PHI1101 EXAM

Deductively Valid Argument Forms Covered by the Final Examination

Disjunctive Syllogism

Either p or q.
Not-p.
Therefore, q.

Either/or: p or q, if it is p than it isn’t q.

i.e.: 

You had either white milk or chocolate milk.
You did not have white milk.
Therefore, you had chocolate milk.

Modus Ponens

Affirming the Antecedent

If p then q

i.e.;

If Starbuck is a Cylon, then she is not human.
Starbuck is a Cylon.
Therefore, she is not human.

Modus Tollens

If p then q
-q
Therefore, -p

If you live in Montreal, then you live in Quebec.
You do not live in Quebec.
Therefore, you do not live in Montreal.
DENYING THE CONSEQUENT

Hypothetical Syllogism

If p then q
If q then r
Therefore, if p then r

“Chain argument”


If it rains, then we stay inside.
If we stay inside, then we watch a movie.
Therefore, if it is rains, then we watch a movie.

PART II


Formally Invalid Argument Forms Covered by the Final Examination

The Fallacy of Affirming the Consequent

Looks like Modus Ponens

If p then q
q
Therefore, p

Invalid because a counter example can be found

P1: If it is raining, then the streets are wet.
P2: The streets are wet.
C:  Therefore it is raining.
· P1 and P2 might be true while C is false.  
· The streets might be wet for another reason…


The Fallacy of Denying the Antecedent

Looks like Modus Tollens

But denying the antecedent instead of the consequent 

If p then q
-p
Therefore, -q





PART III

Material and Associated Readings Covered by the Final Examination

CRITICAL THINKING


STATMENTS
· Definition: A statement is a sentence used to make a claim.  Statements are capable of being either true or false.

The Law of Non-Contradiction

· This law states that it is impossible for both a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time.  

The Law of the Excluded Middle or Bivalence
every proposition must be either true or false.  

Consistency
· a set of propositions is consistent if these propositions do not contradict one another.  

Inference

· Definition: Inference is a relationship between two thoughts that occurs when one thought supports or justifies or makes it reasonable to believe another.

Arguments
· An argument is a set of statements that claims that one or more of those statements, called the premises, support, or justify, or make it reasonable to believe that  another of those statements, the conclusion, is true.

P1, P2, C
· When the premises really do support the conclusion, the argument is logically strong.
: An argument is sound if is logically strong and it has true premises

Inductive Arguments
In virtue of the logical form of an inductive argument, the truth of its premises makes the truth of its conclusion probable.

Probability of conclusion to be true but only assumption

· Deductive Arguments:  In virtue of the logical form of a deductive argument, the truth of its premises guarantees the truth of its conclusion. 
· These types of arguments constitute strict proof.



Deductive Validity
An argument is said to be deductively valid if and only if whenever all the premises are true, the conclusion must also be true.  

· When deductive arguments are logically strong, they are deductively valid.
· When deductive arguments are logically weak, they are deductively invalid. 


Reductio ad Absurdum
P1: Socrates is an Olympian God.	  
P2: Olympian Gods are immortal.
P3:Socrates died in 399 B.C.
· Therefore, Socrates is immortal (by P2) and mortal (by P3). 	(CONTRADICTION!)
· Therefore, the statement “Socrates is an Olympian God’ is false. (By Reductio ad Absurdum.  That is, because of the Law on Non-Contradiction)
· Therefore, the statement “Socrates is not an Olympian God” is true (By the Law of the Excluded Middle)

Enthymeme
· An enthymeme is an argument in which the conclusion or one of the premises has been left unstated. 

Sorites
· A sorites is a connected series of arguments in which the conclusion of one argument also serves as a premise in another argument.
· P: All men are mortal.
· P: Socrates is a man.
· C and P: Therefore, Socrates is mortal.
· P: Mortal men are not Olympian Gods.
· C: Therefore, Socrates is not an Olympian God.

Sense
The sense of a word is what we understand when we understand its meaning.
Bachelor=unmarried male

Refference
· The reference of a term is the class of things to which the word refers - the things to which the concept points.


· reportive definition: reports a word in its standard usage

· Simulative Definitions: Sometimes we need to fix a particular meaning of a word. 
· In doing this, we are not attempting to report standard usage, but to go beyond it.
· We might stipulate a meaning for a word if standard usage: 
· is not precise enough
or
· as yet, has no term for a phenomenon

Essentialist Deffinitions
What is love etc.…


· A reportive definition of a word is good if it accurately reports standard usage.

Definitions: Too Broad 
· A definition is too broad when the defining phrase refers to some things that are not included in the reference of the term being defined.
· Pillow: something soft to rest on

Too narrow

· A definition is too narrow when the defining phrase fails to refer to some things that are included in the reference of the term being defined.

Too Broad and Too Narrow
· Sometimes a definition can be too broad and too narrow at the same time.
· Its defining phrase refers to some things to which the term does not apply (too broad), and fails to refer to some things to which the terms does apply (too narrow)
· A pen is an instrument designed for writing words.


Stipulative and essentialist def

· The discussion above describes how definitions can fail to adequately convey the standard usage of a term.
But stipulative and essentialist definitions do not aspire to convey standard usage

Chapter 3.

Principal of charity: adopt the most charitable interpretation of opponent’s word. (Most reasonable, plausible or defensible as possible. NOTE: Sophists happily violate this principle. 

Vagueness: lack of precise meaning ie: “Justice is being nice” To whom, how?

Ambiguity: two or more different meanings. Each meaning generally precise. i.e: “Justice is in the interest of the strongest”. Strong= powerful or muscular.

Sematic ambiguity: multiple meanings of term used.

Grammatical ambiguity: Specific words ie: last night I saw a buglar in my PJs
Either buglar while in my PJs or Buglar waring the PJs

Collective ambiguity: refers to whole class rather than each member

Distributive ambiguity: Refers to each member of class.

“Use” of word: to use a word in normal function to refer to something else. The word is a sight/symbol of something else. i.e. “tom said I was angry”

to “mention” word: to draw attention to the word itself. i.e.: “tom said “I was angry””

Analytic, synthetic, and contradictory statements   

Synthetic statements: statements who’s truth or falsity is not simply a function of their meaning.
“Some students are married men”

Analytic statements: are true by definition. i.e.: bachelors are unmarried men.

Contradictory statements: are false by definition i.e.: bachelors are married men.

Necessary and sufficient conditions

1. Antecedent conditions: conditions that have to be met for a claim to be true or for something to occur. 

2. Consequent: The outcome or resultant state.
i.e.: what do I have to do (1) to pass the course (2)

Necessary condition: Antecedent cond. (x) Consequent (y)
When x is false y is false.
Or – when x is absent y cannot occur.
“Writing tests and exams are a necessary condition of passing PHI1101.”

Sufficient condition: when x is true y must be true

“Earning a total of 950 points (95%) in this Critical Thinking class is a sufficient condition for earning a final grade of A. If you have 950 points for the course, then it must follow that you will have a final grade of A.”

Both necessary and sufficient

If you are a properly registered student then: Having a grade of 50% or higher is a necessary and sufficient condition for passing.

To qualify as a citizen in Athens, the following conditions are individually necessary and jointly sufficient:
1. Male
2. Over 18
3. Completed military service
4. Not a slave
5. Not a foreign resident
6. You do not owe a debt to the city.

· Being a male is a condition of being a citizen of Athens.
· True: if you mean necessary condition.
· False: if you mean sufficient condition.

Reconstructing Arguments

· The Conclusion: underline and represent by C (C1, C2, etc. in the case of a sorites).
· The Premises: enclose in brackets and represent by P1, P2, P3, etc.
· Missing Premises:  represent by MPx
· Missing Conclusion: represent by MC (MCx in the case of a sorites).


(P1)  All students who miss a test because of illness and who can supply a note from a doctor may write the make-up test.
(MP2)  You missed the test because of illness.
(MP3)  You can supply a note from a doctor.
(C) Therefore, you may write the make-up test.

Simple Argument: P          

                                    C
· P: Socrates died in 399 B.C.
· C:  Therefore, Socrates is not alive now.


T argument: Each premise, considered by itself, provides little or no support for the conclusion.
The premises only provide support for the conclusion if they both are true.

P1:  All men are mortal.
P2: Socrates is a man
C:  Socrates is mortal.

P1                     P2


            C

V Arguments: The premises operate independently of one another.
If one premise is false or missing, the remaining one still provides support for the conclusion.

P1:  I have done all of the reading for PHI 1101.
P2:  I always come to class.
C:  I will do well in PHI 1101

P1                    P2


             C


Comparison of T and V Arguments

T Arguments
· All the premises have to work together to provide support for the conclusion.
· Both must be true to support the conclusion
· If either is false, the other, by itself, would provide little or no support for the conclusion.
V Arguments
· The premises work independently of each other.
· If either premise is false, the other still provides independent support for the conclusion.



Complex Arguments or the Sorites

P1:  Max was born in Canada to Canadian parents.
C1, P2: This means Max is a Canadian citizen.
C2:  Therefore, Max can vote in a federal election.
   
P1
 

C1, P2


   C2


Chapter 5

Assessing Arguments

The Three Criteria of a Sound Argument:

1. The premise must be Acceptable
2. Relevant to the conclusion
3. Adequate to support the conclusion

ACREAD

FALLACY
A fallacy is an error or weakness that detracts from the soundness of an argument.  

· Begging the Question
This argument commits the fallacy of Begging the Question. (1 mark) An argument begs the question when the premises presuppose, directly or indirectly, the truth of the conclusion .(1 mark) In this case, the conclusion simply restates the premise in different words.(1 mark)This fallacy violates the criterion of acceptability. (1 mark)

· Inconsistency
This argument commits the fallacy of Inconsistency(1 mark) because it contains a contradiction between the premises and the conclusion .(1 mark) The conclusion that we cannot say that any judgments are absolutely true is asserted as being true objectively and apart from points of view, yet the premise states that no human judgments are true objectively and apart from points of view.  This is a contradiction. (1 mark) This fallacy violates the criterion of acceptability.  (1 mark)

· False Dichotomy
This argument commits the fallacy of False Dichotomy. (1 mark) This fallacy occurs when a dichotomy is presented as exclusive when it is not. A dichotomy is exclusive when the choice of one alternative rules out the other .(1 mark)The dichotomy between working or studying is not exclusive because you can do both. (1 mark) This dichotomy  violates the criterion of acceptability.(1 mark)

Unit 6

Fallacies of Relevance

Appeal to Pity: 
· The speaker or writer appeals to our emotions of pity or sympathy when they are irrelevant  to the truth of the conclusion.
Example: Socrates is not guilty.  Think of how Xanthippe will suffer if he is convicted!

Appeal to Force:
· The speaker or writer threatens the use of force (physical or other kinds of pressure such as economic pressure or emotional blackmail) as a reason for accepting that the conclusion is true.

Appeal to Popularity:
· The speaker or writer argues that a belief is true because it is popular or widely held.  
Example:  Cephalus is right about justice because he is stating what everyone believes.

Appeals to Authority:

So-and-so says X.
Therefore, X is true (or probably true).
Example:  Workers must not be rulers because Socrates says so.

Ad Hominem (Argument against the Man)
Rejecting a proposition on the grounds of the personal characteristics of the person when they are irrelevant to the truth of the conclusion.

Tu Quoque (special case of ad hominem)(two wrongs fallacy)
· This fallacy is committed when the conclusion of an argument claims that an accusation is false and supports this claim by asserting that the accuser is also open to the same accusation.
· The counter-accusation may be correct, but this does not show that the first accusation is false.

Straw Man
You misrepresented someone's argument to make it easier to attack.

The Fallacy of Equivocation
· This fallacy arises when a premise has two interpretations (it is ambiguous aka two meanings) and the sense in which the premise is true is not the sense required by the conclusion.
· Ex: I do not have to fear the lion.  He is a man eater, but I am a woman.

Assessing Adequacy

The Criterion of Adequacy
The third criterion of a sound argument:
The premises should be adequate to support the conclusion.

A Fallacy of Adequacy
Post Hoc
· Post Hoc ergo Propter Hoc
· Latin: after this, so because of this
· There are no Self-Tests or Practice Questions assigned for this fallacy. As a result, this fallacy will only appear in the Concepts part of the examination, not in the Applications part.
· This fallacy occurs when it is argued that something that occurs before some event must be the cause of that event.


THE REPUBLIC


The premises and conclusion of Socrates’s refutation of Cephalus’s definition of justice.

· Premise 1: Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts.  (This is Cephalus’ definition) (1 mark)
· Premise 2: Justice is not harmful. (1 mark) (implied; unstated premise: the argument is an enthymeme) (1 mark)
· Premise 3: Telling the truth and paying your debts is harmful (in the case of the insane man and his weapons.) (1 mark)
· Conclusion: Therefore, justice is not harmful (by P2) and justice is harmful (by P3). (1 mark) (CONTRADICTION) (1 mark)
· Conclusion:  Therefore, the statement “Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is false. (1 mark) (By Reductio ad Absurdum; because of the Law of Non-Contradiction) (1 mark)
· Conclusion:  Therefore, the statement, “It is not the case that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is true. (1 mark)  (Because of the Law of Excluded Middle) (1 mark)
· 
Explain Socrates’ account of the origin of the city and its classes up to and including the Guardian Class (later named the Auxiliary Class) in terms of the necessary and sufficient conditions for a flourishing human life. (8 marks)

· The  city is necessary condition of a flourishing human life because none of us is self sufficient; the city meets our basic human needs by the division of labour & distribution of goods. (1 mark)
· Is the city that meets our basic human needs a sufficient condition of a flourishing human life? No: Glaucon objects that this is merely an animal city, a city of pigs. Human nature, which is pleonexia (the desire to get more and more and outdo everyone else) demands luxury; humans want more than they need; we must introduce luxuries (things we want, but do not need) into the city (1 mark)
· Once we introduce luxury into the city there is nothing we will not ask for: The citizens will want the property of other citizens, and the city will want the property of other cities.  This means that war, crime, and the desire for empire are inevitable. (1 mark)
· Given this, is the worker class sufficient?  No: We need a warrior class, the Guardians, to deal with conflict in the city  and between cities. (1 mark)
· What are the criteria for being a good Guardian?  1) Physical: strong, swift, keen senses.  These are necessary. (1 mark)
· Are these sufficient?  No: They must have a certain quality of soul: Spirit.  This is will, drive, ambition, or heart. (1 mark)
· Keen senses, Speed, Strength, Spirit: Are individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions of being a good Guardian (1 mark)
· But the Guardian class is problematic because they could be savage to the citizens and one another, so they must have the correct education (1 mark)

State the premises and conclusion of Adeimantus’s objection to the housing and property arrangements for the Auxiliaries and Guardians in the Kallipolis.  Represent this as a tree diagram.  Explain how Socrates refutes this argument. (8 marks)
· P1:  We should give the Auxiliaries and Guardians the greatest happiness. (1 mark)
· P2: The Auxiliaries and Guardians will have the greatest happiness if they may acquire private property and live in their own private homes. (1 mark)
· C: Therefore, the Auxiliaries and Guardians should acquire private property and live in their own private homes. (1 mark)

P1                         P2
       


              C

· Socrates refutes this argument in two ways: First, he denies P1: he says that we are not aiming to give just one class in the city the greatest happiness: We are aiming to see that the city as a whole has the greatest happiness. (1 mark) Then, he says that he wouldn’t be surprised if the Auxiliaries were happiest this way because they are doing the activity for which they are naturally suited. (1 mark)   Since this is a T argument in which both premises must be true if the inference is to be supported, he only needed to attack one premises.  He was able, however, to attack both. (2 mark)

How does Socrates  move from Cephalus’s reportive definition of justice to his essentialist one? (10 marks)

· Reportive Definition: Reports standard usage 
· Essentialist Definition: Usually rooted in standard usage, but then revised to correctly convey the essential nature of the term being defined
·  (1 mark)
· Cephalus’s definition of justice is that it is  telling the truth and paying your debts.  (1 mark)
· On one level this is a reportive definition.
· As a representative of the tradition, Cephalus reports what most people think. Consequently, his definition is close to standard usage. (1 mark)
· When Socrates assesses this definition, however, he does not assess it simply as a reportive definition.
· He does not simply ask if it accurately reports standard usage.
· Instead, Socrates wants to know if this definition reveals the true nature or essence of justice.
· He asks if it is a good essentialist definition. (1 mark)
· The heart of Cephalus’ definition: Giving people and the gods what they are owed or what they deserve. (1 mark)
· Socrates takes this notion of giving people what they are owed and revises it in the light of what he knows about the classes of the Kallipolis. 
· This involves the concepts of “function” and “virtue.” (1 mark)
· Function: The function of something is what it does best or uniquely. (1 mark)
· Virtue: The Virtue of a thing is the property or characteristic that enables it to fulfill its function well. (1 mark)
· Working (meeting necessary and unnecessary desires)
· Guarding
· Ruling
· (1 mark)
· What will allow the citizens of the Kallipolis to fulfill their functions of working, guarding or ruling well?
· They will fulfill their functions well if they know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully. 
· This is the essence of the virtue of justice. (1 mark)

How does Socrates apply what he has established about justice in the city to justice in the soul? (8 marks)
· Socrates applies what he has established about justice in the city to justice in the soul by means of the Analogical Argument by Properties. (1 mark)
· The strength of the Analogical Argument by Properties depends on the relevance and number of observed similarities. ( 1 mark)
· Therefore, Socrates must establish that the soul is like the city in a sufficient number of relevant ways if his argument is to be logically strong. (1 mark)
· Socrates shows that the soul has the same number and kinds of parts as the city. (1 mark)
· He does this by means of the Argument from the Law of Non-Contradiction and the Existing Conflicts in the Soul. (1 mark)
· The Law of Non-Contradiction states that It is impossible for a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time and in the same respect. (1 mark)
· Socrates examines the kinds of conflicts we experience in our soul and concludes that the soul has three parts:  The irrational, appetitive part which hungers, thirsts and lusts, the spirited part by which it gets angry, and the rational part with which it reasons. (1 mark)
· As these parts of the soul correspond to the classes of the city, he can apply what he has established about justice in the city to the soul. (1 mark)
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