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Chapter 1: Recognizing Arguments

· Aristotle (1 of 2 major philosophers)
· Trust in the possibility that agreement & mutual understanding can be achieved
· Reasoning (logos): the feature that sets humans apart from animals
· Being rational accomplishes humanity
· True knowledge is adjudicated through reason (vs. emotion, passion, etc.)
· Born with rational abilities
· Through practice, processing indo is more efficient and rational
· Tests to see if things are worthy of the term “knowledge” 
· People are: 
· Already skilled to a degree
· Can improve by awareness
· Don’t always act rationally (2 sides)
· Can recognize rational truths
· Acts passionately and emotionally
· Method = argument
· Determines whether something is true
· Premise: acceptable, given claim & reasonable, undisputed point
· Conclusion: thesis & un-established claim
· Inference: the move from premise to conclusion, the verb of an argument
· Recognizing arguments:
· Making an argument: offering a claim for another claim’s acceptance
· Indicator words: 
· Conclusion: thus, hence, therefore, etc.
· Premise: since, for, seeing as, etc.
Context: 
Is something being argued?
Is something in dispute being supported?
Does the audience reasonably consider the message to be contentious?
· Moral Claims: 
· Judgments & thus do not exist
· What is can be demonstrated, shown proven
· What ought to be can only convincingly be shown but it cannot be an argument
· ALL MORAL AND ETHICAL CLAIMS CAN NEVER BE FACT MUST BE ARGUED!!
· The Future: 
· Has not happened and therefore can never be proven
· All predictions/prognostications must be argued to be take seriously
· THE FUTURE ISAN ARGUMENT!!
· Enthymeme: a missing premise/conclusion
· An implicit claim
· Complex arguments:
· Makes more than one conclusion and inference
· 1 inference = 1 conclusion
PEOPLE INFER, STATEMENTS IMPLY=
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Chapter 2: Analyzing Arguments

· Standard Form: 
· Easy to identify
· Simple arguments
· Premise + premise = conclusion
Complex argument
Inference not signaled by the horizontal line before the last premise
Signaled by numbers after the proposition/claim
Refer to the numbered statements that support the claim
· Diagramming Arguments:
· (1) -> (2) -> (3)
· (1) & (2) are premises
· (3) is conclusion
· -> is an inference
· Analysis Strategies:
· Approach the passage in terms of what sentence will support what claim
· Don’t take issue with the “givens” of the argument -> ignore them
· Our job is to analyze the structure of the argument, not the individual truth claims of premises
· Check your work and & locate the main point (thesis)
· Discard conversational elements
· Reformulate (paraphrase) claims if necessary
· DO consider commands, rhetorical questions, exclamations, etc. as making claims
· Observe all words in italics and !s as indicating main points (main conclusions)
· Words that make one claim but look two:
· Conditionals (if, then)
Disjunctions (ors)
Unless
eg. when the sun sets tonight, goblins come out
· Arguments or Explanations?
· Explanations: shed light on something
· We know what has happened and we are stating the case
· Arguments: claim to prove something
· We know the reasons (premise) and are using them to establish a conclusion that is in doubt
· Arguments as Explanations:
· Recounting an argument faithfully is not itself an argument, but a retelling of an argument as a means of explaining the controversy
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· 25 marks
· 5 multiple choice- 1 mark each
· terms, definitions, concepts
exercises from chapter 1 & 2
passage: whether it’s and explanation, argument or neither; simple or complex, etc.
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missing premise/conclusion questions

Chapter 3:
Non-deductive Arguments:
Most common
Are a matter of degree
Deal with likelihood and probability
Commonly build cases to establish strength
Are never fail-safe
Plausibility determines strength
Deductive Arguments:
One statement deductively entails another if and only if it is impossible for the second one to be false, given that the first one is true
The state of affairs in which statement (1) is true and statement (2) is false is logically impossible
Fail-safe
Conclusion is guaranteed by the premise(s)
That a person is a sister deductively entails that she is female – it is a logical impossibility (inconceivable) for a person to be a sister and not a female
2 kinds:
valid and invalid
Argument Possibilities:
False + false = valid
False + true = valid
True + true = valid
True + false = invalid
Valid: (necessary, absolute)
Sound Arguments:
Gold standard of arguments
Premise(s) are true + form is deductive
Valid and true
Eg. north America is in the western hemisphere
Canada is part of north America
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Canada is part of the western hemisphere

Chapter 4:

Forms: methods used to immediately ifentidy the validity of simple and complex arguments 

Sentential Forms:
Form & Variables:
· The argument contains:
2 premises and a conclusion
one premise is a conditional
other premise is the same as the if clause
conclusion is the same as the then clause
· Sentential Forms: letters instead of sentences
· Sentential Variables: variables because they stand for any sentence that might be substituted for them
Symbols:
V = disjunction= either, or (eg. R v S) rain or shine
· = conjunction = and (eg. R & C) rain and clouds
-> = implication/condition = (eg. R -> P) when it rains it pours
~ = negation = not ___ (eg. ~ R) not raining
3 ’s = therefore

*in conditionals, the component after if is the antecedent
the component after then is the consequent 
· ~~(LETTER) = double negative
EXAMPLE:
-if cigarette advertising leads teenagers to smoke and advertisers to lie about their aims, then cigarette advertising should not be allowed or it should be strictly regulated
- anteceden      -consequent
(CL) -> (~AvR)

VALID ARGUMENT FORMS
1. Modus Ponens (MP)
If P, then Q
P
Therefore Q
2. Modus Tollens (MT)
If P, then Q
Not Q
Therefore not P
3. Hypothetical Syllogism (HS)
If P, then Q
If Q, then R
Therefore if P then R
4.     Disjunctive Syllogism (DS)
Either P or Q
Not Q
Therefore P
5.    Constructive Dilemma (CD)
Either P or Q
If P, then R
If Q, then S
Therefore R or S
6.    Conjunction (Conj)
P
Q
Therefore P & Q
7.      Simplification (Simp)
P & Q
Therefore P
8.     Addition (Add) 
P
Therefore P or Q

INVALID
1. Denying the antecedent:
P -> Q
~P
Therefore ~ Q
2. Affirming the Consequences:
P -> Q
Q
Therefore P
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Valid Argument Forms:
Sentential form validity: formal relationships between sentences
Categorical Statements: 
Categories and classes
Eg. numbers and dogs
Categorical statements
Eg. all trout are fish, no dogs are reptiles
FORM VENN DIAGRAMS!
Trout                   Fish           ”all trout are fish”




show a section is empty by shading it

categorical statements that exclude: 
Snakes             Mammals           “no snakes are mammals”





categorical statements don’t always include “all” or “none”
can be “some” -> use an *

  Politicians       Honesty           “some politicians are not honest”





Triple Venn Diagrams:
all bankers are wealthy 
no wealthy people are happy
therefore no bankers are healthy
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Fallacies in Reasoning:

Appeal to Ignorance:
If we do not know something, then the point is often an important one to observe
Based on the assumption that a statement must be true if it cannot be proved false, or vice versa
The problem arises with attempts to infer from the fact that we do not know the claims, the conclusion that they are either true or false
1) we do not know that statement S is true
2) therefore, statement S is false
Appeal to Inappropriate Authority:
there are many different kinds of authorities
just because someone is knowledgeable in one field does not mean she is an expert in another
Appeal to Popularity:
confuses morality with popularity
because something is normaly dows not make it objectively right
it confuses epistemological (truth) claims with what is common or generally accepted
Gambler’s Fallacy:
confuses particular experience with general & objective laws
watchwords: due, ready, rip, immanent
LUCK
False Cause:
“After this therefore because of this”
only deductive arguments can demonstrate their conclusion; inductive arguments, or arguments from experience are not deductively valid; inductive arguments or arguments from experience cannot demonstrate their conclusion
the best defence against a false cause is repeated, uninterrupted events that may seem to “casue” events observed many times
Hasty Generalization:
The sample is hopelessly inadequate, so that the inference from the sample is not reliable
Often generalization is based on an exceedingly small sample of cases – sometimes only one or two
False Dilemma:
Involves a failure of imagination, failure to consider one or more real possibilities
Attempts to frame the argument using unacdeptable parameters
Fools the reader or listener because it follows valid argument form: disjunctive syllogism
Loaded Question:
Embeds an assumption within a question, by answering the question you seem to grant the embedded assumption
The argurer attempts to control the discussion and constrict the range of possiblitiets considered
Begging the Quesiton:
The premise trying to provide independent support for the conclusion is itself taken to be supported by the conclusion
The “question” is the issue at hand, and is “begged”, not addressed, when some reason offered for some conclusion is not really different from the conclusion itself
Independent evidence is required to confirm a conclusion
Restating the premises in different words is insufficient
Slippery Slope:
Asserts that basically an innocent step should not be take because it will lead to a bad long-term result
Occurs when there is little or no difference between adjacent points on a continuum, then there is no important difference between even widely separated points of the continuum
Characterized by catastrophic thinking
Not a fallacy when: good substantitive reasons are given for supporting that the apparent innocent first step will really lead to bad consequences
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Vagueness: terms are vague to the extent that they have blurry boundaries – are fuzzy edges- so there are borderline cases to which they may or may not reply & politically dangerous
Deliberate: being intentionally vague
Unintentional: many times people speak in vague language with clichés and slogans without really saying something deliberate and meaningful. This results in unintentional miscommunication at least. At worst, it corrupts our ability to think clearly
· Language and thought intertwine, creating a snowball effect.
· Lack of imagery and precision
· Dying Metaphors: worn out metaphors which have lost all evocative power and are merely used because they save people the trouble of inventing phrases for themselves. Eg. ring the changes on, take up the cudgels for, toe the line, ride roughshod over, stand shoulder to shoulder width, etc. many are used without knowledge of original meaning
· Metaphors: to speak the language of a person’s experience
· Avoid the passive voice 
· Avoid pretentious diction
· Avoid meaningless words

EXAM REVIEW: (1-5, NOT 6 and 7, mostly chapter 8 on, some on orwell)
5 multiple choice
1 mark each
definitions: types of arguments, inference, enthymeme, etc. 
2 missing premise/conclusion Q’s
5 circle valid, invalid, explanation or none Q’s
1 mark each
2 venn diagrams
2 marks each
5 matching Q’s
1 mark each
match the descriptions with fallacies 
7 name the fallacy & say why
2 marks each
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