PHI1101 – Midterm notes #1
Chapter 1 
An introduction and an overlook of the chapters and their content.
Chapter 2
2.1 Introduction
· Structure of arguments
· Set of claims: premises
· Further claim: conclusion, derived from the premises
· A claim and a further claim is connected to an inference
· Arguments can consist of descriptions or facts

	Premise indicators
	Conclusion indicators

	As
As shown by
As we can see from
Because
Considering that
For
Insofar as
On account of
Since
	As a consequence/result
For these reasons
Hence
It follows that
It must be that
So
Therefore
Thus
We may conclude/infer
Which proves/shows that



· Premises indicators: Since, because, as, seeing that, given that
2.2 Explanations and arguments
· Reasons are given
· The aim of an argument is to convince someone that something is true
· In an explanation, something that is true is usually taken for granted, and reasons are given to show why it is
2.3 Simple an complex arguments
· Intermediate conclusions serve both as a premise and as a conclusion. Therefore, it is an intermediate conclusion
· Either the chauffeur or the butler killed Thickson. But the butler was in London on the day of the murder. So he didn’t do it. It must have been the chauffeur.
· The butler was in London the day of the murder. So: The butler did it (IC)
· Either the chauffeur or the butler killed Thickson. But the butler didn’t do it. So: It must have been the chauffeur.
2.4 Arguments in standard form
2.5 Real life is messy
2.6 The principle of charity
· Everyone is not honest: either no one is honest or not everyone is honest. So, the principle of charity would advise us to adopt the interpretation that makes for the stronger argument.
2.7 Principles or forms of inference
2.8 Unstated premises or conclusions
2.9 Diagramming arguments

Chapter 3
3.1 Introduction
How do we know whether an argument is good or bad?
1. Are the premises good?
2. Is the reasoning (the inference) good?
There are arguments with:
· Good premises and good reasoning
· Good premises and bad reasoning
· Bad premises with good reasoning
· Bad premises and bad reasoning
3.2 Evaluating premises
Moral certainty: a degree of conviction that is sufficient to guide action
Scope of claims
· Certainty varies when using words like some, most, or all – they vary in scope
· We distinguish particular and general claims
· Particular claim: one stating that one or more objects of a certain kind have a certain property
· General claim: a statement made about a substantial number of objects or individuals of a certain kind. 
· These claims can be vague or precise. If it is a precise proportion, we have a statistical claim.
Universal generalizations and counterexamples
· A claim made about all things of a certain kind (using All)
· Negative universal generalizations exist (using No)
- Sources of information
- Experts and authorities
- Common knowledge
- Inconsistency
3.3 Evaluating reasoning
3.4 Deductive and non-deductive reasoning
· Deductive reasoning: If the truth of premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion, then it is either deductively valid or simply valid.
· Ex: Aristotle thought that slavery was an acceptable institution. John Stuart Mill did not think so. Hence there was at least one subject upon which Aristotle and Mill did not agree. 
· Non-deductive reasoning: There is no guarantee that even when the reasoning is good, that the conclusion might still be false even if all premises are true.
· Ex. I have gone to the store on the corner thousands of times, and every time they have had cigarettes and lottery tickets. So if I go down there today, they will have cigarettes and lottery tickets.
3.5 Deductive arguments: validity and soundness
Validity: An argument is said to be valid if it would be impossible for its conclusion to be false if all of its premises were true. 
Sound: A valid argument with all true premises.
[bookmark: _GoBack]3.6 Implication and equivalence
· If the argument is valid, then the premises imply its conclusion
· Every proposition implies itself (Implication is reflexive)
· If a proposition A implies B, it isn’t necessarily the case that B implies A
· If A implies B and B implies C, then necessarily, A implies C (Implication is transitive)
Equivalence
· Every proposition is equivalent to itself
· Symmetric and transitive
3.7 Evaluating non-deductive arguments
Premises
- Acceptable?
- Relevant?
- Are they adequate enough to support the conclusion?
· A premise is relevant if it provides support to the argument
· A premise is adequate if it provides enough support to make it reasonable to accept the conclusion
· If the argument is unacceptable, then we can judge that it is a bad one
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