilemma): Assuming only two alternatives when there are more than two.
9. Wishful Thinking: Making the faulty assumption that because we wish X were true or false, then X is indeed true or false.
10. Explaining by Naming: Falsely assuming that because you have provided a name for some event or behaviour that you have also adequately explained the event.
11. Glittering Generality: The use of vague emotionally appealing virtue words that dispose us to approve something without closely examining the reasons.
12. Red Herring: An irrelevant topic is presented to divert attention from the original issue and help to "win" an argument by shifting attention away from the argument and to another issue. The fallacy sequence in this instance is as follows: (a) Topic A is being discussed; (b) Topic B is introduced as though it is relevant to topic A, but it is not; and (c) Topic A is abandoned.
13. Apophenia or superstition: If you see a black cat, this will happen to you…
14. Gambler’s fallacy: If I continue to gamble, eventually I will win…
15. Non-sequitur: Reasons given to support a claim that are irrelevant for example, ‘I am afraid of water, so I will take up flying.’
16. Doublespeak euphemisms: The use of inoffensive works to mislead, for example to refer to a policy of mass murder as ‘ethnic cleansing’ or inadvertent killing of people as ‘collateral damage’.
17. [image: ]Gobbledygook: the use of confusing non-technical language to mislead.








18. Sleight of hand- begging the question: An argument in which the conclusion is assumed in the reasoning.
19. Moses syndrome- Promises of happiness, security, power, wealth and beauty made again and again in a confident manner by charismatic people with prestige and which make people to believe without thinking critically. For example, Jim Jones of the Peoples Temple doomsday cult convinced 914 of its members to commit suicide (Haskins, 2006) 
20. Political Censorship- Repressing free speech and distorting facts or ‘cherry picking’ facts to support a biased political viewpoint or dogmatic belief.
Conclusion
When you communicate, you necessarily engage in reasoning. If your purpose is to present a well-reasoned argument, in which you do not want to "trick" the reader into agreeing with you, then you will want to avoid committing reasoning fallacies. Awareness of possible errors committed by writers provides you with warnings to heed when you construct your own arguments. You can avoid fallacies by checking your own assumptions very carefully, by remembering that most controversial issues require you to get specific about advantages and disadvantages, and by keeping a checklist handy of possible reasoning fallacies.
image1.png
Affirmative universal (A) Negativ e universal (E)

"All men are just” "No man is just"
- >
A A
V < > ¥
Affirmativ e particular (I) Negativ e particular (O)

"Some man is just" "Some man is not just"




image2.svg
                                   Affirmative universal (A) "All men are just"  Negative universal (E) "No man is just"  Affirmative particular (I) "Some man is just"  Negative particular (O) "Some man is not just"


image2.jpg
Why did you
come home an hour
late for dinner, when |
told you 10 be home
on time?

You're always
picking
on me.

This sort of “reasoning” is fallacious because merely changing the topic
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