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Mid-Term Exam Notes
FIRST OF ALL: Review - 
	•	Propositions are ideas that are expressed in declarative sentences. (things that can be shown to be true or false)
	•	Every argument contains at least 2 propositions, a conclusion and premise. 
	•	Wide set of beliefs = web of beliefs. 
	◦	Draw on beliefs form assumption. 
	•	Assumption is an intentionally undefended proposition. 
	•	Remember audiences: 
	◦	When dealing with a sympathetic audience, you won’t need strong set of reasons.
	◦	When dealing with a hostile audience, strong arguments are needed. 
	◦	When the audience doesn’t have a special interest, they are called a universal audience and you will just need to present the best reason available. 
BIASES- Legitimate & Illegitimate 
	•	Biases are preferences for or against a point of view. 
	◦	It is usually the result of assumptions that favour other specific kinds of conclusions over others. 
	•	Every argument features a bias bc it is unavoidable. 
	◦	It is important that a bias doesn’t outweigh reasons in an argument
	•	Important to still look at other points of view instead of quickly accepting a conclusion bc of bias.
	•	A bias is illegitimate if it outweighs the reasons presented.
	◦	If a person accepts an argument that satisfies their bias, this is illegitimate. 
	◦	If weak logical connections between premise and conclusion. 
	•	a vested interest is when the outcome of an argument stands to benefit on the arguers behalf
	◦	This is caused by bias. 
	◦	Doesn’t guarantee poor reasoning, but provides grounds for questionable arguments presented by people with such interests.
	◦	high likelihood of illegitimate bias.
	◦	can be motivated by desire for power, fame, revenge, money, etc.
	◦	EXAMPLE: When industries pay lobbyists and ‘donate’ money to politicians, we can assume that their arguments for the special treatment contain illegitimate bias. 
	◦	A direct form of vested interest is conflict of interest - when someone needs to make a decision knowing they can directly benefit from it.
	▪	An example of a conflict of interest is when someone such as ministry of finance can benefit themselves, or benefit the company more. 
	◦	We must be aware of our own biases and the biases of others bc others can threaten good critical thinking by
	1.	causing you to create arguments on more personal biases and less on good reasoning, resulting in being less likely to successfully convince an audience to accept your conclusions.
	2.	causing you to accept bad arguments that follow your biases.
	3.	causing you to reject good arguments because they conflict with you arguments.
	•	
	•	Slanting is a conscious or unconscious attempt to manipulate propositions in an argument so that the bias takes priority over propositions tat are relevant to the conclusion.
	◦	When this is done intentionally, it’s more likely that the argument is flawed than if the slanting is the unintentional product of an existing bias. 
	◦	The fact that the arguers bias takes priority over the reasons does not particularly mean that the argument is flawed. It’s just a strong clue that it is flawed.
	◦	There are 2 TYPES OF SLANTING:
	1.	Slanting by Omission which means that propositions relevant to the truth or falsity of a conclusion are excluded from an argument. 
	▪	This is difficult to detect since you don’t necessarily know what was omitted.
	▪	To identify this, you need to take notice of the differences between the multiple positions on any topic that you consult.
	▪	Make an attempt to identify the competing biases of the positions you consult. 
	▪	EXAMPLE: The File-Drawer Effect is when academic journals in science are only published when the evidence weighs in favour of the hypotheses. This misleads the rest of the scientific community because of the number of failures omitted from the public record.
	2.	Slanting by Distortion means that the propositions that are relevant to the truth or falsity of a conclusion are distorted in attempt to increase the strength of the conclusions. 
	▪	This is easier to detect, but requires an attentive mind. 
	▪	To identify, carefully examine the arguers word choice. If the arguer is using a lot of adjectives, this is a strong indicator of bias distorting the argument. 
	◦	Every single argument is influenced by the arguers biases, which means that the possibility that the bias is used instead of good reasoning is really common. 
STRONG ARGUMENTS
	•	Strong arguments are when the truth of the premises make the conclusion more likely to be true than false 
	◦	This is accepted by a rational audience.
	•	Weak arguments are vice versa. when the truth of the premises fails to make the conclusion more likely to be true than false. 
	•	A burden of proof is when a party has to prove their argument in a trial.
	◦	EXAMPLE can be in criminal law, in which the prosecutor has to PROVE that the defendant is guilty. 
	◦	Burden of proof can arise in support of a conclusion and any possible premise offered in support of a particular conclusion.
	◦	Premises offered in support of a conclusion might require their own support which might result in a “sub-argument” 
BASICS OF ARGUMENT ASSESSMENT
	•	There are 2 defining features of a  strong argument:
	1.	Premises are acceptable and are more likely to be true than false. 
	▪	EXAMPLE is that the earth is round.
	2.	Conclusion is a logical consequence and the truth of the proposition presented as reasons increase the likely truth of the conclusion they are presented to support. 
	◦	The step from a premise to a conclusion is an inference. 
	◦	If you want to criticize an argument, you have to concentrate on one of these 2 characteristics.
	•	There are 2 forms of inference - Deductive and Inductive arguments: 
	◦	Deductive and Inductive refer to the structure of the sorts of argument they are used to describe.
	◦	Wanting to know if something is inductive or deductive makes you not concerned about the acceptability of the premises but more concerned about the kind of support the premises that are intended by the arguer to provide for the conclusion. 
	◦	Deductive Argument is that if we assume the premises are true, then the conclusion must be true. AKA the truth of the premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion.
	▪	If the deductive argument succeeds in guaranteeing the truth of the conclusion, it’s a valid argument, and if it doesn’t it is invalid. 
	▪	EXAMPLE: 
	▪	Valid - P1 : All bachelors are unmarried men. 
	▪	P2: Socrates is a bachelor man. 
	▪	THEREFORE C: Socrates is an unmarried man. 
	▪	Invalid - P1: All bachelors are unmarried men
	▪	P2: Socrates is an unmarried man.
	▪	THEREFORE C: Socrates is a bachelor. 
	▪	These are an attempt to GUARANTEE the truth of the conclusion, satisfying the form of a deductive argument. 
	▪	The valid/invalidity gives us our first formal “rational standard” that we can rely on to evaluate the inference of particular arguments. 
	▪	Sound argument = Valid deductive argument
	▪	Not sound argument = Invalid deductive argument
	◦	Inductive Argument is where the truth of the premises provide probable or likely support for the conclusion. 
	▪	Can’t be invalid/valid, but is instead strong or weak. 
	▪	EXAMPLE :
	▪	Strong - P1: It was raining when I came inside
	▪	P2: The weather report said to expect rain all day
	▪	THEREFORE C: It will likely be raining when I go outside.
	▪	Weak - P1: Leopards are a kind of spotted cat.
	▪	P2: Many house cats have spots.
	▪	THEREFORE C: It is likely that leopards evolved from house cats.
	▪	There is no guarantee on whether the conclusion is true, so all inductive arguments are DEDUCTIVELY INVALID.
	•	A good way of knowing if something is INDUCTIVE or DEDUCTIVE : 
	1.	Identify the conclusion & premises.
	2.	“If I assume the premises are true, does it follow that the conclusion must also be true?"
	3.	If yes, it is a DEDUCTIVELY VALID ARGUMENT. If not: 
	4.	“If I assume the premises are true, is it likely that the conclusion will be true?” 
	5.	If yes, it is a INDUCTIVELY STRONG ARGUMENT — then you need to decide if its cogent or not. If not: 
	6.	It is either deductively invalid or inductively weak. Now you pay attention to the 
	◦	Form: Does the argument fit an easily identifiable deductive or inductive pattern?
	◦	Indicator Words: Does the language in the argument suggest that the premises guarantee the truth of the conclusion? If so, it is DEDUCTIVELY INVALID. Do the premises provide probabilistic support? If so, it is INDUCTIVELY WEAK. 
	•	Most arguments are inductive. 
RELEVANCE & SUFFICIENCY 
	•	When assessing the inference of an inductive argument, there are 2 standards to rely on
	1.	Are the premises relevant to the likely truth of the conclusion?
	2.	Are the premises sufficient to support the likely truth of the conclusion? 
	•	Relevance is who much the premises matter to the true conclusion.
	◦	If you think that the premise you’re evaluating is false, would that make a difference to the truth of the conclusion? 
	◦	When assessing relevance, you need to assess the propositions offered to support the conclusion independently.
	•	Sufficiency is assessing the level of support the premises provide to the conclusion. 
	◦	Are the premises enough to make the conclusion true?
	◦	Matter of degree: premises can be more or less sufficient. 
	◦	When assessing sufficiency, ask “how much support do true premises provide for the truth of the conclusion?” 
	◦	Unlike relevance, all relevant premises are taken as a whole. 
	•	The relationship between relevance and sufficiency is that the conclusion presupposes that those premises are relevant to the truth of the conclusion. 
THREE FALLACIES OF RELEVANCE + ONE FALLACY OF SUFFICIENCY 
	1.	Red Herring: 
	◦	Serves as a distraction from the central issue. 
	2.	Straw Man:
	◦	Mischaracterizes the view of the person making the claim, and rejects the proper view. 
	3.	Appeal to Authority (irrelevant) 
	◦	When the argument that appeals to a relevant authority but not an authority whose view is sufficient to establish likely truth of the conclusion.
	4.	Appeal to Authority (insufficient)
	◦	Appeals to a relevant authority, but not an authority whose view is sufficient to establish the likely truth of the conclusion. 
ARGUMENTS IN STANDARD FORM 
	•	Why? BC Clarity is a necessary condition, since it is something that we normally have to impose on arguments we want to assess. 
	•	Putting arguments into a standardized form will ensure that you understand all of the separate components in an argument. You can then decide whether or not you are convinced by the argument.
	•	HOW? Identify each of the components of an argument and present them in the clearest possible terms.
	•	Find the premises, sub-conclusions & conclusion.  
	•	Conjunctions are premises that you can add together to support the conclusion, while a disjunction is something you can’t separate because it would fail to capture the meaning of the sentence. 
	◦	Conjunctions can be used separately to support the conclusion. 
	◦	Disjunctions are simple, while connections are complex. 
IDENTIFYING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROPOSITIONS: Main Conclusion, Sub-Conclusion, and Premises
	•	The indicators for premise include: since, because, given that, as a result of, due to, for, assuming that, seeing that, the reason is, as shown by, granted that, as implied by, inasmuch as, insofar as, in light of the fact that, after all. 
	•	Conclusion indicators include: it follows that, implies, entails, thus, hence, so, therefore, consequently this being so, which proves that, as a result, accordingly, from which we can infer, which means that.
Putting a ‘real-world’ passage into standard form
	1.	Identify the inference indicators.
	2.	Underline and mark the conclusion.
	3.	Bracket and number the premises 
	•	Make sure to know the difference between an argument and an explanation.
	◦	Argument is a set of at least two statements where one is offered in support of the other 
	◦	Explanation seeks to explain why or how some state of affairs come to be. Every explanation has 2 parts: 
	1.	The explanandum which is the state of affairs to be explained
	2.	The explanans which is the statements that are presented to explain the explanandum. There are 4 of explananas: 
	1.	Teleological Explanans: Explanations that appeal to the goals of the explanandum.
	2.	Interpretive Explanans: Explanations that appeal to the meaning of the terms or state of affairs. 
	3.	Procedural Explanans: Explanations of how a state of affairs is going to be brought about.
	4.	Theoretical Explanans: Explanations that appeal to a broad theory designed to cover a variety of instances similar to the state of affairs needing to be explained. 
	◦	When confronted with an explanation, you need to identify the relevant components by:
	▪	Identifying the explanandum and explanans.
	▪	Identify the type of explanan. 
ARGUMENT DIAGRAMS
	•	Used to view a clear sense of the relationship between premises, sub-conclusions, and the main conclusion. 
	•	To create a diagram: 
	1.	Translate the argument into standard form.
	2.	Draw arrows to indicate that the proposition represented is either a sub-conclusion or main conclusion.
	3.	Include lines between the premises to represent the premises as either independent or dependent. 
	•	When we represent premises in a diagram, our goal is to capture whether those premises independently converge to support the same conclusion, or depend on one another to support the conclusion.
	•	To determine whether a premise is independent or dependent, we ask “ What would happen to the remaining premises if one or more were removed? Would the argument continue to be intelligible?” 
	•	When two or more premises offered in support of a conclusion are not both required of the argument to make sense, we say that the premises are independent of one another.
HIDDEN ARGUMENTS
	•	Easiest hidden component to identify is main conclusion.
	•	When it comes to hidden premises, in almost every case you’re looking for assumed dependent premises. 
	•	When seeking for a missing dependent premise, you’re asking whether the passage is making an assumption that is necessary, given the way in which the arguer has chosen to formulate their argument. 
	•	NOTE: Authors of the textbook say that the hidden premises are controversial but that’s bad bc the purpose of standard form and diagrams is to represent all of the components of an argument and we want to see the argument in its complete form before assessing it. 
	•	Try to determine whether there are any necessary missing steps between a set of premises and the main conclusion or any sub-conclusions. 
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