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CHAPTER 2
Putting Arguments in standard form.
1. Organize Premises and Conclusions in a numbered list, with the premises support that a final conclusion listed about it. The final conclusion as the last item in the list.
2. annotation for each, indicate whether it is a premise, an intermediate or a final conclusion, in the game of the conclusion indicate which premise support them, 

Exercise 2.9 (20)
1. According to the doctor the patient has chicken pox or measles. (Premise)
2. If he had measles, he had a high temperature (Fever). (Premise)
3. He doesn’t have a high fever. (Premise)
4. He doesn’t have measles (intermediate conclusion, 2,3)
5.The patient has chicken pox (Final conclusion, 1,4)

Diagramming Argument
Once we have an argument in standard form, a diagram can be a useful way of understanding/comprehending the argument structure. 
The system is simple, premises are depicted above the conclusion they support. 
E.g. 1. The hamster had babies (Pr) 2. It’s a female. (FC, from 1)

When more than one premise support a given conclusion, the are two different ways of depicting the support. 

We use multiple arrows when each support the conclusion independently. E.g. 1. The phone is inexpensive. (Pr) 2. Has cool features. (Pr) 3. Has a good contract. (Pr) 4. you should buy the phone.(FC, from 1,2,3).

When the premises really only support the conclusion when taken together, we link them. E.g. 1. He has chicken pox or measles. (Pr) 2. He doesn’t have measles. (Pr) 3. So he has chicken pox. (FC from 1,2).

Ex 2.9 (Question 5)
1. She handle of a crisis in Myanmar well. (Pr)
2. She works well under pressure. (IC, from 1)
3. She dealt with the jones case in a decisive manner. (Pr)
4.She is decisive. (IC, from 3)
5. No other candidate is available (Pr)
6. she is the best candidate for the job (FC, from 2,4,5)
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Evaluating Arguments

Argument has 2 sorts of elements
- Premises
-Inferences 

In a good argument, the premises will be true, or at least rationally acceptable and the reasoning will be reliable. 

These are separate questions but we have a hard time keeping them separate. 


	
	True Premise
	False Premise

	Good Reasoning
	
	

	Bad Reasoning
	
	



Jack has 2 bus ticket
Jane has 4 bus tickets
Total of 6 bus tickets.
- the reasoning behind it is good but the premise can be true and false, since one could be lying and have 4 bus tickets in total. 
- the reason is bad but both can be true and false, since they could have 8 tickets in total but that is bad reasoning since its only 6.

Evaluating Premises 

Asking for absolute certainty is usually asking for too much. 

Rational acceptability – on balance, is it reasonable to accept a given claim. 

Remember that there are options,: Accept – Remain/Neutral – Reject

Strength and Scope of Claim

Claims can be made about varying number of things. 

Scope of claim - E.g. Joe has a car. Someone has a car. Several people have a car. Many people have a car. Etc. 

Statistical Claim – x% of A’s are B. 

Universal Claims 

 E.g. All football players have brain damage. Or no football players have brain damage. 

Refuting (Proving False) Universal Claims

A counter example to the claim all A are B is an A, which isn’t B.
One counter example suffices to prove a universal claim is false. 

Source of Acceptability

- Testimony
- Witnesses

when should you accept something based on someone’s say-so?
Witness- honesty, bias, 

Organized Sources:
- Media, professional association, think tanks, lobby group etc. 

Experts/ Authorities

We say someone is an authority or expert in a certain field if be on she is competent to provide reliable judgments on a broad range of question in that field. 
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Reliance on Authorities/Experts
1. There should be an area of expertise
2. The authority should be speaking on a subject within their area of expertise. 
3. Experts may disagree: so one opinion is usually not enough. 

Fallacy: Faulty appeal to authority 

Common Knowledge and Common Belief
· varies along multiple dimensions (age, education, location, culture, etc.)

Inconsistency 
· A set of claims is called consistent if and only if it is possible for all of them to be true simultaneously (ie. In the same circumstance). Otherwise, the clams are called inconsistent. 
· E.g. Sam is happy. Sam is poor. (Consistent)
· E.g. Sam is taller than Barbara. Barbara is taller than Sam. (Inconsistent). 
· In any inconsistent set of claims, at least one is false. 
· So if an argument depends on all of the premises in an inconsistent statement, it is a weak one. 
· We sometimes say that inconsistent claims contradict one another. 

Recall: evaluating arguments involves two questions:
1. Are the premises acceptable?
2. Is the reasoning good?
· In most if not all cases, reasoning is guided by general principles. 
· If a principle/pattern is a good one, it will always work. So the reliance on the general principle is the cause of an argument is similar to a universal claim and hence can be refuted by counterexamples. 
· 
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Deductive and non-deductive reasoning 
Validity and soundness 

If the reasoning in an argument is as good as possible, it will be such that the truth of the premise will absolutely guarantee the truth of the conclusion. 

E.g. Either Obama or Romney will be elected. Romney didn’t win. Therefore Obama did. 
E.g. the overwhelming majority of crows I have seen were black. So the next crow I see will be black. (here there is no guarantee that the next crow will be black).

When reasoning is such that the truth of the premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion, we call it valid. 

Some arguments aim at validity and succeed. Some arguments aim at validity and fail. In either of these cases, we call the argument deductive. 

E.g. If the conservatives won the majority, they would be in government. They are in government. So they won a majority.

There are also non-deductive arguments. Here, we will use different standards of evaluation. E.g. Would it be reasonable to accept the conclusion if the premises were true. – would the premise, if true, make the truth of the conclusion probable. 

Some Characterization of Validity 

If the premises were all true, the conclusion would have to be trues as well.
It is impossible for the conclusion to be false if all the premises are true. 
An argument is called invalid if it isn’t1 valid. A valid argument with a true premises is called sound. 
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Implication and Equivalence

If an argument is valid (A,B,C,….. Therefore Z) we say that its premises (A,B,C… ) imply its conclusion.

We also say that the premises entail the conclusion, or that the conclusion follows.

If there is only one premise, we can ask whether: A implies B but also whether B implies A. 

It can happen that A implies B and N implies A. (A+B are equivalent).
A implies B but not vise versa. B implies A but not vise versa. (one-sided implication.
Neither imply the other. ( A+B are independent). 

Example:
Equivalence:
A: Sam is younger than Joe
B: Joe is older than Sam

One-sided Implication:
A: Joe is 40 years old.
B: Joe is not a teenager.

Independent:
A: Joe is in Toronto
B: Sam is in Montreal 

Evaluating Non-deductive Arguments

3 Questions:
1). Are the premises acceptable?
2). Are they relevant to the conclusion
[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_5][bookmark: _WNTabType_4]Reasoning and Critical Thinking	14/01/2014 3:58 PM
3). Do they support adequate support for the conclusion?

We ask theses questions:
1. are the premises acceptable?
2. Are the relevant to the conclusion?
3. Do they provide adequate support to the conclusion?

We say that a premise (or premises) are relevant to a given conclusion, if it supports it to any degree, no matter how small. Otherwise, we call it irrelevant. 
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Ad hominem: directed towards the person; in an argument ad hominem, we attack the person who makes a claim rather than the claim itself. The point is to get people to transfer their disproval from a person to what the person says. Since what we care about is whether the claim is true or false, we usually should not care about who made it. Claims are public things, and the very same claims may be made by good as well as bad people, etc. 

Tu quoque: “you too” or “look who’s talking”, a form of ad hominem. 

Language and Argumentation


	Virtues 
	Vice

	Clarity
	Obscurity

	Orderliness
	Disorderliness/Confusion

	Precision
	Vagueness

	Constant Usage 
	Fluctuating Usage/Ambiguity 

	Unbiased Language
	Prejudicial Language

	
	

	
	



When a word or expression has two or more distinct meanings, we say that it is Ambiguous. 

Prejudicial language
Emotionally charged language/ Euphemism
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