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Hurley 12th ed. Deduction and Induction, PP. 33-39 (Textbook) (7 pp.)

Question 1
P1: The meerkat is a member of the mongoose family. P2: All members of the mongoose family are carnivores. C: Therefore, it necessarily follows that the meerkat is a carnivore. 
Solution 
The above argument is deductive. 
(i) The deductive indicator word all referring to the mongoose is used. These argument incorporates the claim that it is impossible for the conclusion that meerkat is carnivorous to be false given that the premises meerkat is a member of the mongoose and all members of the mongoose are carnivorous. Therefore, they believe that their conclusion is true.
(ii) The nature of the inferential link between the premises and the conclusion provides evidence that this argument is deductive. Considering that the premises indicates that meerkat is a member of the mongoose and the conclusion defines meerkat as a carnivores which is true. All mongoose feed on fresh making the meerkat a carnivore too. These defines an inferential link between the premises and the conclusion providing enough claim that the argument is indeed deductive. 
(iii) The character of the argument provides evidence that it is deductive. It is an argument from science, inheritance and hereditary. The factual nature of the argument makes it a deductive argument of some kind. 

Question 2
P1: Triangle A is congruent with triangle B. P2: Triangle A is isosceles. C: It follows that triangle B is isosceles. 
Solution 
The above argument is deductive. 
(i) The deductive indicator word congruent is used. This means that the arguer is acknowledging that; congruent triangles are triangles which have the same length of sides and the same angles although they may not be in the same positions. It is impossible that their conclusion that triangle B is isosceles being congruent to triangle A which is isosceles is false. Therefore, the conclusion is both mathematically and from the premises is true.
(ii) The nature of the inferential link between the premises and the conclusion provides evidence that this argument is deductive. Because, the premises are true, which infers that the conclusion will be true and it is actually true. Congruent triangles are triangles which have the same length of sides and the same angles although they may not be in the same positions. If triangle A is isosceles and is congruent to triangle B, it is true to conclude that triangle B is isosceles. The premises and conclusion provide deductive evidence of the argument.
(iii) The character of the argument provides evidence that it is deductive. Because it is an argument based on mathematics, which is a deductive argument from mathematical theories and proofs.  
Question 3
P1: Both front and rear doors were found open after the burglary. P2: There were pry marks around the lock on the rear door found after the burglary. P3: Near the threshold of the rear door there were deposits of mud found after the burglary. C: It must be the case that the thief entered through the rear door and left through the front. 
Solution 
The above argument is inductive. 
(i) The inductive indicator word probably is used. This means that the arguer is acknowledging that it is possible that their conclusion that the thief entered through the rear door and left through the front door is false. Yet, despite this possibility, they believe that their conclusion is probably true. 
(ii) The nature of the inferential link between the premises and the conclusion provides evidence that this argument is inductive. Because, even if the premises are true, I can still imagine the conclusion turning out to be false. For example, it is also possibility that the thief entered through the rear door and left through the rear door even after having managed to open to open the front door. The front door may not be suitable for a thief because they can easily run into the owner or a neighbor, which is why the back door may also have been the best exist plan. So, this means that the argument is inductive, not deductive. 
(iii) The character of the argument provides evidence that it is inductive. Because it is an argument from a casual inference, which is an inductive argument kind. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Hurley 12th ed. Validity, Truth, Soundness, Strength, Cogency [Textbook] 44-52 (10 pp.)
Question 1
P1: London is north of Paris. P2: London is south of Edinburgh. C: It follows that Paris is south of Edinburgh. 
Solution 
(a) The above argument is valid. 
(b) The above argument is sound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually true. Because London is north of Paris.  
P2 is actually true. Because London is south of Edinburgh, which follows that Paris is south of Edinburgh. These is actually true according to the world map, hence the premises and the conclusion are true.  
(d) This argument makes sense, considering the premises and the conclusion are actually true. 
Question 2
P1: If George Washington was beheaded, then George Washington died. P2: George Washington died. C: Therefore, George Washington was beheaded. 
Solutions 
(a) The above argument is invalid. 
(b) The above argument is unsound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually true. Because, if George Washington was beheaded, then George Washington died. If does not indicate truth but a prediction that can either be true or false hence the premises is true.
P2 is actually true. Because George Washington died regardless of the cause of his death. However if the two premises were true then the conclusion would be true. But the first premises is an “if” statement that is not necessarily true. Therefore, the conclusion of the argument is false. These is because George Washington died but not due to being beheaded. George Washington died from throat infection which he acquired on December 12 of 1799 and died two days later. 
(d) This argument does not makes sense, considering that the conclusion of the argument is false. This causes the argument to be invalid and hence the reasoning unsound. 
Question 3
P1: The longest river in South America is the Amazon. P2: The Amazon flows through Brazil. C: Therefore, the longest river in South America flows through Brazil. 
Solution
(a) The above argument is valid. 
(b) The above argument is sound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually true. Because River Amazon is the longest river in South America. 
P2 is actually true. Because the Amazon River flows through Brazil before emptying into the Atlantic Ocean.  It is true that the conclusion from both premises is true. Because Amazon which is the longest river in South America flows through Brazil.  
(d) This argument makes sense, because both premises and conclusion are true. Because the premises are true, then they support the conclusion which actually is true.  
Question 4
P1: If President Barack Obama was born in Massachusetts, then he is a native of New England. P2: Barack Obama is not a native of New England. C: Therefore, Barack Obama was not born in Massachusetts. 
Solution 
(a) The above argument is valid. 
(b) The above argument is unsound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually false. Because President Barrack Obama was born in Honolulu, Hawaii, United states. He was not born in Massachusetts, then he is a native of New England.
P2 is actually true. Because Barack Obama is not a native of New England. He is a United State Citizen by birth but of Kenyan decent. Therefore, the conclusion is true considering that Obama is no born in Massachusetts.
(d) This argument does not makes sense, because the premises is false and the conclusion are actually true. Because if we imagine that the premises are true, then they support the conclusion. But the conclusion is true and it is not supported by the premises making it an unsound argument.
Question 5
P1: Some fruits are green. P2: Some fruits are apples. C: It follows that some fruits are green apples. 
Solution 
(a) The above argument is invalid. 
(b) The above argument is unsound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually true. Because some of the fruits are green. 
P2 is actually true. Because apples are fruits, therefore some fruits are apples. The color of fruits is not always green although in our argument it is true because apples are green. Therefore, the true premises and the conclusion do not make the argument right but rather inconsistent if other colors were to be used without changed the argument format.
 (d) This argument does not make sense, even though the premises and the conclusion are actually true. But the green fruits exist and there are actually green apples. However these argument is unsound if we were to apply another color of fruits like purple. The argument would follow that some fruits are purple apples which is invalid. 
Question 6
P1: All physicians are individuals who have earned degrees in political science. P2: Some lawyers are physicians. C: Therefore, some lawyers are persons who have earned degrees in political science. 
Solution 
(a) The above argument is valid. 
(b) The above argument is unsound. 
(c) 
P1 is actually false. Because a political science degree is not a qualification for a physician. 
P2 is actually false. Because some lawyers are physicians is not true, rather lawyers are law enforcers. The conclusion is true. These is because political science degree is a closely related degree to law and political science is applied in law hence, some lawyers are persons with a degree in political science.
(d) This argument does not makes sense, even though the conclusion are actually true. Because if we imagine that the premises are true, then they support the conclusion. But the premises are false and indicate physicians are lawyers and political scientist which is wrong. But assuming the premises are true then the conclusion is true, which is not the case for our question.


Question 7
P: The United States Congress has more members than there are days in the year. C: Therefore, at least two members of Congress have the same birthday. 
Solution 
(a) The above argument is valid. 
(b) The above argument is sound. 
(c) 
P is actually true. Because the United States Congress has more members than there are days in the year. Therefore, the conclusion is also true that at least two members of Congress have the same birthday. It is logical and sound to conclude that because they outnumber the days in a year. Assuming each one was born on one day of the year, then there will be more than two people in a particular day of the year sharing a birthday.  
(d) This argument makes sense, because the premises and the conclusion are true. Because if the premises are true, then they support the conclusion. There are at least two members of Congress having the same birthday.




DIRECTIONS:
The following arguments are inductive. 
Question 1
P: The grave marker at Arlington National Cemetery says that John F. Kennedy is buried there. C: It must be the case that Kennedy really is buried in that cemetery. 
Solution 
(a) Strong 
(b) Cogent 
(c) The premises are true and the conclusion is true. 
(d) This is an argument that makes sense (i.e. is strong) because the premises and the conclusion are actually true. 
Explanation 
This is an argument from the signs engraved on the grave stone in the cemetery. Since there is a higher chance that we may trust what’s written on a grave stone in regard to the identity of a person buried there. The grave markers might be right to say that John F. Kennedy is buried there.
Question 2
P1: The ebb and flow of the tides has been occurring every day for millions of years. P2: But nothing lasts forever. C: Therefore, probably the motion of the tides will die out within a few years. 
Solution 
(a) Weak argument. 
(b) Uncogent
(c) The premises is true, but the conclusion is actually false. 
(d) This is an argument that does not makes sense (i.e. is weak) even though the premises is true, the conclusion are actually false. 
Explanation
This a prediction not the truth. The prediction is very weak considering that the ebb and flow of the tides has been occurring every day for millions of years. Anything that has been occurring for these long will most likely continue regardless of the prediction. 
Question 3
P: The vast majority of Rose Bowl games (in Pasadena, California) have been played in freezing-cold weather. C: Therefore, probably the next Rose Bowl game will be played in freezing-cold weather. 
Solution 
(a) Strong Argument
(b) Uncogent 
(c) The premises and conclusion are actually false. 
(d) This is an argument that makes sense (i.e. is strong) even though the premises and the conclusion are actually false. 
Explanation
If we are to assume that the premises is true, then the conclusion would be probably true. These would render the argument to be strong. However, according to the World Geographic, Pasadena has a very warm climate. Hence, the premises is actually false making the argument Uncogent.  
Question 4
P: Franklin Delano Roosevelt said that we have nothing to fear but fear itself. C: Therefore, women have no reason to fear serial rapists. 
Solution 
(a) Weak
(b) Uncogent 
(c) The premises is true, but the conclusion is actually false. 
(d) This is an argument that does not makes sense (i.e. is weak) even though the premises is true and the conclusion are actually false. 
Explanation
These is an argument form the authorities. It is a statement that is defined in context of critical thinking and law and not application in injustice or crime. Therefore, Roosevelt’s statement is wrongly applied to serial rapist against women who are a great threat to them. Fear itself is inborn or gravitates from within but serial rapist are a reality and a threat to women, they must be feared.  
Question 5
P1: Most popular film stars are millionaires. P2: Viola Davis is a popular film star. C: Therefore, probably Viola Davis is a millionaire. 
Solution 
(a) Strong 
(b) Cogent 
(c) The premises is true, and conclusion is probably true. 
(d) This is an argument that makes sense (i.e. is strong) because the premises is true and the conclusion is probably false. 
Explanation
This is an argument from logic and experience. A large number of popular film stars are very wealth and in fact are millionaires. Therefore, it is probably true that even Viola Davis a popular film star is also a millionaire. According to the celebritynetworth.com, Viola Davis net worth is $25 million.   
Question 6
P: Constructing the great pyramid at Giza required lifting massive stone blocks to great heights. C: Probably the ancient Egyptians had some antigravity device to accomplish this feat. 
Solution 
(a) Weak 
(b) Uncogent
(c) The premises and conclusion are actually false. 
(d) This is an argument that does not makes sense (i.e. is weak) because the premises and the conclusion are actually false. 
Explanation
This is a casual inference that is made to encompass the effect from its cause. The bricks would have been moved from the ground to the pyramid top via numerous ways. But, it is very unreasonable to think and conclude that the blocks were raised using an antigravity device.

Question 7
P1: Paleontologists have unearthed the fossilized bones of huge reptiles, which we have named dinosaurs. P2: Tests indicate that these bones are more than 50 million years old. C: Therefore, probably dinosaurs really did roam the earth 50 million years ago. 
Solution 
(a) Strong 
(b) Cogent 
(c) The premises and conclusion are actually true. 
(d) This is an argument that makes sense (i.e. is strong) considering that the premises and the conclusion are actually false. 
Explanation
This is a historical argument through carbon dating which is very reliable. Therefore, the premise and the conclusion are true making dinosaurs a historical figure of animals that lived the earth over 50 million years ago. The tests called carbon dating have been used to verify these bones. Pathologists have used carbon dating to testing the time of existence of fossils over a long period of time. These information is reliable and can be considered true. 

Question 8
P: The Declaration of Independence says that all men are endowed by their creator with certain unalienable rights. C: Therefore it probably follows that a creator exists
Solution 
(a) weak
(b) Uncogent
(c) The premises is true and conclusion has no undecided truth value. 
(d) This is an argument that makes sense (i.e. is weak) because the premises is true but the conclusion has no valuable truth estimate. 
Explanation
This is an argument from the authorities. The person who wrote about the Declaration of Independence is not authority on the existence of God. The author of the Declaration did not intend to point towards the existence of God the way it has been perceived in this argument. Rather, he was stating that all men are endowed by their creator with certain unalienable rights. Through an observation of the different endowment each person has and is unique from the other.

