PHI1101-Lecture Four                        	Sept. 25th, 2012
Analyzing Arguments: Non-deductive Arguments

Non-deductive argument:

· A “non-deductive argument is any argument that is not meant to be valid but is meant to confer some high degree of probability on the conclusion.” (35)
· These arguments are sometimes called “inductive”, but this term is sometimes restricted to meaning “reasoning from the specific to the general.”

Recall this argument? 

“Ninety-nine percent of students in the course will pass. Patrick is a student in the course. (Thus) Patrick will pass the course.

· As we have seen, this argument is invalid.
· However, judged as a non-deductive argument (and only with this information given), it is close to certain that Patrick will pass the course.

Three characteristics to define or categorize Non-Deductive Arguments:

1. “The first general characteristic of non-deductive arguments (NDAs) is that they are not meant to be valid, but they are meant to make their conclusions probable or likely.”(35)
2. NDAs are judged as to whether their premises make the conclusion more likely than not. Success depends on a matter of degree.
3. New (relevant) information can change probability.

Examples:

1. 96% of Americans belong to some religious group or other. Xiu is American. Therefore, Xiu belongs to some religious group or other.
2. 78% of Americans are Christians. Wallace is an American. Therefore Wallace is a Christian.
3. 55% of Americans do not regularly attend religious services. Mujtaba is an American. Therefore, Mujtaba does not regularly attend religious services.

Vocabulary:

· A NDA is going to be judged as to whether it is successful (more likely than not) or unsuccessful.
· A successful argument will be: close to certain, very likely, or somewhat likely.



Varieties of NDAs:

· Statistical Syllogism: This argument reasons from a portion of a population to an individual.
· Inductive Generalization: Inference from a sample population to a larger group.
· Plausibility Arguments: To establish a case, premises should be relevant to the conclusion, and count in favor of it.

1. Statistical Syllogisms

· Sometimes we have good, but incomplete knowledge of some group of people or things…
· And based on that, we reach a conclusion about some member of that group.
· Example: “Canada’s Parliament is overwhelmingly white and male. So, your MP is probably a white male!”
· To analyze a statistical syllogism, we need to be able to identify:
· The individual being examined,
· The group to which that individual is said to belong
· The characteristic being attributed
· The proportion of the group said to have that characteristic.

· A statistical Syllogism… 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”
· The point: one premise will always contain a generalization about the group.

2. Inductive Generalizations

· Whenever we begin with observations about some member of a group, and end with a generalization about all of them, it ‘s called an “inductive generalization.”
· Examples:
· “Two of my friends took Philosophy classes, and they said they were fun. I’m beginning to think taking a Philosophy class would be a good idea.”
· “I got food poisoning the last time I went to that resultant; now, I’m afraid to go back.”
· “40% of people in our survey said they support the Conservative Party. So, we expect the Conservative’s to get 40% of the votes in this election.”
· Terminology:

-Target population/target group: The group as a whole. It’s what were aiming to reach ac conclusion about.

-Sample: The observed members of the target group.

- Relevant property/property in question: the property or characteristic were interested in.

· How likely is the argument?

-Arguments can vary in strength, according to the degree of support the premises provide for the conclusion.

-How well does our survey support our conclusion about the lection?
That depends on how large the same was (among other things). Ex: How many people did you survey? 5? 1000? Who made up the group?

· The reliability of a generalization depends partly on the size of the sample used.
-Basing a conclusion on inadequate sample size: ‘hasty generalization’ (see ch. 8!)

Generally: the larger the sample, the more likely it is to reliably reflect the nature of the larger group

· To be useful in an inductive generalization, a sample must be representative.
· It must represent the target group.
· If it doesn’t, then it’s a biased sample.
· ‘Canadians are likely to vote NDP in this election. We surveyed over 1,000 union members, and they told us . . .’

· ‘Nova Scotians are strongly in favor of a freeze on tuition. We surveyed 500 university students, and they said . . .’

· To be truly representative, the sample should be similar to the target group in that it:
· Has all the same relevant characteristics, and
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Have those characteristics in the same proportion that the target group does.
· Example: if you think gender matters to the property in question, your sample should be about 50 per cent women.
· If ethnicity matters, then your sample should be the same percentage of each ethnic group as the larger population.
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