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|Recognizing arguments

When we engage in inference we think in such a way as to base some

An argument is the expression in language of an inference.  It consists of a set of statements, some one which are intended to support each other
A statement is a sentence used to express a thought that can either be true or false – a “truth evaluable” thought

A premise is a statement intended to do the supporting in an argument
A conclusion is a statement intended to be supported in an argument

A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT is an argument whose premises are intended to guarantee the truth of its conclusion, i.e., intended to be such that if the premises are true, the conclusion MUST be true. 

An INDUCTIVE ARGUMENT (aka non-deductive) is an argument whose premises are intended to make likely, though not guarantee, the truth of its conclusion, i.e. intended to be such that if the premises are true, the conclusion is probably also true. 

A LOGICALLY STRONG argument is an argument whose premises really do support its conclusion in the intended way,  i.e. an argument intended to be and really such that if its premises are true then its conclusion must be true (I the case of deductive arguments) or an argument intended to be and really such that if its premises are true then its conclusion is really ….

All ahtenians are greeks, xanthippe is an Athenian, so xanthippe must be a greek (deductive, logically strong) 
All Athenians are greeks, xanthippe is a greek, so xanthippe must be an Athenian. (deductive, not logically strong) 
I read an editorial in the citizen last week and it was obviously bunk. Don’t bother reading their editorial, then, theyre not worth it (inductive, not logically strong) 
Ive read every editorial in the citizen for the past three years, theyre all been bunk, don’t bother reading their editorials, theyre not worth it.  (inductive, logically strong) 

A SOUND ARGUMENT is an argument that is not only logically strong but also has all true premises 
If Harper is Canada’s head of state, then Canada has a male head of state.  Stephen Harper is Canada’s head of state.  Therefore, Canada has a male head of state.  (deductive argument, logically strong, unsound because it has a false premise) 
If Elizabeth II is Canada’s head of state, then Canada has a female head of state.  Elizabeth II is Canada’s head of state. Therefore, Canada has a female head of state. (Deductive, logically strong, sound ) 

1) truth is correspondence, it makes sense with something in reality that is a fact
2) Coherence theory: by virtue of how well they fit with other thoughts we have
3)pragmatism: gives an account of truth that does not matter whether our thought correspond well with reality or our thoughts, but real truth will help us be more successful in the way we live our lives 
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Recognizing Arguments 

A mere report simply describes a situation with a set of statements, it doesn’t attempt to support some statement or another

An explanation does not seek to support a conclusion on the basis of premises, because it is not aimed at convincing others of the truth of a conclusion.  It is rather aimed at making sense of (providing understanding of) a statement whose truth is already assumed
Arguments seek to convince us of whether something is true
Explanation seek to provide understanding of why something is true
Ex:
Nikki was at a party. She had to be, since JP was there and JP is never at a party without her. (Argument)
Why was Nikki at the party? I would say its because she has a deep-seated psychological need to please JP and JP went to the party. (Explanation) 

One helpful tip for recognizing argument is to look for inference indicators. Which are words or phrases that typically signal the presence of premises and conclusions. 
Ex. Since, for, because, given that, so, therefore, thus, hence, consequently, it follows that, implies, entails 
Bear in mind that not all arguments contain inference indicators, and explanations can sometimes include them 

CLARIFICATION OF MEANING (Chapter 2.)

We use words, and language in general to express our thoughts
Meaning is about how we use language to express our thoughts
It is important to be clear about meaning, for at least two reasons:
NO DUPES: being clear about meaning helps us avoid being tricked into accepting unsound arguments
NO DECIEVERS: being clear about meaning helps us avoid tricking others into accepting unsound arguments 
To illustrate how a lack of clarity about meaning can lead to such dupery or deception, consider the following arguments:
The chief executive officer of sun microsystems said Monday that consumer privacy issues are a red herring. You have sero privacy anyway, scott McNealy told a group of reporters and analysts Monday night at an event to launch his company’s new Jini technolohy (wired, January 1999)
Premise 1: you have no privacy
Premise 2: You ought to not be concerned about protecting something you don’t have
Conclusion: you ought not to be concerned about protecting privacy
“privacy in the sense of the security of your personal information. “privacy” in the sense of a right to the security of your personal information
Definitions are important tools for avoiding dupery and deception, since they are the central means whereby we attempt to clarify the meanings of words. There are two kinds odf definitions to be aware of:
A reportive definition is an attempt to clarify the meaning of word or phrase as it is ordinarily used
A stipulative definition is an attempt to clarify the meaning of a word or phrase regardless of its ordinary use. 
[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_2][bookmark: _WNTabType_1]PHILOSPHY	13-01-10 1:08 PM

….
circulatory, scope,..
WITH RESPECT TO OBSCURITY…

Stipulative definitions can also fail in these ways.  However, it is often mre difficult to assess whether a stipulative definition fails with respect to scope: assessing this will invole paying close attention to how the individual then goes on to use the relevant definitions. 

Definitions can be helpful for avoiding or correcting two common pitfakks when it comes to clarity of meaning: vagueness and ambiguity.  
A word or phrase is VAGUE when it has an imprecise meaning. 
A word or phrase is AMBIGUOUS when it has more than one (often precise) meaning.

Another source of lack of clarity about meaning is confusion about the distinction between analytic statements and synthetic statements 
An analytic statement is a statement that is true simply by virtue of its meaning. 
A synthetic statement is a statement that may be true, but not simply by virtue of its meaning. 

Examples of analytic statements:
Everything red is coloured 
A bachelor is an unmarried, adult human male. 
Examples of synthetic statements:
Dave’s jacket is red. 
Cesar is a bachelor. 

Consider the following examples of how confusion over the analytic-synthetic statement distinction might lead to dupery or deception: 
Premise 1: all successful people are wealthy
Premise 2: Dave isn’t wealthy
Conclusion: Dave isn’t successful 
If premise 1 is meant to be analytic (and hence ‘successful’ is defined stipulatively), them the argument is sound but has an uninteresting conclusion. If premise 1 is meant to be synthetic (and successful is given an accurate reportive definition), then the argument is unsound because that first premise is false. 

Many times we encounter statements in an argument that are conditional. 
A conditional statement asserts a condition for the truth of something; i.e. asserts that one thing is true IF another thing is
Many times we encounter statements in an agument that are conditional. 
Conditional statements have the following term: If A, then B 
Ex) if you passed the course, then you wrote the final exam. 
In conditional statements, the A statement (called the antecedent) is asserted as a sufficient condition for the B statement. 
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In conditional statements, the B bit (called the consequent) is asserted as a necessary condition for the A statement. 

…..

Conditional Statements can be true or false, depending on whether the conditions they assert are correct 
Conditional Staements are expressed in many different ways: 
If A then B = A only if B, A implies B, unless B, not A, In order for A, B 
Some conditional statements “go both ways” in the sense that their antcedants are asserted as both sufficient and necessary conditions and their consequents are asserted as both necessary and sufficient conditions.  These conditional statements are known as biconditional statement. 
Biconditional statements have the following form:
A if and only if B (sometimes expressed as A if B or A just in case B)
And they are equivalent to: If A then B AND if B, then A

Categorical Claims: claims about all members of a category or group – are easily translated into conditional statements when the following equivalences are kept in mind:
All Xs are Ys = If something is an X, then it is a Y
No Xs are Ys = If something is an X, then it is not a Y

Our assessment of an argument can depend crucially on being clear about whether its premises include conditional statements asserting necessary or sufficient conditions 

RESTRUCTURING ARGUMENTS

In order to properly assess an argument you are presented with, you need to identify the structure of the argument. 
In order to identify the structur of an argument, you need first to identify its main comonents (premises and concllusions) and then to identify the support relation(s) they bear to each other. 

Tips for identifying the main components of an argument: 
1: Identify the main conclusion of the argument. Ask: whats the central, ultimate statement that the author is trying to convince you to believe? (Don’t forget to look for inference indicators) underline if appropriate
2: Identify the premises (inclusing intermediate conclusions) of the argument. Ask: What are the central claims the author is providing in support of the main conclusion? 
3: Label the main conclusion and premises if appropriate
4: Rephrase the question… 
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Motion isn’t real – it’s a mere illusion. For, as Zeno of Elea pointed out long ago, in order for something to move, it must go from point a to point b, and in order to go from point a to point b, it must go through an infinite number of halfway points between point a and point b.  But hat means that in order for something to move, it must traverse the infinite, which is impossible. 

(Re)structuring arguments

Tree diagrams:
Simple argument : P --- C
V argument: this says, here’s an argument with two premises, each of which is intended to provide independent support for the main conclusion 
Note that v arguments can involve more than two premises
A T argument: a horizontal line represents the conjuction of the two premises. This says here’s an argument where two premises taken together (not independent) are intended o support the main conclusion 
A complex argument: contains two or more arguments (of the sorts we have just considered) as components

Assessing Arguments 

Once we’ve identified an argument by clarifying its structure, we are in a position to asses the argument and whether it is sound (… )

Fallacies Approach: to attempt to determine the soundness of an argument by considering whether it is on a list of recognized fallacies 
Fallacy: a psychologically compelling but nonetheless mistaken way of reasoning 
Examples 
Begging the question: the fallacy of relying on a premise that no reasonable person would believe unless she already believed the argument’s conclusion (i.e. of inappropriately assuming the very thing you’re trying to prove) 
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Assessing logical strength I: Relevance

(C) THERE ARE NO ABSOLUTE VALUES i.e. no values that are valid for all times and all places.  To see this you only have to look at (P) the wide variety of values that have been held by other societies and at earlier times in our history.  Pick any value you like: there will be some society somewhere that has rejected it… 

Certain ways of violating the criterion of relevance are so common that they have been given particular names.
These violations of relevance are collectively called fallacies of relevance. 
1) APPEAL TO PITY: the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the basis of a premise about the emotional distress involved in not accepting that conclusion
2) APPEAL TO FORCE: the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the bases of a premise that threatens the use of force/punishment if the conclusion is not accepted 
3) APPEAL TO POPULARITY: the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the basis of a premise about the widespread acceptance of that conclusion 
4) APPEAL TO IRRELEVANT AUTHORITY: the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the basis of a premise about what someone who lacks credentials on the matter says
P – So-and-so says A, C – A is likely true
So-and-so must have credentials on the matter of whether A; otherwise s/he is an irrelevant authority, regardless of her/his credentials on other matters
5) AD HOMINEM (against the person): the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the basis of a premises about disagreeable characteristics of someone who doesn’t accept the conclusion 
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**Continued next class 

Assessing Logical strength !!: Adequacy

Ex) P1: If an institution involves the coercion of individuals by a collective, it is morally wrong. 
P2: Government involves the coercion of individuals by a collective.
C: ..
( *Premises provide adequate degree of support (deductive case?)* ) 

Ex2) P1: Nearly half of the student body believes that capital punishment is a strong detterant 
P2: Juan is a member of the student body.
C: Juan believes that capital punishment is a strong deterrent 

Premises provide adequate degree of support (inductive case)? Answer: NO 

EX3) nearly all of the student body believe that capital punishment is a strong deterrent
P2: Jaun is a member of the student body
C: Juan believes capital punishment is a strong detterent.

Premises provided adequate degree of support (indictuve case)? YES 

Ex4) P1: Either he’s guilty of plagiarism or he’s the most brilliant student ever. 
P2: He’s not the most brilliant student ever. 
C: He’s guilty of plagiaris,/ 

Premises provide adequate degree of support (deductive case)? YES 

Is astrology reliable? C: you bet. After all, (P) just consider the day I broke my leg, my horoscope said that I should avoid risky endeavors, but I went skiing anyways. 

P: Astrology is right in the broken leg situation
C: Astrology gets it right more often that not

Premises provide an adequate degree of support (inductive case)? NO

Certain ways of violating the criterion of adequacy are so common that they have been given particular names. 
These violation sof adequacy are often called fallacies of adequacy. 

Appeal to inadequate authority: the fallacy of arguing for a conclusion merely on the basis of a premise about what someone who lacks sufficiently strong credentials on the matter says. 
P: So-and-so says A. C: A is likely true. 
So-and-so must have sufficiently strong credentials on the matter of whether A, otherwise s/he is an inadequate authority. 
Ex) Why do I think that AIDS is not caused by HIV? Go check out the weblog, “The truth about AIDS.” The weblog creator, who is constantly discussing the issue, claims it isn’t. P: That weblog creator says that AIDS is not caused by HIV. C: AIDS is not caused by HIV. 
While you might thik that his discussions about interest in the issue give the weblog creator some credentials, his discussions/interest alone do not give him anything like sufficiently strong credentials. 
Some tips for appealing to inadequate authority:
1: watch out for anonymous authorities 
2: the authority should generally be recognized by other experts in the relevant field
3: The claim in question should be withing the suthoritys field of expertise
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4: the claim in question should be one about which knowledge is possible. 

(CONT’D FROM LAST CLASS)

Appeal to ignorance: the fallacy of agreeing with a conclusion solely on the basis that it is supported by a premise that has not been disproven. 
Ex: Of course I believe there’s a God. No one’s yet been able to disprove it. OR of course I believe there’s no God.  No one’s yet been able to provide a compelling proof for God’s existence. 

Slipper Slope: The fallacy of arguing for a probably link between two events by appeal to premises about a series of intermediate, merely probably links. 
Ex: P1 - A will probably lead to B
P2 -  B will probably lead to C
P3 -  C will probably lead to D
……
C -  A will probably lead to D

Post Hoc: the fallacy of arguing that one event caused another, merely on the basis of a premise that the one even occurred before the other. 
Ex: of course it was your driving that damages the car.  It was after, all, just after you started driving the thing that it broke down. 
I had 5 bad hands and then a winner.  Nice to know that bad luck eventually brings about good luck!

DEDUCTIVE REASONING (Ch.9)

Soundness
V
Premise Truth/Logical Strength
                 V
Inductive logical strength/Deductive logical strength (Deductive logical strength = validity)

Validity: a deductive argument is valid just in case the truth of its premises guarantees the truth of its conclusion. (i.e., just in case if its premises are true, its conclusion must be true) 
The validity of deductive arguments is a function of their logical form. 
That is, valid deductive arguments are valid – and hence logically strong – by virtue of their logical form.
Logical Form: the logical form of an argument is its general structure (where particular content is abstracted away)

ARGUMENT:
-If ariel loves Kit, then someone loves kit
-Ariel loves kit
-Therefore, someone loves kit. 
(“Ariel loves kit” is Particular content, which we abstract away with the statement variable, “A”)
LOGICAL FORM
If A then B
A
Therefore, B
(“someone loves Kit” is different particular content, which we abstract away with a different statement variable, “B”) 

ARGUMENT
Either you’re with me or you’re against me. 
You’re not with me. 
Therefore you’re against me. 
LOGICAL FORM
Either A or B
Not A
Therefore, B

ARGUMENT
If today’s Thursday, she’s got class at 1:05. 
If she’s got class at 1:05, she’ll be with Ali
Therefore, if Today’s Thursday, she’ll be with Ali
LOGICAL FORM
If A then B
If B then C
Therefore, if A then C

ARGUMENT
All human are mortal.  If something is human, then it is mortal. 
Something is human. 
Therefore, something is mortal. 
LOGICAL FORM
If A, then B. 
A
Therefore, B. 

Note that sometimes the validity of a deductive argument is a function its logical form at the sub-statement level. 

The study of deductive reasoning that focuses on logical form at the statement level is known as “sentential logic.” (or “propositional logic”)

The study of deductive reasoning that focuses on logical form at the sub-statement level is known as “predicate logic”
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In what remais of our discussion of deductive reasoning, our concern will be with sentential logic. 

Deductive Reasoning

Truth Functioning Statement: a complex statement whose truth-value is a function of the truth-value of the simpler statement it includes. I.e. a complex statement that is true or false depending on whether the simpler statements t includes are true or false. 

Ex. Dave loves nigella (not truth-functional)
Dave loves Nigella and she’s never heard of him (truth functional)
Nigella is a duperb food writer (not truth functional)
Either Nigella is a superb food writer or Heston is (Truth-Functional)
You studied hard (not truth functional)
If you studied hard then you deserve to pass. (Truth-functional)

Logical operator: a word/phrase that appears in a truth functional statement and that indicates how the truth values of the contained simpler statements lead to the truth-value of the overall truth-functional statement. 

Ex) Dave loves Nigella AND she’s never heard of him
And indicates how the truth-values of the two simpler statements lead to the overall truth-value
EITHER Nigella is a superb food writer OR Heston is
These two words indicate how the truth values of the non-bold statements lead to the overall truth-value. 
IF you studied hard, THEN you deserve to pass. 
Indicate how  the truth-values of the non-bold statements lead to the overall truth-value. 

There are four core logical operators:
“(both…) and”  (CONJUNCTION)
“(either...) or”  (DISJUNCTION)
“ not “             (NEGATION)
“ if (…then)”     (IMPLICATION) 

The meaning of the logical operators can be captured using truth tables:
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Why take a conditional statement to be true (overall) when its antecedent is false and its consequent trye?
Because it is equivalent to a disjunction:
If A, then B = Not-A or B
So consider:
If today is Saturday, then Carleton is in Ottawa = Today s not Saturday or Carleton is in Ottawa 
If today is Saturday, then Carleton is in Montreal = Today is not Saturday or Carleton is in Montreal

Given that we understand truth-functionality and the core logical operators, we are ina position to see clearly why the valid logical forms we are about to consider must be valid, and why the invalid forms we are about to consider must be invalid. 
Modus Ponens**
(aka “affirming the antecendent”)
If A, then B.
A.
Therefore B. --------------------------- VALID

MOUS TOLLENS *
(aka “denying the consequent”)
If A, then B. 
Not-B. 
Therefore, not-A. ---------------------- VALID

Hypothetical syllogism *
(aka “chain argument”)
If A, then B.
If B, then C. 
Therefore, if A, then C.----------------- VALID

Disjunctive Syllogism *
A or B
Not-A
Therefore, B. --------------------------- VALID
OR
A or B
Not-B
Therefore, A. --------------------------- VALID

Affirming the consequent
If A, then b
B
Therefore, A ---------------------------- INVALID*
(Don’t confuse with modus ponens)

Denying the antecedent
If A then B
Not-A
Therefore not-B ------------------------ INVALID*
(Don’t confuse with modus tollens) 
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* TEST #2 *

If Godel’s proof is sound, then there are some math truths that are inherently beyond our knowledge.
If there are some math truths that are inherently beyond our knowledge, then the world is ore mysterious than we thought.
So, if Godel’s proof is sound, then the world is more mysterious than we thought. 
(HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISM - VALID)

If I have the illness, then I have all these symptoms.
I have all these symptoms
Therefore I have this illness. 
AFFIRMING THE CONSEQUENT  - INVALID

If he’s interested in me, he’ll be at the party.  (If A then B)
He won’t be at the part.  (Not B)
So he’s not interested in me. (Therefore, not A)
MODUS TOLLENS – VALID

If she’s completed a PhD, then she’s competent to speak about the difficulties of graduate-student life.  (If A then B)
She hasn’t completed a PhD. (Not A)
Therefore she isn’t competent to speak about the difficulties f graduate student life.  (Therefore, not B)
DENYING THE ANTECEDANT - INVALID
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INDUCTIVE REASONING

Analogical Argument (aka argument by analogy)

A has features x,...x and y 
B has features x…x
Therefore b has feature Y
(**a is analogue case, b is subject case, y is target feature) 

Ex. A good psyche has a rational element, a volitional element, and an appetitive element, and the rational element rules over the appetitive element by means of the volititional element 
A good society has a rational element, a volitional element, and an appetitive element. 
Therefore the rational element of a good society rules over its appetitive element by means of volitional element 

The less relevant the features shared by the analogue case and the subject case are to the target feature, the weaker the analogical argument. 
To help determine whether the shared features are relevant to the target feature, look for significant disanalogies. 
Disanalogies: features had by the analogue case but not by the subject case (or vice versa)
Generally, the more significant the disanalogies, the weaker the analogical argument. 

Significant disanalogies: unlike the elements of the psyche, the elements of society are comprised of people with right, unlike the demise of the society the elements of the psyche are functionally limited. 


Inference to the best explanation

Facts f,…f,, obtain
The best available explanation of f,…f,, is E
Therefore E

F = Data (or phenomena)
E = explanation (or theory, hypothesis)

Various distinctive tracks have been observed in the cloud chamber. 
The best available explanation of the fact that various distinctive tracks have been observed in the cloud chamber is that they are caused by the activity of electrons. 
Therefore, the various distinctive tracks that have been observed in the cloud chamber are caused by the activity of electrons. 

Hes become tacitum lately, unaccountable late from work, and hes stopped all those niceties he used to give me. 
The best available explanation of his tacitumness, his unaccountable lateness and the cessation of his niceties is that he no longer loves me. 
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Therefore, he no longer loves me. 

Harman Gilbert 

Inductive generalization:
N% of observed Xs are Ys
Therefore, n% of Xs are Ys


90% of tested extraverts are exceptionally happy. 
Therefore, 90% of extraverts are exceptionally happy. 

Inference to the best explanation:
N% of observed Xs are Ys
The best available explanation of this fact is that n% of Xs are Ys
Therefore, n% of Xs are Ys

90% of tested extraverts are exceptionally happy. 
The best available explanation of this fact is that 90% of extraverts are exceptionally happy.
Therefore, 90% of extraverts are exceptionally happy. 

Statistical syllogism:
N% of Xs are Ys
A is X
Therefore, it is n% likely that a is a Y

A third of men have a female gender. 
Dave is a man, 
So, theres a 1/3 likelihood that Dave has a female gender. 

Inference to the best explanation:
N% of Xs are Ys
The best available explanation of these facts is that because a is X it is n% likely tat a is Y
Therefore, because a is X it is n% likely that a is Y

A third of men have a female gender, and Dave is a man. 
The best available explanation of these facts is that because Dave is a man, there’s a 1/3 likelihood that Dave has a female gender. 
Therefore, because Dave’s a man, there’s a 1/3 likelihood that he has a female gender. 

Induction by confirmation:
If h, then c1….cN
C1…cN
Therefore, h

If the theory of general relativity is true, then light rays passing near the sun will be bent. 
During the solar eclipse of 1919 it was observed that light rays pasing near the sun were deflected. 
Hence, the general theory of relativity is true. 

Inference to the best explanation:
C1…cN
The best available explanation of c1…cN is h. 
Therefore, h

Light rays passing near the sun are deflected. 
The best available explanation of this fact is that the theory of general relativity is true. 
Therefore, th theory of general relativity is true. 

Analogical argument:
A has features x1…xN and Y
B has features X1…Xn
Therefore b has feature y

Inference to the best explanation:
A has features X1…Xn and Y, and b has features X1….Xn
The best available explanation of these facts is that b and a are similar in having feature Y. 
Therefore, b and a are similar in having feature Y

For any given data set, there are typically multiple different explanations available. Very often, these different explanations compete with each other. 
Ex. 
Philogiston vs. oxygen theory
Mouse in the house vs squirrel in the house vs paranormal activity in the house. 

An inference to the best available explanation always claims that one explanation the best of the available competitors; and to say that it is the best is to say that it is better than each of the available competitors. 
So, to evaluate an inference to the best explanation, we should have some way of determining when one explanation is better than another. 
The purpose of adjudication heuristics is to help us determine this. 

Adjustication heuristics (for competing explanation): general guidelines, or rules of thumb, that help us determine when one explanation of a data set is better than another
We will consider three adjudication heuristics in connection with inference to the best explanation: 
Simplicity
Power
Conservation

Simplicity: (aka ockham’s razor, Parsimony)
Ceteris paribus, the simpler explanation is the better explanation. (i.e. if two explanations do an equally good job in al other respects of explaining the data, prefer the one that limits you to fewer kinds of claims. 
The greater the different kinds of claims you are committed to unnecessarily, the more you have to be wrong about. 

Power (aka generality)

Ceteris, paribus, the more powerful explanation is the better explanation (i.e. provided two explanations do an equally good job in all other respects of explaning the data, prefer the one that has a more general applicability.)
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Power helps cut down the likelihood of mere coincidence when explaining things

*TEST 3*

Moral Reasoning

Two ways of reasoning in support of –justifying – a moral claim. 

By appeal to other particular moral claims
By appeal to general moral principles 

Premise 1: Fred ought not lie to his mom about the tuition. 
Premise 2: If fred ought not lie to his mom about the tuition then you ought not lie to your mom about tuition 
Conclusion you ought not llie to your mom about the tuition. 

By this way to justifying particular moral claims – by appeal to other particular moral claims- is not entirely satisfactory, because it seems to cry out for further moral reasoning, we will now want justification for the other particular moral claims that serve as the premises for such jsutifications/arguments . 

2nd way: appeal to general moral principles. 

You ought not lie to your mom about tuition. 
Premise 1: to lie to your mom about tuition is to treat her merely as a means to your own ends. 
Premise 2: No action that treats another human being merely as a means to an end ought to be done. 
Conclusion You ought not lie to your mom about the tuition. 

By this way of justifying a particular moral claime, by appeal to other particular moral claims, is not entirely satisfactory, because t seems

Philospophers who study morality – ethicists – have distinguished basic kinds of moral rincple. 

Deontological principles – general moral principles that connect moral rightness or wrongness (or what we morally ought or oght not to do) to a priori duties. 
An a priori dutie is an obligation you know you have regardless of what situatiuons you might find yourself in in the future. 
Ex) no action that treats another human being merely as a means to an end ought to be done
[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_13][bookmark: _WNTabType_12]PHILOSOPHY	13-01-10 1:08 PM
consequentialist principles: general moral principles that connect the moral rightness or wrongness of actions to the consequences of actions. 

Goldberg: you cant not believe the experts unless you’re an expert yourself
Skeptical: cant agree with one expert over another if they have conflicting arguments 

Expert Disagreement:
Good reasons to trust ine disagreeing expert over another – some corresponding heuristics 

Dialectical superiority: if you know that an expert E1 displays better dialectical performance than a disagreeing epert E2, then, ceteris paribus, you should trust E1 over E2
Independent agreement: If you know that considerable more independent experts in the area agree with an expert E1 than with a disagreeing expert E2, then, ceteris paribus, you should trust E1 over E2. 
Superior credential: If you know that an expert E1 has better credentials than a disagreeing expert E2, then, ceteris paribus, you should trust E1 over E2. 
Biasing interests: if you know that an expert E1 has significant biasing interests and a disagreeing expert E2 does not, then ceteris paribus, you should trust E2 over E1. 
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Past performance: if you know that an expert E1 past performance has been considerably worse than a disagreeing expert E2’s past performance, then, ceteris paribus, you should trust E2 over E1. 

ANSWERS:
Harman say inductive argument is the most fundamental form of inference to the best explanation
In an inductive generalization, the sample should be large and varied 
5. adjucation heuristics help us to figure out when one explanation is better than another
8. misleading selectivity .. if smith tries to persuade us that something is true of all members of a group by focusing on just a few, carefully chosen members of the group, this is the technique of irrational persuasion

FINAL EXAM REVIEW

Alumni hall, rows 1-13
Short answer and multiple choice 
The focus of the exam question will be on what we’ve covered in class since the third test
However, you will be expected to be able to apply basic critical thinking lessons learned throughout the term. 

Why reasonable relief matters
Truth
Stability
Safety
Goodness 
Health 
Recognizing argument
Inference vs mere thought
The nature of arguments
Two types of arguments
Logical strength and soundness
Arguments vs mere reports
Arguments vs explanations
Inference indicators 
Clarifying meaning
The importance of clarifying meaning
Definitions
Assessing definitions
Vagueness and ambiguity
Analytic and synthetic statements
Necessary and sufficient conditions
(Re)structuring arguments
identifying the components: tips and strategies
identifying support relations: tree diagrams 
Assesing arguments: a preview
The fallacies approach
The criterial approach
Assessing premise truth
No falsification
Untrustworthy sources
Conflicting evidence
Verification
Trustworthy sources
Confirming evidence
Assessing logical strength
The relevance criterion
Fallacies of relevance
Appeal to pity
Appeal to force
Appeal to popularity
Appeal to irrelevant authority
Ad hominem 
Tu quoque
Straw man 
The adequacy criterion
Fallacies of adequacy
Appeal to inadequate authority
Appeal to ignorance
Slippery slope
Post hoc 
Deductive reasoning
Validity and logical form
Truth-functional statements
Logica operations (and their truth tables)
Conjuction
Disjunction
Negation
Implication 
Inductive reasoning
Inductive logical strength and context
Four common types of inductive argument
Inductive generalization
Statistical syllogism
Induction by confirmation
Analogical argument 
Inference to the best explanation: the fundamental type?
Data and competing explanations
Adjudication heuristics
Simplicity
Power
Conservation 
Techniques of irrational persuasion
Techniques of irrational persuasion vs. fallacies
Common techniques of irrational persuasion
Loaded terms
Loaded questions
False confidence
Mis;leading selectivity
Persuasive humor
Red herring
Guilt by association 
*Moral Reasoning* 
Moral claims: susceptible to rasoning? (dealing with the “just a matter of taste” argument)
Justifying moral claims
Particular moral claims
General moral principles
Deontological vs. consequentialist moral principles
Justifyinfg the general moral principles & inference to the best explanation 
Expert disagreement
The necessity of trust in experts
The prevalence of expert disagreement
Reasons for the layperson to trust one disagreeing expert over another? (dealing with the sceptical argument)
Layperson knowledge of relevant claims about expert 
Heuristics for trusting one disagreeing expert over another
Dialectical superiority
Indpendant agreements
Supierior credentials
Biasing interests
[bookmark: _GoBack]Past performance 

PHILOSPHY 130110 108

Recoanng arguments
When e enga0e nnerence we think n such o woy 8 o base some

0 argument s e expression i laauage o an ferenc. I consists of 3.
S o sttemens, s one wh e tendd t uppor e er
orfos -3t evlunbe hauane

A prems s o statementnended o do th suppartg nan rument

ADEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT i argument whose preise arentended t
Guernteeth o s condusio, ., ntended o b such et the
ramies sr e, the cncusion MUST e e

A0 INOUCTIVE ARGUMENT (ko no-deductive) s an argument whose
Concunion, . ntended 1 b sch ht  h prmics s e,

Support s conclusion n e nkended way, .3 argument ntended o e
a0 relly such hat I 1 s ae e th s canclusion st be
1 th cseofdecuctv arguments) or an argume nenced 1 b and

- A ahenins v gesks, anthpe s an Athen, 50 sanigpe
st o grck cscucie, logiany 009

A0 Anaiansar reek, antioe . rec 0 arthpe st
e an Aharian (geducive, ot el sonc)
readan et n the iz st week and s cbviously
bunk. Do bothe resdng thl il then, theyrs nt wath
e, acaly sron)




