Phi Review

a deductive argument is intended to provide logically conclusive support for its conclusion.
We have certainty with deductive arguments in that if the premises of the argument are true, then they guarantee the truth of the conclusion.
Deductive arguments are described as being valid or invalid.



A deductive argument: If premises are true then conclusion is true, logically conclusive 

(valid, invalid)

Non deductive argument: Sets premises that make the conclusion seem probable 

Successful or unsuccessful 

Three levels of success
· close to certain, very likely, somewhat likely 
Three levels of nondeductive arguments 

Inductive generalization: movements from particular to general
Statistical syllogisms: from general to particular
Plausibility arguments

Sentential form

Conjunction (and) = *
P*Q

Disjunction (or) = v
PvQ

Negation (not) = ~
~p
Conditional (if-then) = arrow


Modus Ponens  (if p then q, p therefore q)(MP)
Modus Tollens (If p then q, not q therefore not p)(MT)
Hypothetical Syllogism (If p then q, if q then r, therefore if p then r)(HS)
Disjunctive syllogism (p or q not p therefore q)(DS)
Constructive Dilemma (p or q, if p then r, if q then s, therefore r or s)(CD)
Conjunction (p, q, therefore p and q)(conj)
Simplification (p and q, therefore p)(simp)
Addition (p, therefore p or q)(add)

Two invalid argument forms

Denying the antecedent (if p then q, not p, therefore not q)
Affirming the consequent (if p then q, q therefore p)

Categorical statements: make simple assertions about categories, or classes, of things
· All S are P
· No S are P
· Some S are P
· Some S are not P

Universal(All), Particular(some)

Casual Claim: assertion about a cause

Testing for Cause (John Stuart Mill)

· Method of Agreement: two occurances with agreeing or identical factors
· Method of differences: a factor that is present when a phenomenon occurs but is not present when it does not occur
· Joint method of agreement and difference: Using both methods
· Concomitant variation: More of something is associated with more of another

Argument by analogy: Two things are alike in some ways therefore they must be similar in further ways


· 1. Appeal to Ignorance: arguing that a lack of evidence proves something. 
· In one type of this fallacy, the problem arises by thinking that a claim must be true because it hasn’t been shown to be false.
· Example:
· ‘No one has shown that ghosts aren’t real, so they must be real.’

2. When a claim comes from someone deemed to be an expert who in fact is not an expert, we commit the fallacy known as the appeal to inappropriate authority.

1. Because someone is an expert in one field does not mean that he or she is necessarily an expert in another. 
· This point is not that these experts can’t be right, but that their expertise in a particular field doesn’t give us reason to believe them in all things.
3. The fallacy of appeal to general belief: arguing that a claim must be true merely because a substantial number of people believe it.
4. The fallacy of appeal to popular attitudes and emotions: 
· Peer pressure: pressure, from one’s peers, to believe or do the things the group does.



5. The gambler’s fallacy

· Thinking that previous events can influence the probabilities in the random event at hand. 



6. The false cause fallacy (post hoc): Confusing cause with temporal order
· This is a very common logical fallacy.
· Causes do precede their effects.
· But that doesn’t mean that one thing following another is always a case of causation.

 
7. The fallacy of hasty generalizations: when a conclusion is made about a whole group based on an inadequate sample of the group.

8. The fallacy of false dilemma: asserting that there are only two alternatives to consider in some issue when there are actually more than two. 
’
If you are presented with an ‘either/or’ statement and you can think up more possibilities, then you may be looking at a false dilemma.


9. The fallacy of the loaded question: Consists of attempting to get an answer to a question that assumes the truth of an unproved assumption.

Example:

Have you stopped beating your dog?



10. The fallacy of begging the question (or arguing in a circle): the attempt to establish the conclusion of an argument by using that conclusion as a premise.



11. The slippery slope fallacy: arguing, without good reasons that taking a particular step will inevitably lead to a further, undesirable step (or steps). 
· The idea behind the metaphor is that if you take the first step on a slippery slope, you will have to take others because, well, the slope is slippery. 


12. The fallacy of against the person: rejecting a claim by criticizing the person who makes it rather than the claim itself.
· Sometimes called an ‘ad hominem’ attack.

· These arguments are fallacious because they attempt to discredit a claim by appealing to something that’s almost always irrelevant to it: a person’s character, motives, or personal circumstances. 
· They say nothing about the quality of the argument.

13. You too (tu quoque): When an argument is put forth as a charge of hypocrisy.

Examples: Don’t you know that cheating on income taxes is wrong?

How can you tell me that, you cheated on your income taxes last year!

14. The pooh-pooh fallacy: involves a refusal to examine an argument seriously and evaluate it fairly.

Example: We don’t have to waste time dealing with Miss Jones’ claims about women not being promoted to executive positions. She’s just giving us more of the usual feminist wish-wash.


15. The straw man fallacy: involves distorting, weakening, or oversimplifying someone’s position so that it can be more easily attacked or refuted.

16. The loaded words fallacy: Using highly charged words to assume the truth of a conclusion.


17. The definitional dodge fallacy: consists of redefining a crucial term in a claim to avoid acknowledging a counter-example that would falsify the claim.


18. The exception that proves the rule fallacy: allows someone defending a claim to dodge a counter-example.
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