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Philosophy Midterm Review

Chapter 1:
Recognizing Arguments:  
What is an argument?

A set of claims which are meant to be supported by others. An argument consists of a premise and a conclusion.

Premise: states reasons for the audience to accept the conclusion. They provide reasons (evidence, grounds) for believing that the conclusion is true.

Conclusion: what the speaker wants the audience to accept.

Inference: the process of reasoning from premises to conclusion.

Example: 
Premise 1: The world is an organized system.
Premise 2: Every organized system must have a creator.
Conclusion: The creator of the world is God.

Premise indicators: since, because, for, for the reason that, seeing as, as implied by, the reason is that etc. (Ex. We should go back to Joe’s Diner, because we had fun there last week.)

Conclusion indicators: therefore, hence, consequently, we may conclude, it follows that, this entails that, etc. (Ex. The quiz is tomorrow, so we should study.)

Implicit Premises and Conclusions
Sometimes authors leave out one or more premises (or sometimes conclusions) when they make an argument. This often happens because the author considers it to be obvious, or granted by the reader. Arguments that have implicit premises or conclusions are called enthymemes.

Simple and Complex Arguments
Simple Arguments: only has one inference, only has one conclusion.
Complex Arguments: has more than one layer of premise and more than one conclusion.

Example: 
Simple: “I think I should buy this used Toyota Corolla. They're practically giving it away.”
Premise: They're practically giving it away.
Conclusion: I think I should buy this used Toyota Corolla.

Complex: I think I should buy this used Toyota Corolla. I need a car, because I have to get to work and the bus isn't convenient. This car seems to fit all my requirements.
Premise1: I need a car.
Premise2: I have to get to work.
Premsie3: The bus isn’t convenient.
Premise4: This car fits all my needs.
Conclusion: I should buy this used Toyota Corolla.

Chapter 2:
Analyzing Arguments:  

To analyze arguments, we will put them in standard form.
Arrange the claims so the premises come before the conclusions they support.
1. All humans are mortal.
2. Socrates is a human.
3. Socrates is mortal. (1,2)
All humans are mortal (1). Socrates is a human (2). Therefore, Socrates is mortal (3).
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Arguments and Explanations
Conditionals: if…then…
Disjunctions: either…or…
each one of these makes only one claim

Example: I didn’t bring an umbrella. If the rain stops, then I won’t get soaked walking home. The rain stopped. I won’t get soaked walking home.
1. If the rain stops, then I won’t get soaked walking home. 
2. The rain stopped. 
3. I won’t get soaked walking home (1, 2).

Argument Evaluation
When an argument shows that its conclusion is worth accepting, we say that the argument is good. When an argument fails to do so, we say that the argument is bad.



Chapter 3:
Evaluating Arguments:  

Two Kinds of Arguments

Deductive Argument: meant to be valid, their premises are meant to guarantee the conclusion.

Characterized as valid or invalid. A valid argument is one in which there is no possible way for the premise(s) to be true and the conclusion false at the same time. Their premises are meant to guarantee the conclusion. ‘Valid’ means the argument has good logical structure, not that it is true. A valid argument is such that if its premises are true, its conclusion must be true. If the argument is valid, then if the premises are true, the conclusion has to be true, too.

Examples of Deductive Arguments: All platypuses are mammals. Nadine is a platypus. Nadine is a mammal. (Valid, because premises are true and so is the conclusion)
The Earth is bigger than the Sun, and the Moon is bigger than the Earth. So the sun is bigger than the moon. (Invalid, because the premise is untrue but the conclusion is true)

Non-deductive Argument: not meant to be valid meant to confer some high degree of probability on the conclusion.

Example of a Non-Deductive Argument: Seventy-eight percent of Americans are Christians. Wallace is an American. Therefore, Wallace is a Christian.

Varieties of Non-Deductive Arguments
Successful argument: close to certain, very likely, or somewhat likely.
Statistical syllogism: reasoning based off the portion of a population to an individual. Won’t necessarily cite an actual, numerical statistic. Sometimes it will say ‘93.4%’ or ‘three quarters.’ But sometimes it will just say ‘most’ or ‘nearly all’ or ‘lots of.’
Inductive generalization: inference from a sample population to a larger group. For example: “40% of people that took our survey said they support the conservative party. So, we expect that the conservatives get 40 per cent of the votes in this election.” 
This was based off a small group (survey members), and used this small group to determine that the results of this group would be identical to the same results in a larger group.
To be useful in an inductive generalization, a sample must be representative. It must represent the target group, and If it doesn’t, then it’s a biased sample. To be truly representative, the sample should be similar to the target group in that it:
has all the same relevant characteristics, and has those characteristics in the same proportion that the target group does.

Terminology:
Target population / target group: the group as a whole. It’s what we’re aiming to reach a conclusion about. (ex. the voting population of Canada)
Sample: the observed members of the target group. (ex. the surveyed people)
Relevant property / property in question: the property or characteristic we’re interested in. (ex. the conservative voting count)


[bookmark: _GoBack]






image1.jpeg





prantor Kyl Walaco

Philosophy Midterm Review

Chaper
v
o cf e gy e

Promas: e s for st scep s corcsen, Ty o
o e e o

g
s ey o sy e

et s, st o s s . s gty
ety

T . . 000 & w0 4 10

implct Premiss ang Conclusioos
St o s 4 o o ot e o st concons when
T ks 0 L T et DDt Bt 5 o b
e o ey s Aot et Ko
Conemors e o

‘Simol an0 Comple frquments
S Al 10 e e, 1 16 e corcson
g Ao i T o T

=

i ks by it Tt Cort. Ty ety g ¢

P eyt it v onr.
oo T SRt o e Toea o,




