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In this paper, [ propose to conduct philosophical analysis in
the following way:

1. First, I will analyze the definition of the conicept of argument
offered by influential logicians ans show that it is mere
propaganda Their definition is inconsistent with their practice
and with the content of their bocks

2. Next, I will demonstrate that the basic logical structure of
deductive arguments as well s the formal concept of validity
is paradoxical because it is counter intuitive. It has no form
of life and therefore inapplicable in real life argumentation.

3. Then, I will show that the mode: of sound argument is bogus
because its two requirements are incons:stent;

4. Lastly, ~will demonstrate that the dogma that logical
fallacies can be detected in virtue of the logical form alone
without regard to the content is a myth.

Obviously, this is a big lancscae in the doctrinal land of
the logicians such that even if I am cnly half-successful,
it still would support the recommendations of this paper,
that is the study of correct and incorrect reasoning as well
as sound wnd unsound argnment; must be construed as
language game specific. The ute of the rerm ‘argument,
together wth its criteria of soundness c1 carrectness in one
language gime cannot be us2d to cvaluate and criticize the
use of the same term in a d.fferent language game. In short,
we must ciscard rhe nornmtive and prescriptive garb of
logic, in favor of one that is emmircal end descrptive. This
would male the study of reisoning and argumentation the
proper subject matter of the Social and Behavioral
Sciences
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Thp GREAT LUswic WittGistiin of the Fhitophical Investigations' asks the
most profound question 1 logic: “_n what sense is Lozic sublime?” And his
intetlocutor gives the following answer: It is sublime bzcause the essence of logie
presents an a priori order :n language that 1s zeter’y s'mple

it is prior to al experiences, must run through all
experiences; no empirical cloudiness cr uncertainty can be
allowed to affect it—it must rathe- be of the purest crystal

(P1,1§97).

This a prioti order in -anguage 1s $0 simp e and so cvstzl clear that it must
have a counterpart in the a prior: order of the world. Tt is believed that thus
a priori order in languagze raust be isomorpiic it the a prion order of the
world (PI, 1 § 97). Some scrt of alogjical pre-establishec. harmony must subsist
between the basic logical s tructure of language and the basic logical structure
of the world. Moreover, it is legislated that thus isornorphism between language
and the wotld can have no exception since it 1s r.ot orly true for this world
but it is also true for all possible worlds yet undiscovered.

This ideal, according to Wittgenstein, becomes “n¢ hakeable” because 1t 1s
like “wearing a pair of gasses on our nose tarongh wh.ch we see whatever ‘we
look at. It never occurs to us to take them off “ P11 §103). Because of this
illusion, it gives a semblaace that Togic [has] 1 pecul ar depth—a universal
significance” (P1, T §89); end therefore such an ‘ideal must be found in realiy”

(PI, 1 §101).

This crystalline purity of logic heid philosophers capuve (P1,1 §$115) ‘ot
countless decades. Those that were captivatec b this ideal desperately tr.ed
to find it in actual languages (PI, I §105). And when they could not, they
became dissatisfied with actual languages. That »redisposed them to accept
the program to construc an ideal language But the word ‘ideal’, according to
Wittgenstein, is misleading because it sounds as if an ideal language is bertet
and more perfect than everydav langaage “as f it took the logician to show pecple
at last what a proper senrence looked like” (P1, 1§81 . One is tempted to say
that it took the logician to show people waat a propet arzument looked Lke.

Wittgenstein vehemet itly repudiates toe attempt of the philosophers to
construct an ideal language. He believes that ‘philosaphy must not interfere
with the actual use of larguage, 1t can 1n the end only describe it. It could not
provide langaage with any foundation etther. Becaus: pkilosophy must leave
everything as it 1s” (P, 1 ¢124); “the work of the philosopher is merel" to
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assemble reminders for 1 particular purpose” (P1,1127). In the final analysts,
Wittgenstein reminded the philosophers ot to thin or construct theories—
their job is simply to “look and see” (F1,1 §66). Ani when you look anc see,
you will discover, accorcing ro Wittgensrein, a conflici between actual languiages
and the ideal:

For the crystaline purity of log:c was cf coarse, not a result
of investigation: it was a requircinent. ~“he conflict becomes
intolerable, thi: requirement is row in danger of becoming

empty (PT, 1 §1C7).

“Empty” because it has “no form ct life!” The language game being
proposed is unplayable.

The principal thesis >f this paper is t¢ unmask tae malasse perpetuated by
formal logicians about the exaggerated imporiance of two valued deductive
logic. For over count.e s decaces, tens of thousancs of students all over the
world, have been taugzh: to accept that the only genuine arguments are
deductive arguments zni anvthing other than this are wunterfeit arguments. Unless
we unmask these deceptions, we would be co-conspirators to the miseducation
of countless students stadying the courte in tvo-valued logic. These
deceptions have far -eaching umplication 1n the social and behavioral
sciences. In the first place, logicians clzim that thz very foundation of the
logic and methodology of scientific experitnent rest on a logical fallacy
called fallacy of affirming the consequen’. 1f w accept this fallacy, we will
deprive the social anc behavieral scentists of ary rational procedute for
accepting the truth of scientific hypctheses. Aczeptance of a hypothesis
becomes a matter of I>gically baseless sub ective judgements of pracicing
scientists. In the second place, the concept of rational and irrational
thought, as well as thz model of cogn.tion and rretzcognition was based
on the paradigm of tvo valued deducrive log.c. A good example is Plaget’s
model of cognitive deselopment. In this model, two valued deductive Jogic
is offered as the highi:s: form of cognitive grow:h. Countless curriculum
centers, all over the world, (includiag the ISMED in UP) procuced
textbooks in science ¢n- mathematics patierned after the model of Piaget.
From this perspective, if the main rhetis of this paper is sound, the
miseducation of the youth reaches ver staggering proportions worldwide.

I wish to demonst-ate that two-valuec logic is an aberration that the
practitioners have done very badly in what they c aim to be doing, Western

123



PriLieping SOCIAL SCIENCES Ri visw

vol. 55, nos.1-4, jan-dec 1398

logicians have imposed on the philosophical commu:ty all over the world
spurious logical ideals that have beguiled countless rhilosophers for many
generarions. These ideals have been raught and perpetuated in many
departments of philosoohy all over the wo-ld (including the philosophy
department in UP Diiraan) By teaching thesc idezls, philosophers have
hoodwinked countless s udents into belizving that tais is the only mode of
correct reasoning and argumentation such that any deviation from them is
considered to be an irratonal delirilum of some sort. [ wish to point out that
these ideals, instead of facilitating the understanding of the nature of reasoning
or enhancing the abilit; -0 compose argurnents, have in ract muddled them.
Moreover, the said ideals had prevented any serious attempts to study many
types and patterns of arguments and reascning found in numerous language
games.

In this paper, I propose tc conduct philosophical analysis n the following way:

1. First, T will analyze the dzfinition of the concept of
‘argument’ offered by influential logicians aad show that it is zrere
propaganda. Their definition is inconsistent witk their practice and with
the content of their books.

2. Next, I will demonstrate that the basic logical structure of
deductive arguments as well as tae formal concept of ‘validity’ is
paradoxical because it is counter iatuitive. It has no Sform of life and
therefore inapplicable in real life argumentation.

3. Then, I will show that the model of sound argument is
bogus because irs two requirements ave #con istent;

4. And lasty, [ will demonstrate that the dogma that logical
fallacies can be detected in virtue of the logizal form alone without
regard to the conent is a myrh.

This paper will be primarily concerned wita raaking these cardinal claims
plausible. Obviously, this is a big landscape in the doctrinal land of the
logicians such that even if I am only hali-—successful, it still would support
the recommendations of this paper, that is the study of correct and
incorrect reasoning as well as sound and unsound arguments must be
construed as language y;ame specific. This means that we must recognize
that the concept of cotrect reasoning as well as sound argument may differ
frem one language game to znother. he use'o? the term ‘argument,’
together with its criteria o soundness or correctness in one language gzme
cannot be used to evalaate and criticize the use of the same term n a
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different language game. In short, w2 must discard the normative and
prescriptive garb of logic, in favor of one that 1s empirical and descristive.
One is tempted to say “don’t think”, but “look ard see!” This would make
the study of reasoning and argumentation che proper subject matrer of
the social and behavioral sciences. So far as I know the study such «s the
one proposed was never even conceptual:zed much less attempted.

I feel very strongly that no logician has the right to claim that he, in his arm
chair, has discovered, through his system of -wo-valued deductive logic all
conceivable valid argunient forms. Logicians cannot claim that these argrment
forms are so comprebens:ve that no further discoverie. conld be made about the rature
of reasoning or argument; and that the uriverse of d:scourse of these argument
forms 1s to be found nat only in this wortld, but also in any and all possible worlds.
And surely they have no right to legislate that arzument patterns in other
language games which do not conform to their simolistic argument fornis are
counterfeit argnment. Cases in point are inductive argnments, moral arguments,
evaluative arguments «s well as policy arguments "o triention only the most
conspicuous.

Hocutt?, for example, arrogantly clatms:

The passing of induction will be mourned by some, but
I am not among them. T beieve the logic of scientific
inference to be hvpothetico-deductive nct inductive after
Mill’s fashicn In fact, I don’t belicve thete 1s such a thing
as inductive :ogic. Logic 1s deductive; reasoning is valid
or invalid. Thus applies, as my own “reatment illustrates,
even to probabslity mnference, whick is sirictly deductive
in form. “Induction” is better thought of as guesswork,
the formulation of hypothesis to e tested in accordance
with strict cannons of reasoning

I have many #nkind remarks about this kind of attutude in the latter part
of this paper. Suffice it to say at this poirt that } believe that two-valued
dednctive logic 1s not sophisticated erough to aceount for a very complex
phenomena of the numetous types of reasoning and argumentation in
different language games in the rea/ worid Likewise, Hocutt is trying to
categorize a very complicated pattern of reasoning into a set of simplistic
categories of two-valued logic. It seems to me very obvious that what
logicians are offering is a Procrustean bed where the extremities of
complicated patterns of reasoning are being chopped up fitted snugly into
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the very tiny bed of wwo-valued deductive logic. This observation is
substantiated by the fact that the more one exaraines actual species of
reasoning in many language games—--in ordinary language, in moral
philosophy, aesthetic, r ligion and the sciences—d :ductive logic is, in the
language of Wittgenstein, in danger of becomng emply. We simply need a more
complex paradigm in deaiing with various types and patterns of reasoning,
not only those that are deployed 1n philosopay, but also in other intellectual
disciplines as well. In the language of Wittgenstein, we need to lok and see
without any preconceived idea about what is or what is not a genuine
argument. We must move away from a norrative to a desctiptive approach.
The job of the philosonhet, if Wittgenstein is to ke fcllowed, is simply to
describe various types as well as nurcerous patrerns of reasoning and
argumentation found in countless language games. This study of the pattarns
of reasoning and argumrent becoraes the proper sutject matter of the Social
and Behavioral Sciences. Be that as it muay, ve are not supposed to legislate
what is or what is not as genuine argument. And the resu't of our investigztion
should not be used for futur: regularization of the cor.cept of ‘argument.” Eact use
of the concept is in order as it is 10 its own language game! We are nof striving
after ar ideal of the corcopt of argument that s z pplicable to any and all possible
worlds. Our aim is a hurrble one, we want to brirg bazk the use of the concept
of argument in ordinary language, which is its origina! honse.

THE CONCEPT OF ARGUMENT

Let us begin our ph losophical analvsis with th2 definition of the rerm
‘argumnent’ offered by famous logiciar:. Flocutt defines an ‘arggument’ in
the following way:

By an argument, I don’t mean a dispute. I mean an
attempt to show somebody that a statement is true. The
attempt starts with premises zlready known to be true or
believed to be true and declares tha: these could not be
true unless the conclusion, whose truth was in doubt 1s
true as well.’

Please note that the concept of truth bere 1s empirical and not analytic. It
seems obvious that the argument being described here 1s not deductive.
The contention I wish to put forward 1 this: In a deductive atgumen:, the
trutk: of the conclusion as well as the prerise could not be subject to
doubt, because the ccncept of truth inz de Juctive argument cannot be
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empirical. If logicians insist that the premises and conclusion of a
deductive argument can be construed zs empuical, a swift reductio will
follow. There will be very serious repercassions in their symbolic system
that they would find difficult to accept—for ins ance, the formal elegance
of the concept of w/idity will disappear.

After Hocutt presents his definition of an argument, he immediately
gives his reader a cazea’“Do not convuse an argument with a conditional
statement.” And tc clinch his point, he gives the fcllowing example:

If all people die, vou will too.

Such is a conditional statement because—-presumnably, one does not assert
the factual truth of the antecedent ard the consequent 1.e. the premise and
the conclasion—is not assertive. In contrast, Hocutt believes that

Since all people die, you wil. too.

is a genuine argument because it auserts the truth of the premise Since
all people die’ and the: truth of the corclusion ‘you will too’. Hocutt further
clairns that the truth of the conclusioa is made certain by the truth of the
premise.

The distinction between a conditional statement and a genuine argument
is clear. But unfortunately, it does not prove what is wanted, because 1f one
accepts the distinction, it will lead 10 obje:tionable consequence: it will
deprive the two-valued deductive lozic of its sniversality. The advantage
of the conditional Zorm rest on the fact that one need not actually provide
evidence nor attempt to verify the trurh of the aatecedent ‘All people die’;
rather it states tha: i/ one accepts the trath of the antecedent, then one
raust accepts also the truth of the corsequent. If one does not accept the
truth of the consequent, but accepts the “ruth o7 the antecedent, then one
is contradicting one’s self. If the reqaitement for composing a deductive
argument is that one must assert the ruth of the premise, then there will
be fewer arguments that can be com»osad by logicians. I venture to say
that if we accept their distinction of’ what 1s or what is not an argument,
rany universal staterents may not function as premise because as a general
rule universal statenients carnot be con:lusively verified. Furthermore,
the requirement that one must assers the trath of the premise in order to
succeed in composing an argument, then cne roust have some empirical
evidence for asserting the truth of the premise. And consequently, Hucutt
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must do empirical spade work as well in order to compose an argument.
Hence logic and episternology cannot b= separated.

Using his cwn requiremnent, let s analyze the exarr ple of a genuine arguntent
he gives above. I belicve that Hocut: had no empirical evidence for
asserting the truth of the premise ‘All peorle die’ because the statement
being 2 universal statement can always be doubtad since the complete
evidence of its truth, 77 principle, cannot be produced. The premise All
people die’ is simply 7o frue. At dest it i3 hignly drobasle. Apparently, Hocutt
is incognizant that his logic cannot accommodate the concept of
probability, since his logic cannot go beyond the pirameter of the principle
of exccluded middle. 1t secms to me obvizus that by his own definition he
forfeits the right to asszrt the truth of rthe premise #6f known to be true
and therefore he himself fails to compose a gemiine argument. In additon,
we have a problematic :ase where the truth of the premise is much mote
difficu't to cemonstrate than the truth of the conclusion. A greater doubt
rests on the truth of the premise ‘Al people die’ than in the conclusion
you will too. It seems to 1me very clear that Hucutt’s example is inconsistent
with his own requirement of composing a1 zrgument. (This criticisin 1s
presented in greater detail towards the micdle of this paper.)

Interestingly enougn, Irving Copi, a very “artous and influential logizian
whose book? is used it numerous coucttries zround the globe, makes the
same distinction between a conditiona swtemnent and an argument as a
consequence perpetuates the same blander e emplified by Hocutt. Cop1
offers this to exemplif- the distinction:

If objects of zrt are expressive, they are « language.

This example, according to Copi, is a conditional statement because “no
premise 1s asserted, nc inference is made, no con:lusion is claimed to be
true, thus, there is no argument here”. Hcwever, according to Copi, the
following example is a genuine argument:

Because objects of art are expressive, they are a language.

Since “(All) objects of art are expres sive” os asserted as a premise and
obiects of art are a language 1s claimed to f>llow {rom that premise, it is
therefore asserted to »e true® Copi then gives us an example of a guasi-
argument.
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Synonyms ate gosd servants but bad masters; therefore
select them with care.

According to Copt, this cannot qualify as a genuine argument because what
follows after the ‘therefore’ is a command, and a command by their
epistemic nature has no truth-value. It is neither true nor false (Copy, p.
27). He continues:

From a strictly logical point of view, the goal of an
argument 1s to take us frore true premises to a true
conclusion, and since commmands—as such-—are neither
true or false, we shall not regard such awasi-argument as
argument propet.

Subsequently, Copi transforms it into (sic.) a genuine argument, thus:

Synonyms are good sexvants but bad masters, therefore you
should select them with caze. (Copi, p. 28, emphasis mine)

In Copt’s judgment, the conclusion ‘you show/d sclect them with care’ has
been transformed into an empirical statement by adding ‘should’. And
since that statement is now an empirical, it then transformed into a genuine
conclusion that is either true or false. Obviously, Copi misidentifies the
premise Synonyms are good setvants but bad masters’ as an empirical
statement, notwithstanding the presence of evaluative terms ‘good’ and
‘bad’. And so the premise being an empirical statement 1s either true or
false. It seems to me a bit bizarre that a logician with the stature of Copi
could be so baffled by very elementary distinctions.

[ cannot let this error in elementary classification of types of statements
pass without any comment. Even my Philo 1 students would not make this
mistake! Statements with evaluative terms like ‘good’ or ‘bad’ cannot pass
as empirical statement and therefore statements of this sort are neither
true nor false because they are evaluative statements. If indeed the
conclusion ‘select them with care’ is a cornmand, then surely, it cannot be
transformed into an empirical statement by adding ‘should’. In fact, what
Copit succeeds in doing is to make the statement’s imperative nature mote
conspicuous. While Cop1 pays very meticulous attention to the premise and
conclusion indicators of arguments in ordinary language, he seems juite
unaccuainted with prescriptive indicators like Should’, ‘ought’, and ‘must’;
and evaluative indicators such as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘right’ or ‘wrong’, and
‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’. Copi could not even make an elementary
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distinction between an sropirical statement and an evaluative one and sad
to say, between a decla-ative statement and a prescriptive one. A simrilar
confusion between an znalytic staternent and an empirical staterrent
pervades throughout his book. 1 believ: that tais confasion in elemen:ary
classification of types of statements s the consequence of Copi’s bias
against the nature of moral reasoning and a-gumentation which he, by his
own admission, abhots. And so in thz end because of his failure to
recognize these elemenrary distinctions, Cord fails to translate his example
into a genuine argumer t.

He continues:

For an argument to be present, ore o’ the asserted
propositions :nust be claimed t> ‘ollow from other
propositions zsserted <o be true, which are presented
as grounds for, or reasons for bel.eving “he conclusion

(Copi, p. 28

[ like this description cf an argument because it is w0/ counter-intuttive. But
this description apple; anly to an argument witk encpirical content and
not to a deductive argiment. And, as we shall see below, Copi is not
consistent with his own definition of an argument. For instance, if, as Copi
claims, “from a strictl" logicai point of view the zoal of an argument is
to take us from true premise to true conclusion”, one raay ask: What about
an argument with false premises and falce conclusion? Is this nov an
argument too from a sirictly logical foint of vien? Cbviously from his
definition, it is not! Yet his book is replete with cour.tless examples of valid
arguments with false premises and false zonclusions. But of course he can
claim that these types of arguments are not rom: a strictly logical point

of view!

Let us sharpen our understanding of the concept of argumen: by
considering the great d visions, that is, deduvctive a1d inductive arguments.
Some logicians, but nct all, accept these two types of arguments; otaers
reluctzntly accept these two types but put very low credibility on inductive
arguments. Almost all logicians have ruled rioral and policy arguments
to be quasi-argument ind, as a conseqience never did become matters
for serious study. We a.l know how im»ortant moral arguments are in the
business of living and how important policy arguments are, especially for
the Third World countiies. Yet no logician has attempted any serious srudy
of these types of reascning
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Copt, without blinking an eye, claims that

A deductive zrgument is valid when its premises, if true,
do provide conclustve grounds for its coaclusion, that is,
when the premises and conclusion are o related that it
is absolutely impossible for the premuses “o be true unless
the conclusicn 1s also true. Every deductive argument is
valid or invaid (Copi, p. 51

The classic exampl: of a deductive argurient according to Copi is as
follows:

All humans zre mortal.

Socrates 1s hnman.

Therefore, Socrates is mortal
In contrast, an inductive argument:

_.involves the claum, rot that its prenises give conclustve
grounds for the tzuth of its conclusion, tut cnly that they
provide some support for it Inductive arguments are
neither “valid” nor “invalid” in the sense 1n which these
terms are applied te deductuve arguments. Inductive
arguments may of course be evalvated as better or worse,
according to the strength of rhe support provided
their conclasicn by their premiscs, that is by the degree
of likelthood or probability vhich these premises confer

upon their conclusion (Copy, p. 51).

Neidorf® believes taat the dichotory ‘between deductive and inductive
argument depends 1pon the character of the logical relation between the
premises and conclusion not upor the zontent of the proposition
themselves.” 1 wist to demonstrate that in theory and in prac-ice a
deductive argumenr is one where the empirical rruth of the premises are
irrelevant to the empir:cal truth of the conclusior. This means that a
deductive argument wwnot asser! anything fac'uall) true or Jactually false. The
three requirements fo: composing an argwmnent aze: (1) an argument 1s vald
when its premises, if true, do provide conclusive grounds for its
conclusion; (2) the premises and conclusion are so related tha: it is
absolutely impossible for the premises to be true unless the conclusion 1s
also true; and (3) the truth of the premises must provide for the grounds
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for or the reason for believing the truth of the conclusion. I shall
demonstrate that these requirements are nothing but a beguiling
propaganda in order to make deductive logic relevant in real life
argumentation.

Neidorf 1s correct when he says that factual content has nothing to do
with the quality of a deductive argument. But without the factual content,
nothing can be perceived to follow from the truth of the premises to the
truth of the conclusion. And nothing can be perceived to be the grounds
Jor or the reason for befieving in the truth of the conclusion.

Whar logicians are silent about 1s that the critenon for valid as wel.. as
invalid argument is simply the random manipulation of the truth-values of
the premises and the conclusion. And if in all the possible arbitrary
assignments of truth-values of the premises and conclusion, one does not
come up with a combination where the premises set is true and a
conclusion ts false, then the argument form is vakia. If one does, then the
argument form is nva/is. But the truth being manipulated here is anahitic,
one which 1s empty, bereft of no empirical content. Copi’s requirement
that the truth of the premises must provide for the grounds for or the reason
Jor believing the truth of the conclusion is érrelevunt to a deductive argument
but indispensable to an inductive argumenr. An inductive azgument cannot
be evaluated for its strength without considering its empirical content.

Logicians are either hushed or unenlightened about a paradox, namely:
if one has an argument where the premise set is false, the requirement of
tnpalidity cannot possibly obtain. If one accepts Hocutt’s admonition that logic
1s deductive only and hence reasoning is either valid or invalid, one cannot
accept his definition of an argument. The attempt to compose an
argument, according to Hucutt, starts with premises known to be true so
that the truth of the premises can be transmitted to the truth of rhe
conclusion. Unfortunately, if one starts with a premise set known to be
true, there is a greater chunce that one’s argument will turn out to be invalid
than if one starts with a false premise set! Consequently, if the aim of an
argument were validity, and nothing else, then the best counsel would be
to start with a false premise set!

Furthermore, one critical aspect of the definition of an argument needs
important clarification: In what sense does the truth of one proposition
Jollow from another? What is the nature of this following relation? I belicve
that deductive logicians are either misled or they are purposely
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decetving us. In two valued deductive logic, any true conclusion will follow
from any true or false premise set. And if one has a false premise set, any
true or false conclusion can follow from it. However, what we are being
prevented from doing 1s to have a faise concluston follow from a true
premuse set. That 1s the only restriction! It seems cbvious that the concept
of one proposition foliowing another was given an empirical interpretation
quite ficitly. Copt’s description of an argument in which the premise set
are presented “as grounds for, or reascns for beleving the conclusion” 1s
nothing but propaganda.

In a deductive argument a premise set that is false is more versatile. In the
language of Copi, it can provide for more conclusive grounds  for or more
reasons for a conclusion because it can have erther a {alse or a true conclusion,
and still remain valid Let me reiterate that an argument with a false premise
set cannol be invalid, because invalidity is construec as an argument where
the premise set is truc and the conclusion false. This is the model ¢f an
invalid argument. I shall substantiate many of these criticisms in details
in the next section of this paper.

LOGICAL STRUCTURE OF AN ARGUMENT

The basic logical structure of all arguments follows the logical structure
of a conditional statement. The matrix be ow illustrates this:

P -Q
T TT
T F F
F TT
F TEF

Notice from the above matrix that a conditional statement is false only
when the antecedent is true and the consequert 15 false. In all cther
combination of the truth-value, the condutional 15 true. This means that
when the antecedent P 1s false, it matters not whether the consequent Q is
cither a true or a false the whole concitional is still true. And provided
one has a true consequent, it can have either a true or false antececlent.
This philosophical analysis of the condittonal 15 known as the maeria/
implication paradox. While this paradox is well known, the corresponding
paradox of validity 1s hardly ever menricned.
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A few qualifications ate expedient nere In interpreting a conditional
statement, any two frue statements, however unre ated in meaning as well
as content, can be the antecedent or the consequent. For example:

Prof. Vera Cruaz i3 a Pilipino.
Since this statement is true, it can imply any true statement like:

If Prof. Vera Cruz is a Pilipino. then Diliman is in Quezon
Ciry.

What the conditional 's prevented frora doing is to put a true stateraent
as an antecedent and « false statemen: as «t consequent. For instance the
conditional below is filse:

If Prof. Vera Cruz is a Pilipino. then Prof Zerwek is also
a Pilipino.

A false antecedent, 10wever, can imply an' true or any false staternent

like:

If Prof. Zerwek is a Pilipinc, ther. Prof. Vera Cruz s an
Arnerican.

or

If Prof Zerwek is a Pilipino, them 2rof Vera Cruzis a
Pilipino too.

Both conditionals are true.

This means furthermore that any cointer fac'ual conditional is always a true
conditional considering that in a courver facrual the antecedent is always
false. A good example is the wishful ~hinking of rmany politicians:

If I were przsident, | wou'd :olve all our national
problems.

The point to be made is that the /gzca/ relation berween the antecedent
and the consequent of a conditional statement does not have any empirical
significance like cansait, or correlation, >t ¢ven any semantical relation. The
truth-values of conditionals 2re analvtic and not ernpirical, any attzmpt
to describe a conditional, as having empirical content is nothing but
deception and propaganaa.

124



philosophical analysis of t vo-valued deductive logi-

Acuna

It seems to me obvious that the correct ir terpratazion of the conditional
is counter-intuitive anc. does not have a jorm of life. And yet, the conditional
has been perpetuat:d zs tae basic logical structure of a dedactive
argument—as the paradigm of the lo zical relatton between the premises
and conclusion. And "he funry thing Fere 1s that €iis counter-intuitive nature
of the conditional is not taken as a weaknets but a source of its strangth:
It is believed that /4 giians have capinred the esserce. the crystalline purity of
dedustive argument b lizsociating the logizal form, from the content such
that no empirical cloudiniss or uncertainy car b allewed to affect it. Thus, if a
logical form is valid, it is claimed to be valid in o/ possible interpretaiions in
all possible worlds, and if invalid (fallacious), in al puscible interpretations in all
posstble worlds, it 1s 1nvalid.

Granting all these the questions thar must be asked are: How does a
statement follow f:om ancother s:tement bv the so-called marerial
imphication” How can “he concept of mater al implicaton have any relevance
outside the world of forms when it v logically nerrnissible to connect by
conditional two true statements (or even twe fals: ores) which are fastually
or semantically unrelated? Again, th2 concept 1s counter intuitive, the
concept has no form. of life.

For these important questions logicians s>eak in many hysterical voices
since no consensus has been reacted sc far Notwithstanding these
thecretical defects, l>gicians use it as a strict staindard whereby all forms
of argumentation must conform. If ar arguraent patrern does not conform
to them, the argument is dukbed ‘quasi- argument’. It never occurred to
these logicians that the fault nught lic in their very own ideals.

SOUND ARGUMENT

One critically important ideal in Jogiz that kas been perpetuated by
numerous logicians in meny logic booss 15 the mode. of a sound argument.
in the language of M exdorr:

If, in addit.on to being vaid, an argument has true
premises, ve shall say it ¢ scund. Hence all sound
arguments aze valid as well, but some valid arguments are
sound, som: unsourd ..(p. 12).

One of the objectives of this paper is to challenze and unmask this model
as bogus.
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In most logic books the model of sound argument is construed as
follows:

1) The argument must be valid; and
2) The premises and conclusion must be facrually true.

This model has captivated the minds of so many philosophers for countess
decades and has been religiously taught by numerous logicians in many
philosophy departmerts all over the worlc. The model of a sound
argument will provide the link from the worid of a priori logical form: to
the untidy and uncertain empirical world. Withour the model of a sound
argument, logic will be trapped in the world of forms!

Let us pursue our philosophical analvsis of wwo-valued deductive lcgic
with the concept of wakdizy. Note that the logical st:ucture of all deduc-ive
arguments follows the iogical structure of a conduional statement. This
means that the so-called paradox of matesial imp'rcation has a corresponding
paradox of valid argumen: forms. Conside: the table helow:

Table of Validity

CASE  PREMISE SET CONCLUSION ARGUMENT
Case I All true True Valid
Case I All true Fa e Invalid
Case 111 Not all true True Valid
Case IV Not all true Fase Valid

The table of validity shows that there 15 only one sample of an 1avalid
argument where the premise set 1s true and the conclusion is false: it is
Case II. One should note too that this 15 the only cise where a conditicnal
statement is false. If one mnspects the matric of validiry, it is isomorphic
with the truth table matrix of a conditional statement. This is the basis
for saying that the logicul structure of a condivonal statement is the same
as the logical structure of all deductive arguments.

We have seen how logicians define nn argument in a family of ways vet
there 15 one common denominator, waich is the truth of the premises
provides the grounds for accepting the truth of the concluston. Mosr, if
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not all, of their definitions refer to Case I only. What about Case 1[I and
IV? In their definition, they are silent about an argament with a false premise
set. Yet an argument with a false premise set, as we have shown is more
versatile. In fact—ii" according to Hocutt the aim of an argument is
validity—Cases III and [V are more versatile because if the prem:se set
is false, it can have either a true or false coaclusion and the argument would
still be valid. Moreover, the argument cannot be invalid. Thus, in Czse 111
and IV anything goes! These concepts of valid and invalid arguments do not
have a form of life, is counter intuitive, and therefore unplayable!

The ideal of a sound argument requires that it mast first be valid. The
second requirement stipulates that tae prernises and conclusion mast be
factually true. These two requirements restricted sound argument to Case
I orly. Case III and IV, while valid, cannot have samples of sound
arguments. What are they good for, taen?

The requirement that the premises and conclusion be factually true
means that the sentential variables of a valic argument form will be
substituted with empirical statements. This requirement appears to be
critical because presumably this would provide the procedure for Lnking
the a priori world of logical forms with the empirical world. It 1s obvious
that without his mode}, logic will be trapped in the world of forms and
hence, logicians cannot legislate what ic and what is not a genuine
argument in the real world. This procedure, however, has devastating
consequences, which were not anticipated. And I believe the blunder rest
on the deficiency of iogician to comprehend a basic epistemic distinction
between empirical and analytic statements. They failed to see that the
moment the premises and conclusion of a valid deductive argument
become empitical statements, they convey their epistemic characteristics.
Their truth-values ate frue, false, or probabiz. And probability values are
infinite. Since the formal concept of validity is anchored on the principle of
excluded middle, this concept of validity {or 1avaadity) cannot apply to an
argument with factuai content. Empirical statements do no obey the principle
of excluded middle. 1magine constructing z truth table matrix to determine
validity with infinite values. The unintended e ect of requiring factual
content is that the crystalline purity of logic must give way to the untidy
empirical world of uncertainties.

It seems to me obvious that the two requirements decreed to create a
sound argument are inconsistent—Ilogicians cannot require both. If u valid
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argument form acquirss erapirical conteat, the argament losses its claim
to validity. No valid argument, therefore, zan be sourd! To my mind, only
analytic statements can be substituted fo: the sentential variables of a valid

argument form. Becaus: analytic statements obey the principle of excluded
middle.

In view of our discussion above, I cinnot belp but conclude that the
model of sound argurient is a bogus atietapt to make two-valued
deductive logic empirically relevant. 'We simpls cannot allow valid
argument forms to have empirical content; if we dc, it would raise more
problems that it can hancle. Let us substantiat: this c:iticism with a concrete
example. Let us, for the moment, assume that a deductive argument can
acquire empirical conter t.

Consider the classic example of a2 sound decuctive argument found in
almost all logic books

1. All humans ire mortal.
2. Socrates is kuman.
3. Therefore, Socrates is morta .

Logicians will tell us that in order to suceeed in compcsing an atgument,
you must assert the truth of the preauses, so taat the truth of the
conclusion would necessarily follow; 1f ycu da not, you have not
succeeded in composing an argument. Remember th2 requirement of Copi,
which is, to succeed in composing an arzum:ni one must assert the truth
of both the premises and the conclusina. Ons cainnot waver and say, if
one accepls the truth, becaise this will mean that one has only produced a
conditional statement an 1ot a genuine wguneat. The requitement is: one
must assert the truth. Hewever if one asserts the truth, then one must treat
the premises and conclusion as empitical statemerts in otder to comply
with the second requirement of a sound atgument. Is the above argument
sound?

Consider premise 1. 1l humans are nortal” being a universal statement,
1t 1s difficult to verify conclusively, although 17 could easily be falsified w th
certainty by a single counter-example. Ard since there are still more than
five billion human beiny;s alive, premise 1, «.t best, is only highly probabie.
But we have shown tha~ two-valued deductive logic cannot account for
probability values without abanconing .ts forrial concept of validity. In
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contrast, the conclusion [3] “Thereforz, So:rates &y mortal’ being a singular
statement, is conclusively verifiable.

If the aim of an argument according t> Copi is 70 prove the truth of
the conclusion, on the basis of the trutk. of the premise, this classic exzmple
fails to do so. The cvidence that would prove that Socrates is mortal
cannot rest on the probable truth of pramise © but the evidence must
be found elsewhere—- presumably on the testimoay and documentary
evidences that Socrates was condemned 1o die by drinking the hemlock.
Here, we have a perplexing case of an arguraent where the required evidence
to establish the truth of the premise is ruch more difficult to prcduce
than the evidence required to establish the truth of the conclusion.
Consequently, many deductive argurcents that make use of a universal
statement either as prenuses or conclusion would find it difficult to qualify
as a sound argument.

I hope it is clear by now that the moment « decluctve argument acquires
factual content, the claim of validity will be defeated. An empirical
statement cannot be substituted either «s >remises or conclusion of a
deductive argument for the simple reason that its epistemic characteristics
are different from an analytic statement. Unfortunately, many logicians are
probably unaware cf the distinction between the epistemic characteristic
of analytic and empirical statemernts. Ore only has to recall Copi’s
confusion between a command and an empsrical statement.

If we allow the substitution of ar. embitical statement, many aspects
of the formal elegance of deductive logi: will kave to yie/d, for instance,
the truth functional relation of statetvents. For example, if the statement
Al men are mortal is only highly probable, tien the denial I# is not tie case
that all men are mortal .s not false but only probably false. It seems to me
that of the principle of excluded middle do nct apply, then the principle of non-
contradiction may not also apply. And if one admits of probability values,
the test of validity in terms of the truth table marrix will no longer apply.
Remember that validity was conceptualized with the logical posit that the
premises and conclusion can have only rwo truth-values. If we include
probability, the distin:tion between validity and 1validity crumbles. More
importantly, the concept of logical form in terms of the truth table matrix
loses all meaning toc Unforrtunately, without tae model of sound
argument, the relevance of logic to acmual argumentation in the real word
would be sadly lacking-—this logic wil: have no form of life; the language
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game would be unplayabie 1 the real wor:id. :And so in the end, the classic
example of a deductive argument cannot even qualify as a sound argument.
In addition, it could not even qualify as a good example of a deductive
argument for two reasons: (1) because al the premises are not true ard,
(2) the truth values premise (1] 4/ humans are mortal, being only highly
probable only provides support and not complete evidence to the truth of
the conclusion. Notice that this was Copi’s description of an inductive
argument. It seems that the classic example of a deductive argument, found
in almost all logic books, on closer scrutiny turns out to be an inductive
argument masquerading as a deductive one! The fuany thing here is most
of the authors of these iogic books abhors inductive argument.

LOGICAL FALLACY

In this section, I wish to challenge the dogma that an argument can be
evaluated as fallacious in virtue of its form alone without regard to its
content. Consider the well-known fallacy of affirming the consequent:

P->Q

Q
Therefore P

The argument read: ‘If P entail Q, Q, therefore P, for any P and any Q.
It is believed that all arguments with the lopice/ form above, whatever is the
content of P and Q, is jwilacous. And this claim is true not only in our world
but in /i possible worlds as well. This so calied fallacy of affirming the consequent
has far reaching implications in the logic and methodology of scient fic
research. Logicians, dabbling in the area of philosophy of the Social znd
Natural Sciences, often point out the methodology of testing hypothesis
in the sciences involve this fallacy. Logicians suggest that rejectiny a
hypothesis in the empirical sciences is a clear-cut procedure; just deny
the consequent, and you have all the logical jusufication to reject the
hypothesis as false. Thus,

H-—>C
~C

Theretfore ~H
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If ‘H entails C, ~C, therefore ~H, forany H and any C’, is valid. But if
you affirm the consequent, for instance:

H -»C
C

Therefore H

you have committed a fogical jallacy. Unfortunately for the socizl and
behavioral scientists, the entire apparatus cf scientific experimentation rests
on this fallacy~—he faliacy of affirming the consequent.

For instance, if you have a hypothesis, and you deduce a prediction or
some other test condition. The scienust taen constructs an experiment to
test the prediction. If the experimen is a failure, the prediction fails to
obtain. The hypothes:s 15 rejected witn good logical jastification. However,
if the experiment is 1 success, the prediction obtamed, yet the scientists
cannot accept the hypothesis as true, decause to do so would be to commit
the jallacy of affirming the consequent. Consequently, however numercus he
directly replicates or systematically replicates the experiments and, however
successful these replications are, the scientis: cannot still accept the
hypothesis as true on logical grounds And whea through a consensus of
practicing scientists, a hypothesis is given credibility, logicians still make
the scientists suffer some guilt feelings about having committed a logical
fallacy. And what seems to be amazing here is that scientists have not
challenged the authority of the logicians but instead have accepted this
judgment as a matrer of dogma.

I wish to demonstrate that this so-callec fzllacy that undetlies hypcthesis
testing in the Social and Behavioral Sciences is a myth. If we are seduced
by this ideal of logic we are predisposed to give -his fallacy a self-serving
interpretation and hardly would we look for counter-examples. An instance
of a self-serving interpretation is given below:

a) If it rains, then the ground would be wet.
The ground 1s wet.

Therefore, it rained.
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Given the truth of the sremises, does it follow that it rained? Or course
not! But this s not because of the logical fotra of the argument but becaase
of the empirtical relation between the antecedent and rhe consequent events.
A waterlogged ground may be caused bv other soutces and not necessarily
the rain and the tain alcne.

Consider another substitution instance that :s #o! faliacious:

b) If the figure is a triangle, then it is a geometric figure
with three sides and three angles.

The figure 15 % geometric figare with three sides and
three angles.

Therefore, the figure is a tmangle.
Or again another example

c) If that rasn is a bachelor, then that man is an
unmarried male.

The man s an unmarried male.
Therefore, that man is a bachelo:.
Still another: -
d) If that boy is a brother, then the boy is 2 male sibling,
The boy is a male sibling.
Therefore, the boy is a brother

It is obvious that the same instantiation can be done with many other
examnples. These examples, to my mind, are genuir.e counter-examples in
otder to demonstrate that when the so called 1nvalid argument forms are
given empirical content, the argument acquires nuances where philosophical
analysis must go beyond inspection cf the .ogical form to determine
soundness. In fact, in most cases the logical form becomes irrelevant. What
are importatt are the erapirical or semarticz] relations between or among
the premises and the conclusion. Let us transform he Zallacy of affirming
the conisequent to ancther famous fallacy—the fallacy of undistributed micdle:

b2) All triangles are geometric figures with three sides
and three angles.
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X is a geormetric figure with chree sides and three
angles.

Therefore X 1s a trianglz.

¢2) All bacaclors ate unmarried raales.
Peter is an unmarried male
Therefore Peter 1s a bachelor.

d2) All bre thers are male 5 bling:.
Jose is a male sibling.
Therefore Jose is a brether,

It seerns that as a generzl rule, Jogicians do not wish to los: their
conceptual grip on their favorite logica iceals I discovered this when I
was testing the reactions of some o’ my collengues who are teachers of
logic regarding sorie of my countzr-examplies. Their comments were
almost unanimous. They claim that _ have made a mistake in putting my
counter-example of brother and bazhelor m a conditional form, whereas
rhe proper represen arion would be biconditional, because my examples
can be taken as defintzions of brotlizr and bactelor.

My reply to the =c mments was ‘male sblng’ as well as ‘unmarried male’

>

1s part of the concept of ‘brother’ and ‘bachelo” respectively. And as
concepts, they must be an ivzed fratn tvvo aspects-—the intention and the
extension. If represznted in biconduional ‘orm, because it is a definition,
as suggested, one could be cornmitiing the mistake of equating a concept
with just one of its aspects—the inzen: io1. Thre concept ‘brother’ is not
equivalent to its intention ‘male silying’ becatse the concept still has an
extension, i.e. all tke objects for waich the concepts stands for. "hus, if
represented in bicondizional form, sve woud in effect be asserting “hat the
concept and its irtention are ident cal-—a1 assertion which is absurd. In
addition, I believe tha: cne cannot reoresent definizons, either in thz Social
and Behavioral Sciences or in ordiniry largauze 1 a biconditionz] form.
The formal concep! ¢f biconditionu is -estrict ve znd too narrow because
it assumes that the cssence of the definier.dun mst be found 1n the defintence
in order to ensure that there will be mutuzl entailment between the
defimendam and definience. Fartherriore, one logical characteristic of the
biconditional will give rise to absurd :o1sequences: that is, when both
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elements—the deﬁnieqdum and the defiruence of the biconditional are false,
the definition will still ke true.

To clinch my point, I gve the following definition:
N s a Zenogill i " and only 1f X an animal with five legs.

Here both definiendum and definience are 121se; therefore the definition is true.
A rather absurd consequence! This is only one of many iLustrations wherein
the logicians are trying to fit the concept of definttion into a logical categcry
of the biconditional quire atroctously. [ do no believe that representing
defimtion in a biconditional can caprure the natare of defirition used in ma ay
language games. A good example is definitions where the definience states otly
a _fam:ly resemblance of charwisristies and not an essence. Recall Wittgenstein’s
example about the concept ‘game’”

I offer another counter examp'e that zannot reac ily e construed as a
definition:

e) If 1t rains, La Mesa Dam will be ful
La Mesa Dam s full.
Therefore, 1t ma:ned.

This 1s an argument where, because of its empiticil contert and #of its logical
form, the truth of the premuses does provide the conclusire Lrownds Jor or the
reason for believing the truth of the conclusion. If cne fzels that the argument
above has not done this, ther: I believe one does not really know what an
argument 1s! I grant that the argument form may be irvalid, but because of
the emp:rical content, the argument turns out to be souns. Notice that this
argument satisfies the definition of famous lozictans quoted earlier in tkis
paper. Here the concept ¢ f what it means for i conclusion to follow from a
set of premises is quite visible.

When an argument acquires empirical coriten:, i seemns to me very obvious
that philosophical analysi: should go beyvend raere inspection of the logical
form to the analysis of the unudy world of empidcal clauns where probabilitizs
abound. In short, when 2 ceductve argument form acquures empirical content,
it has metamorphosed into a1 inducuve argumen:. [f fcrmal logicians cannot
see this, 1t 1s their detriment, not mine!

In closing, may I reiterate what I have accomplished in tais paper. I believe
that I have given good reasons in support ¢f mv four cardinal claims, namely:
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1)The concent of ‘argument’ cffeted by ‘amous logicians
was anayze to be truncated anc deronstrated to be
nothing but propaganda;

2The logica: structure of the ~wo valued logic was shown
to be paradoxical and coanter intwmaye which has no
form of life;

3)The mode! of sound argument was detronstrated to be
obviously bogus because the two requirements are
mconsistent,

4 Logical faliacies in virue ot the form a one, was proven
by courter examples to be nothing out myths.

Having laid down and justified these clams. Let me now draw some
implications most relevant to the conduct of soaa. science research. |
believe it is about drne that we retire two-vawed deductive logic frorn the
conceptual service of philosophy and replace it with cther models, or paradigm,
if one wishes—best siited to do the jcb of urderstanding what reasoniag or
argument is all about. We must abandoq the curren: practice of teaching logic
and embark on developing a course on “he natute of reasoning and argument
that is language game soecific. Thus course canno: be developed without empirical
stucy. This means thet we must shed the normative and prescrptive garb of
logic and embark or. an empirical study of the narare of reasoning and
argumentation. If logic is the study of reasoning, ther. by all means let us erabark
on an empitical study of all types of reasoning; This smdy must pay attention
to the nature of reasoning and argumentation in nurierous language games. We
can begin with the study of evaluagve/motal arguments and policy argurnents
since it has been labeied by logicians as covnterfent arguments; they have not
been the subjects o7 anv setious study  Hopefully after a study of this sort,
certain patterns of correct and incotrect reasoning will emerge which can be a
course that will replace two-valued deductve legic. T would like to believe that
the teaching of such a coutse nust be able to facilitate not only the identification
and evaluation of arguments but it must iso develop the ability for meta aymition,
that is, the ability not onlv to compose r1gumerts but also the ability to evaluate
one’s argument in prenaradon for composing counter arguments. This skill,
I"'m sotry to say, is sudlv lacking even among our teachers of logic.

Notwithstanding the histotical fame “hat symbolic logic has enjoyed, it did
not accomplish what it set out to do, viz., to facibtate our understanding of
the nature of reasoning and argumen-s.
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This paper began with 1 quotation from Wit:gensten, and it seems proger
to end with him. Please allow me ro quote f-om Wittgenstein again, he asked:

Whar will beconie of logic now? After all that is said and
done, “its rigor reems to be giving way here”

But in that case Joesn’t logic altogether disappear?

For how could it le:e its rigor? Of cotrse not by bargaining
any of its rigcr out of it. The preconceived idea of the
crystalline purit- can be removed by turning our whole
examination rcuad (PI, I §108)

But Witrgenstein’s interlocutor counters:
Where does our investigation get its iraportance from since
it seems to only cestroy evervthing interesting all that is great
and important (I'1, [ §118)

And Wittgenstein’s reply was:
What we are destroying 1s nothing bu: houses of cards and

we are cleaning 1p the grounds ol lar guage on which they

stand (PI, 1 §11¢)

Ard having cleared up the grounds, we must 2mbark on 2 new philosophical
investigation regarding the natare, pattern of rezsoning and types of arguments
that is language-game specific. This is a new feld of study in social and
behavioral sciences. Remember the job of the philosopler is not to lgrate
but 0 ook and see. 1 take this reminder o Wittgenstein to mean that
philcsophers must do ar empirical study suca ¢s th: ore proposed in tais
papet.
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