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Statement Form 
 
There are 5 basic statement forms: 
 
Simple statements (The cat is on the mat) 

 
Complex statements (1 or more simple statements plus a “logical operator”) 

 
Negation (It’s not the case that the cat is on the mat) 
 
Conjunction (The cat is on the mat and it is purring) 
 
Disjunction (Either the cat is on the mat or it is on the table) 
 
Conditional or Hypothetical (If the cat is on the mat, then let sleeping cats lie) 

 
 
Statements and Necessary Truth 
 
Normally, logic cannot tell you whether a statement is true. But there are exceptions. 
 
A statement is a necessary truth if its truth is able to be shown on purely logical grounds 
(i.e., because of either something about its form or about its content) 
A statement which is necessarily true in virtue of its form is called a tautology  (e.g., Either it 
is raining or it isn’t raining.)  
A statement which is necessarily true in virtue of its content – the predicate is contained in 
the subject (e.g., by definition) – is called analytic.  (e.g., All bachelors are unmarried.) 

 
A contradiction is (for example) a statement which is necessarily false, either in virtue of its 
form or because of semantic considerations (i.e., the meaning of the terms used). 
 
Exercise: Which of the following statements are necessarily true? contradictions? 
  

1. If I’m Will Sweet then I’m Will Sweet 
 

2. If it is false that I am not Will Sweet then I am Will Sweet. 
 

3. Either I am Will Sweet or I’m not Will Sweet 
 

4. I am Will Sweet  
 

5. All unmarried women are spinsters 
 

6. All dodos are birds 
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7. All swans are white 
 

8. 2 + 2 = 4 
 

9. 7 + 5 = 12 
 

10. 2+ 2 =  5  
 

11. God is all powerful. 
 
 
Consistency and Inconsistency 
 
2 or more statements are inconsistent (with one another) if they contradict one another (i.e., the 
truth of one entails the falsity of the other) 

 
E.g., All human beings have rights; Some human beings do not have rights 
 
The moon is made (only) of green cheese; The moon is not made (at all) of cheese. 

 
If they do not contradict, they are consistent (i.e., There is a possible situation in which all the 
statements are true) 
 

Some Canadian residents can vote; Some Canadian residents cannot vote 
 

Some human beings (i.e., who have been ‘born’) have a right to life; Some human beings 
(i.e., who have *not* been ‘born’) do not have a right to life 

She is wearing red; She is wearing blue. 

 

1. Grass is green. 

2. It is not the case that the moon is green. 

3. Most humans have ten fingers. 

4. Grasshoppers have six legs and dogs have four. 

5. Earth is a cube. 

 
Exercises: 
 

1. All animals are equal but some animals are more equal than others 
 

2. To get to StFX from Halifax, you can take Highway 107 East and Highway 7 to 
Addington Forks and turn right, and you can take Highway 102 East and Highway 104. 
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3. Only material substances exist and the mind is an immaterial substance. 

 
4. People have free will, but everything people do is determined by prior natural causes. 

 
5. Everyone is equal and should be treated equally. But sometimes we need to have 

affirmative action policies to promote equality. 
 

6. Professors have – and should have – a right to challenge all opinions and values in their 
classes. This is not only ‘academic freedom,’ it is necessary to the pursuit of truth and is 
also part of the free speech that is guaranteed in our constitution. But if they use speech 
in a way that makes students uncomfortable or embarrassed, or use racist, sexist, or 
homophobic speech, they should be stopped.  
 

7. There are immaterial substances but there is no God. 
 

8. Christianity is true and Islam is true. 
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More Philosophical Terms: 
 
inference:   the process of reasoning whereby, starting from one or more 

propositions (or premises) accepted as true, the mind passes to 
another proposition (conclusion) whose truth is believed to be 
involved in the truth of the former.  It is a psychological 
process. 

 
deductive inference:  inference in which a conclusion is claimed to follow necessarily 

from one or more given premises.  The premises are said to 
constitute complete evidence; it is impossible for the premises to 
be true and the conclusion false. 

 
inductive inference:  inference which attempts to reach a conclusion concerning all 

the members of a class from observation of only some of them.  
The premises provide some, but not conclusive, evidence; it is 
possible that the premises be true and the conclusion false. 

 
valid:    (said of deductive arguments or inferences) An argument or an 

inference is valid if the premises and conclusion are so organized 
that the conclusion follows necessarily.  An argument may be 
valid, regardless of the truth of the premises. 

 
correct:    (said of inductive arguments or inferences) An argument or 

inference is correct if the premises are so organized that the 
conclusion is probably true. 

 
sound:    The argument or inference is valid and the premises are true. 
 
conditional (or hypothetical): a statement or proposition of the form "If ... then ...". 
 
a priori:   This term is applied to all judgements and principles whose 

truth is independent of any experience of the world.  Whatever 
is a priori must be always and necessarily true (e.g., All beagles 
are canines.)  It is sometimes used to describe anything which 
can be known without referring to the world. 

 
a posteriori:   Judgements or principles which are a posteriori are based on 

experience of some aspect of the world and purport to describe 
the world.  Such judgements may be true or false (e.g., The book 
Fear and Loathing in Las Vegas was written by Hunter S. 
Thompson.) as the case may be. 
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empirical:   Something is empirical if it is open to some kind of scientific 
verification or, in general, refers to verifiable facts or 
experiences about the world.  Such knowledge is gained a 
posteriori.  (e.g., The Toronto Maple Leafs did not win the 
Stanley Cup in 1927.) 

 
necessary:   A statement is necessary if its truth is able to be shown on 

purely logical grounds (e.g., Either it is raining or it isn’t 
raining.). Necessary truths may be analytically true or 
tautologies (true in virtue of their form). 

 
contingent:   A statement is contingent if it is possible that, in some 

conceivable situation, it could be false.  An event is contingent if 
it is possible that it occur and yet also that it might not have 
occurred.  (e.g., The Yankees won the third game of the 1993 
World Series.) 

 
analytic:   An analytic judgement is one in which what is being affirmed is 

implicit in the subject alone (e.g., All rubies are corunda.). Such 
a judgement has no need of evidence; the only way in which it 
could be wrong is if it were self-contradictory.  

 
synthetic:   Synthetic judgements are those in which what is being affirmed 

is not implicit in the subject alone.  The truth of such 
judgements can only be determined by referring to facts in the 
world (e.g., There are at least three people in this room.). 

 
prima facie:   This term is usually used in a context where a statement 

initially appears to be true (or false), but there may still be some 
question as to its falsity (or truth) (e.g., It is prima facie true 
that one ought not to use another for one’s selfish ends.) 
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DEDUCTION and INDUCTION 
(concerned only with the form of an argument). 

 
 Deduction 
 
e.g. 
Every mammal has a heart 
All horses are mammals 
Therefore, all horses have hearts. 
 
a) Logical strength is derived from form 

alone.  
 
b) If the premises are true, then the 

conclusion is certain. There is no 
question of "degrees of probability" in 
the conclusion. 

 
 
 
 
 
c) A denial of the conclusion is 

inconsistent with the truth of 
premises. It is impossible that the 
premises be true and the conclusion 
false. 

 
d) All the information in the conclusion is 

contained, at least implicitly, in the 
premises. 

 
 
e) The addition of premises to a 

deductive argument does not affect its 
validity. 

 
 
f) A good (logically strong) deductive 

argument is said to be valid. 
 
 
 
g) e.g., mathematics and formal logic 

  Induction 
 
e.g. 
Every swan that I have ever seen was white. 
Therefore, all swans are white. 
 
 
a) Logical strength is derived largely from 

the content of the premises.  
 
b) If the premises are true, then the 

conclusion is possible or probably true. 
The conclusion can be possible, 
probable, very probable, etc., 
according to the relevant evidence.  
There are, then, in the conclusion, 
degrees of probability, but no 
certainty. 

 
c) It is possible that the conclusion be 

false and the premises still true. 
 
 
 
 
d) The conclusion contains information 

not present in the premises.  It goes 
beyond the evidence (e.g., speculates 
about items not in the sample). 

 
e) The addition of premises to an 

inductive argument can make the 
conclusion more (or less) probable, and 
the argument itself stronger or weaker. 

 
f) All inductive arguments are formally 

invalid--though this does not mean 
that they are logically weak 
arguments. 

 
g) e.g., the natural sciences, and the social 

sciences. 
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Questions on Induction and Deduction 
 
1. The carton is a cube; therefore it has six sides. 

2. Most bouzouki players are right-handed, so since Stavros is a bouzouki player, he is 
right-handed. 

3. The lights were out and the car was gone, so we concluded that nobody was home. 

4. Rick said that he was going to Toronto or to Stratford.  He didn’t go to Stratford, so 
he must have gone to Toronto. 

5. If he bypasses the city, he will arrive at least one hour sooner.  He arrived almost two 
hours sooner, so he must have bypassed the city. 

6. If he catches a plane instead of a train, he will be in Detroit tonight.  He caught a 
plane so he must be in Detroit tonight. 

7. Statistics show that 86 percent of the people treated with penicillin recover from 
throat infections.  Theodore had a throat infection and was treated with penicillin, so 
he probably will recover. 

8. Since everybody loves somebody sometime, John either has loved somebody, loves 
somebody now, or will love somebody. 

9. Everybody interested in being on the team was at the meeting yesterday.  Phil was at 
the meeting yesterday, so he probably is interested in being on the team. 

10. On my vacation to Lunenburg, I noticed that no fish were caught at low tide.  I 
concluded that one cannot fish at low tide on the Eastern seaboard. 

11. The last six sirloin steaks we bought at Foodville were excellent, so this steak, which 
was also bought at Foodville, is bound to be good. 

12. Our problem was determining what caused the fuse to blow.  Four hypotheses were 
proposed and for various reasons three of them were eliminated.  This left us with the 
hypothesis that there was a short circuit in the terminal connection of the dryer.  We 
therefore concluded that this must be the cause of the blown fuse. 

13. Given that Sam is taller than Harry, and that Harry is taller than Ignatz, it follows 
that Sam is taller than Ignatz. 

14. Since all horses are animals, we may conclude that the head of a horse is the head of 
an animal. 

 

Further Questions on Induction and Deduction 
 
1. Boswell’s last two books were mysteries; so his next one will probably be a mystery.               

2. There are no gold mountains; so there is no gold mountain in Tibet.               

3. Jack was the sole owner of the tavern; so he had no partners.  

4. The sprinklers were on; so someone must have been home.          
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5. French is spoken in Montreal, and Montreal is in Canada; so French is spoken in 
Canada.               

6. If John is being honoured at commencement, he will be notified.  Since he hasn’t 
heard anything, we can only assume he isn’t being honoured.               

7. Independent thinkers are often misunderstood.  Emerson was often misunderstood, 
and so were Hegel, Mill, Heidegger, and Plato.               

8. He was born in New Orleans, so he’s a native-born American.  

9. Henry has difficulty reading.  I never see him touch a book, and he’s been taught by 
the new phonetic method, which has been giving students a lot of trouble.                

10. Trains which don’t stop at this station are express trains; so that last train must have 
been an express since it didn’t stop.                

11. Steve is the brother of Bob, and Bob is the brother of Michael; so Steve is the brother 
of Michael.                

12. Fire is possible only if oxygen is present.  Since oxygen is present, there’s always the 
possibility of fire.               

13. Vladimir Putin is a good friend of capitalism; he likes football and he likes to come to 
New York.              

14. How can we take the word of a man who says he is against increasing taxes when he 
speaks in Alberta and for raising taxes when he speaks in PEI?              

15. In the event of rain, the game was to be cancelled.  I hear it’s just been cancelled; so it 
must be raining.             

16. If a child has measles, a characteristic spotting effect is visible.  This child has the 
characteristic spots; so she has measles.              

 

 
Indirect proof 
 
reductio (ad absurdum) 
 
Since a false conclusion cannot deductively follow from true premises, we can show that a 
statement (premise) is false by showing that, if it were true, it would lead to a false or 
contradictory conclusion.  
 
Lawyers may try to use this method to show that a witness is lying – that the person’s statements 
are false or inconsistent or implausible. 
 
Example 1:  
A witness claimed on the stand, “I know Ms Smith was driving a blue car.” 
Lawyer: “How do you know she was driving a blue car?” 
Witness: “Because I’m an interior decorator and I always notice the colours of cars on the 
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road.” 
Lawyer: “Oh really? If you always notice the colours of cars on the road, Can you tell us 
then, when you came to court today, what was the colour the car that parked in front of 
you? To your left? Your right? What was the colour of the car that was behind you on the 
freeway? [etc.]“ 
Lawyer: “You can’t tell us, can you?” 
[Therefore, you don’t always notice the colours of cars on the road] 
[ And therefore you don’t know Ms Smith was driving a blue car.] 
 
Example 2:  
 
A person says: I believe that it doesn’t matter what religion you have, all beliefs are equally 
true. 
 
Response:  
1. If your belief is true - that all beliefs are equally true. i.e., there is no reason to give any 
particular belief any greater merit than any other.  
 
2. But this applies to your belief, too.  
 
3. So, if you are right, then both your belief – that all are equally true - and the opposing 
belief – that they are not equally true – are equally true.  
 
4. And that’s a contradiction.  
 
5. So your initial belief is in fact false 
 
Example 3:  
 
Computer scientist: “I’ve constructed a computer program that can play the perfect game of 
chess. This program is guaranteed to win every game it plays, whether it plays black or 
white, with never a loss or a draw, and against any opponent whatsoever. “ 
 
(The computer scientist claims to have a mathematical proof that his program will always 
win, but the proof runs to 500 pages of dense mathematical symbols, and no one has yet been 
able to verify it. Still, the program has just played 20 games against the chess grandmaster 
Gary Kasparov and it won every game, 10 as white and 10 as black. ) 
 
Should you believe the computer scientist's claim that the program is so designed that it will 
always win against every opponent? 
 
No. Why?  
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Valid and invalid arguments 
 

1. If withholding information is just the same as lying, then it’s wrong too.  But they 
are the same.  So withholding information is wrong.                

2. If you wear purple shoes, you’ll look ridiculous.  Hence if you wear purple shoes, no 
one will love you, since if you look ridiculous, no one will love you.               

3. If capital punishment - killing those who have killed - really did deter further killing, 
then it would be an acceptable solution to a real social problem.  But it doesn’t have 
any measurable deterrent effect.  It follows that capital punishment isn’t an 
acceptable solution.               

4. Either communism will take over the entire world as Marx predicted it would, or else 
it will disappear completely from the face of the earth.  Since the communists will 
never be able to dominate every part of the globe, it’s only a matter of time before 
communism fades entirely from view. 

5. Where the devil did I leave my car keys?  Let me see.  They’ve got to be either in the 
hall (because I had them when I came in the front door, I remember that) or in the 
kitchen (because that’s the next place I went, and after that I don’t remember having 
them).  I can’t see them anywhere in the hall, so they must be in the kitchen.               

6. If that cute guy in Psych 100 liked me, he’d have sat beside me again yesterday, but 
he was sitting with his buddies way up at the back of the lecture hall, so I guess he 
doesn’t like me.               

7. If my prof weren’t sexist, he wouldn’t use examples that stereotype female students 
as just interested in men; but he does; so he is. 

8. You have heard of Shoeless Joe Jackson?  Oh, so you must have read W.P. Kinsella’s 
novel, The Iowa Baseball Confederacy, because if you read that book, you’ve heard of 
Shoeless Joe Jackson.               

9. We should believe in ghosts.  If we can’t prove the non-existence of ghosts, then we 
should believe in their existence.  And there’s no way to really prove that ghosts 
don’t exist.               

10. In The Brothers Karamazov, Ivan overcame his doubts about the existence of God 
when he became convinced that if there is no God, then everything is permitted.  But 
it is false, he thought, that everything is permitted; it’s evident that some things are 
wrong, forbidden.  So there must be a God.                 

11. Either my friends will all stand by me if I get into trouble or they’ll all dump me.  I 
know they won’t all stand by me, so I guess they’ll all dump me. 
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INDUCTION 
 
Inductive arguments are indispensable to natural science, social science and, in general, any 
planning for the future. 

Inductive arguments must "sacrifice" the certainty of deductive arguments, to go 
beyond the content of their premises. 
 
I. Generalization or enumeration 
In an inductive argument which depends on enumeration, we draw a conclusion about all the 
members of a class from premises which refer to some observed members of that class.  
Sometimes this is called sampling.  Such arguments have the form: 

All apples in the sample are Grade A.  Therefore, all the apples in the barrel are Grade 
A. 
 

or 41% of the voters in the survey said they would vote for the Rhinoceros Party.  
Therefore, 41% of the total electorate will vote for the Rhinoceros Party. 

 
or, like the first example, 
 

Apple #1 is Grade A. 
Apple #2 is Grade A. 
Apple #3 is Grade A 
Apple #N is Grade A, 
____________________ 
Therefore, all the apples are Grade A. 

 
II. Causal reasoning or inductive elimination 
Some of these inductive methods are sometimes called "Mill’s Methods" because they are 
discussed in detail by John Stuart Mill, a 19th century British philosopher, in his System of 
Logic. 

a) Method of Agreement:  When two or more instances of the phenomenon under 
investigation have only one circumstance in common, the circumstance in 
which all instances agree is the cause of the given phenomenon. 

 
E.g.,  If A and B and C produce P, and  

If A and D and E produce P, and 
If A and F and G produce P, 
We may conclude (inductively) that A is the cause of P. 

 
b) Method of Difference:  If an instance in which the phenomenon under 

investigation occurs, and an instance in which it does not occur, have every 
circumstance in common, save one, that one occurring only in the former, the 
circumstance in which alone the two instances differ, is the cause of the 
phenomenon.   
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E.g.,  If A and B and C produce P, and 

If A and B alone do not produce P, 
We may conclude (inductively) that C is the cause of P. 

 
c) Joint Method of Agreement and Difference: When 2 or more instances in which 

the effect occurs have only one circumstance in common AND 2 or more 
instances in which it does not occur have nothing in common (except the 
absence of that circumstance), the circumstance in which alone the two sets of 
instances differ is the cause of the effect. 

 
E.g., A + B + C + D  > E 

A + B + H + G   > E  
A + G + J + L   > E 
not A + G + M + N > not E 
not A + O + C + R > not E 
Therefore, A > E 

 
In all cases, we must ensure that we are considering all of the relevant factors that are 
involved in the production of the effect.  Even if we are careful, we can never be certain that 
we have considered them all, which is why the argument is inductive (and not deductive). 
 

d) Mill also mentions the method of concomitant variation by direct and inverse 
variation and the method of residues. We need not discuss these here. 

 
III. Analogy 
In an inductive argument that uses analogy, we draw a conclusion about some thing, based 
on relevant similarities that that thing has to another. 

In general, these arguments have the following form: 
 

1. Objects of one kind are known to be similar in certain respects to objects of 
another kind. 

2. Objects of the first kind are known to have some additional characteristic. 
3. Therefore, on the basis of their similarity (under #1), we conclude that objects 

of the second kind will have this additional characteristic. 
 
The crucial question is whether, in step #1, the similarities noted between the two things are 
relevant to the issue.  Relevant similarities strengthen an analogy; relevant dissimilarities 
weaken an analogy. 

 
For example: 
1. Rats and humans are similar on the basis of their physiology. 
2. Rats, when injected with chemical C, have a large percentage of heart disease. 
3. Therefore, when humans consume chemical C, they will have a large 

percentage of heart disease. 
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There is no foolproof way of ensuring relevance in the similar characteristics.  But we can 
have some rules of thumb: knowledge of the general area under consideration will help us 
distinguish between significant and insignificant elements and, generally, getting used to 
using analogy, and seeing how far it may be useful. 
 
Exercises on Causal Reasoning: 
 
Which inductive ‘method’ is being used in each of the following examples? How strong is the 
inference being drawn and justify your answer. 
 
1.     When asked if certain comic books depicting violence had any effect on their actions, 

many juvenile delinquents have said "yes."  In reply, the Comics Code Authority has 
pointed out that most children who read comic books which depict violence do not 
become juvenile delinquents, and it therefore concludes that such comic books exert 
very little influence upon the behavior of its youthful readers.  

2.     In studying British genius, Havelock Ellis found that most of the famous men whose 
lives he looked into were first-born children.  He therefore concluded that certain 
environmental factors contributed significantly to the development of outstanding 
ability. 

3.     Several years ago 16 children died and 250 other persons were hospitalized in Tijuana 
as a result of poisoning.  First, certain drug products were suspected of having become 
contaminated, but an investigation showed that many people who were unaffected 
had consumed these products.  Then suspicion fell on the bread that the afflicted 
parties had been known to eat.  An investigation revealed that parathion, a deadly 
pesticide used in Northern Mexico against the boll weevil, had been stored in a certain 
warehouse along with flour and sugar, which were distributed to about nine bakers 
and used to make bread and sweet rolls.  Mexican officials concluded that the 
insecticide had become mixed with the flour and sugar and was responsible for the 
poisonings.  

4.     Just before the last war, a poll showed the Prime Minister’s popularity to be at 39 
percent.  Two days after he sent in troops, another poll showed his popularity to be at 
48 percent.  His action evidently made a favorable impression on the Canadian 
people. 

5.     In his autobiography Lord Asquith relates an incident concerning a member of 
Parliament named Kinglake, whose speeches contained excellent content but whose 
voice was so poor that his speeches made little impact.  One day he delivered a 
particularly brilliant speech, which as always was received apathetically.  The next 
day the second Sir Robert Peel, after getting permission, concluded his own speech 
with the identical words of Kinglake’s conclusion and received a standing ovation.  
Asquith concludes that Peel’s delivery made all the difference. 

6.     Because of certain deviations in the predicted orbit of Uranus, Leverrier concluded 
that a theretofore undiscovered planet was exerting a pull on Uranus and causing the 
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deviation.  His conclusion subsequently led to the discovery of the planet Neptune. 

7.     To determine the effect of fluorinated water on teeth, the neighbouring communities 
of Newburgh and Kingston, New York, conducted an experiment.  For ten years the 
residents of Newburgh drank water containing 1 part sodium fluoride to 1 million 
parts of water while the residents of Kingston drank water containing little or no 
fluorine.  Before the test began, 1,000 children in each community had their teeth 
carefully checked so that the control groups used had approximately the same 
number of cavities.  After ten years it was found that the children of Newburgh had 
approximately 40 percent fewer cavities than those of Kingston.  The result was 
attributed to the fluorine. 

8.     To test his vaccine against anthrax, Pasteur inoculated twenty-four sheep and then 
injected them and twenty-four other sheep with anthrax microbes.  Two days later 
the vaccinated sheep were still healthy while the others were dead or dying.  Pasteur 
was satisfied that his vaccine worked.  

 
Exercises on generalization 
 
Suppose that on a recent visit to a small village in southern France, a village named 
"Fromage," you noticed that the first six Fromagians whom you met ate cheese with white 
wine.  You therefore concluded that most Fromagians eat cheese with white wine.  Would 
this inference be made stronger or weaker by the following alterations?  Why? 
 
1. The six Fromagians were members of the same family. 

2. The six Fromagians were members of the same economic and social class. 

3. We observed 100 Fromagians eating cheese with white wine. 

4. The six Fromagians were all Catholic and we saw them on Friday. 

5. We remembered seeing many residents of the Cote d’Azur eating cheese with white 
wine. 

6. The six Fromagians were all Catholic and they were observed on different days of the 
week. 

7. Instead, we concluded that most Frenchmen ate cheese with white wine. 

8. We remembered seeing many Parisians eating cheese with white wine. 

9. We saw one Fromagian who ate cheese with red wine. 

10. We saw one Fromagian who ate snails with white wine. 
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Exercises on analogy 
 
Determine which of the following selections contain inductive analogies and which contain 
analogies for explanation or vividness.  Appraise the inductive analogies by applying the 
tests discussed here. 
 
1. There should be ethical limits on the operation of our economy. Our competitive 

economy is like a vehicle with a motor, but no driver--the more powerful the motor, 
the more dangerous the vehicle. 

Albert Jacquard, J’accuse l’economie triomphante 
 
2. Speaking of Federal appropriations to the States, James M. Beck, Solicitor General 

under President Harding, compared them "to that tragedy on the ocean seas when 
the Titanic was struck by a submerged ice floe.  After the collision, which was hardly 
felt by the steamer at the time, the great liner at first seemed to be intact and unhurt 
and continued to move.  But a death wound had been inflicted under the surface of 
the water ... The power of appropriation is such an ice floe ... and has inflicted a 
similar fatal wound to the good ship Constitution."   

As quoted by Lindsay Rogers, "Speaking of Books: Metaphors" 
 
2. When a squid injects its ink into the water to confuse an enemy or its potential prey, 

it is obfuscating - that, clouding the water in order to prevent clear sight.  Many 
editorial writers act like the frightened squid.  They confuse and cloud, obfuscate, by 
introducing issues which are not germane to the question being discussed. 

Curtis Bradford and Hazel Moritz, The Communication of Ideas 
 
3. Much of the revulsion against the use of atomic weapons arises because the very 

newness makes it seem more horrible.  A careful cataloguing of the injuries resulting 
from the use of the automobile would also be impressive but any proposal to outlaw 
the automobile would be considered ridiculous. 

R. E. Lapp. Must We Hide? 
 
4. Concerning the illegal faking of football injuries to get a time-out, the sports writer 

Whitney Martin once wrote: "Efforts have been made to defend the faking of injuries 
by pointing out it has been done hundreds of times, which is the same as saying a 
speeder isn’t guilty of exceeding the speed limit because others do it and get away 
with it." 

 
5. The difference between a composition that is not planned and one that is well planned 

is the difference between a pile of stones and a house made of stone.  A pile of stones 
has no organization; it is a mere heap. A stone house has organization: the stones 
have been put into place according to a design; they are parts of a whole. 

Donald Davidson, American Composition and Rhetoric 
 
6. Gentlemen, I want you to suppose a case for a moment.  Suppose that all the 
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property you were worth was in gold, and you had put it in the hands of Blondin, the 
famous rope walker, to carry across the Niagara Falls on a tight rope.  Would you 
shake the rope while he was passing over it, or keep shouting to him, "Blondin, stoop 
a little more!  Go a little faster!"  No, I am sure you would not.  You would hold your 
breath as well as your tongue, and keep your hands off until he was safely over.  Now 
the government is in the same position.  It is carrying an immense weight across a 
stormy ocean.  Untold treasures are in its hands.  It is doing the best it can.  Don’t 
badger it!  Just keep still, and it will get you safely over.   

Abraham Lincoln 
 
7. Running a government is like running a ship; we need a strong hand at the helm.  

Thomas Carlyle 
8. In arguing that the cure of mental illness should be stressed rather than the exact 

diagnosis of it, Dr. William Menninger, the well-known psychiatrist, once stated: 
"One does not have to know the cause of a fire to put it out." 

 
9. A Monarchy is a merchantman which sails well, but will sometimes strike on rock, 

and go to bottom; a republic is a raft which will never sink, but then your feet are 
always in the water.  

Fisher Ames 
 
 


