
Lecture I °. Philosophical Argumentation : Britain

- Golden Age of Greece

→ In Greece
, people were getting their wisdom from Oracles + consult mythology in times of trouble . People accepted this due to a lack

of knowledge, and a lack of time to question any of this.

→ As economy improved because of trade with other cultures
, many people gained time to pose these questions.

→ In this contact with other cultures
,
the Greece began to compare and contrast their many gods us. god (s) of other cutWes .

→
Because of these two previous factors, Philosophy (which also included questions of natural science) was created.
→ Since these explanation systems (mythologies) , this led to a charge in thought, as a thinking became argumentative (people wanted

evidence to substantiate claims / myths) .
- Philosophical Argumentation

→ philosophical argumentation : a system of methods, devices , and means by which philosophical systems are based, philosophical assertions are

demonstrated
,
and their proof becomes evident.

→ it can be systematic (related to the unity of the theory)

→ it can be analytical ( related to the exposition of a certain theme)

→ is an explication of concepts to gain more precise meaning

→ substantiates a claim or tries to develop new theses from then

-

Aiming at objectivity
→ in argumentation , we are offered the possibility of understanding a judgement, be it philosophical, of a likeminded thinker, or other school.

→ it believes that mutual understanding is possible .

→ it aims to obtain a definite answer (arguing not comprim ising) .

→ Philosophical argumentation convinces through evidence t reason, notcomprise, and begins with contention of truth .

- Induction us . Deduction

→ induction
°
. argues from particular claim or fact to make a general claim .

ex : There appears to be a cause for every effect, thus we can make law of causation.

→ deduction : argues from general statements to specific claims.

ex
. All noble gases are stable . Helium is a noble gas, sohelium is stable .

→ Philosophical argumentation should use both .



Lecture 2: Chapter I :P
.
Rusnock

- lol : Introduction :

- argument : a set of claims (premises) /support + a thesis claim (conclusion) , and an inference (verb of argument).

- Example ? - Socrates is a man . = premiss

- All men are mortal . = premises

- therefore
,
Socrates is mortal = conclusion

→ no matter how
"

bad
"
or even whether the attempts are true or false

, an
attempt to convince someone with reasons

is an argument. (
"
word of god

" )

→ An argument is NOT a description , statement of fact , or anything lacking an inference .

→ a good premises is straight forward, clear, self evident, and does not question why . A bad premises leads to weak/questionable conclusion
.

→ An argument can be recognized through premises t conclusion indicators.

•
- 1.2 : Explanations and Arguments .

-

explanations: shed light on something (we know what happened and are stating the reasons/causes for it) .

- arguments ; claim to prove something (we know the reasons (premises) and are using them to establish a conclusion in doubt).
→ Arguments as Explanations : recounting an argument faithfully is not itself an argument but a retelling of an argument as

a means of explaining the controversy .

- Arguments : - main point is debatable, to be proven
- if its talking about the future, its an argument (its not a fact because it hasn't happened) .
-

morality : to say something is good or bad is an argument .
-

Explanations % - main point is established /fact
- answers why this fact has happened, why is this the case .

B-1.3 : simple and Complex Arguments .

- simple argument : has one conclusion or inference . It has the same number of conclusions as

inferences
. You can have more than one premises for a simple argument.

- complex argument I has more than one conclusion or inference . Has one main conclusion , and at least

one intermediate conclusion or subconclusion . The number of conclusions = number of inferences.

examples
.

.



- 1040
. Arguments in Standard Form

°

.

→ Simple Arguments : form is easyto indentify (the last premises before the conclusion is underlined):
→ Example % - I . PremPss

- 2
. Premises

- 3
.
Conclusion

→ Complex (sub- argument) arguments
°

. Inference is signaled by the numbers after the proposition (statement folacin) .

The numbers refer to the numbered statements that support the claim .

→ Example : P IPR = premPSSI FC: final conclusion
Ic- intermediate conclusion

→ Analysis Strategies
→ not arguments : - conditionals (conti agencies) : ex . When the sun sets, goblins will come out.

- disjunctions (ors)

- unless ( if not)

→Ask the question Whyy (what sentences support the drains?). A conclusion, if you ask why , it is not answered . A premiss answers why .
→ Don't question facts of the argument (

"
word of God

")

→

Analyze the structure of the argument, not the individual trhrut of the premisses .

→ Locate : - the main point (thesis)

-

minor points (subconclusions)

- support (premises) for minor points

→ Look for connection between ideas
,
not the truth values themselves.



Lecture 3 . . Chapter l : P . Rus rock , cont.

•
- 1.53 Real Life is Messy .
→
discard conversational elements

→
paraphrase claims if necessary or desired

→ Consider commands
,
rhetorical questions, exclamations , etc as making claims (these are indicators of conclusions )

→ italicized words and to indicate main points / conclusions ( what the point or thesis is of argument)

- lo 6 The principle of charity
- principle of charity : gives the author benefit of doubt while analyzing the argument (personal opinions don't matter when

analyzing the form of argument)

- 1.83 Unstated premisses and conclusions :

→

Arguments can many time miss elements like premises or conclusions .

→ we
may need

to add missing claims for clarity .

- Example : - If it were snowing , the streets would be white . (not an argument by itself)

- ex. I
0
.

- But they aren't white . - ex . 2 : - 2
. (missing premises)

- 2
. (missing conclusion) - It's not snowing .

→ Bonus :

-note that similar indicators can be used for explanations .

Complex Argument :

simple Argument :



Lecture40
. The ontological Argument

- Saint Anselm of Canterbury.

→ Of Catholic Church
,
held office of Archbishop 1093 - 1109 . Was canonized as Saint after death.

B
-

Argument from Faith .

→ As a theologian first, he was seeking faith first US seeking the truth first (as a Philosopher would) .

•- The ontological Argument .

-

ontology : study of if being

→ He wants to prove existence of God . Oldest t most famous argument for being of God.

- God Exists : Argument 1 :
→ premises :

→

Argument :

Simplified ?

- Quiz 1 :



Lecture S : Chapter 2 : Evaluating Arguments

- What is a Good Argument :
^

I . Are the premises good? A good premises should be obvious 1- factual . A straightforward premises = stronger conclusion .

2. Is the reasoning ( inference) good? Is the connection strong (from premises to conclusion) ?

→ Kinds of Arguments

-

Good premisses + good reasoning

- Good premisses t bad reasoning
- Bad premises t good reasoning

- Bad premises t bad reasoning
-

Evaluating Premises:
→ Strength : - is evaluated on a scale (absolutely a fact to maybe true) ex . 2+2=4 → there's life on other planets.

-

a debatable press iss is not as strong of an argument.

- the strength can vary depending on who makes the claim ( an expert has a stronger value)

→ Scope of claims : involves the extentof the claim .

→ Particular claims : - cannot be refuted by counter - example

- in
many cases , involves an instance or example , and makes limited claims

ex :

→ General claims
°

.

- can be refuted by counter example ( includes : all , every , never , etc . )
- involves many to all of a group , and makes a general or comprehensive claim .

ex :

→ Source of Information °

.

-

Is the source reliable I have a good reputation ? ex . New York Times us . National Enquirer

- Is the source competent / an authority on the subject ? ex . Statistics Canada vs
.
Random person

- Is there a reason to expect the source is biased / conflict of interest ? ex- Industry's claim on climate change .

- Do independent /reliable source agree ? How many? ex - IPCC

-

Do any reliable sources disagree ? How
many?



- Evaluating premises cont .
→ Common knowledge: A premises is strong w/ common knowledge, as it is widely known trot questionable .

→ Inconsistency : A set of claims
, where

its not possible for all to be true.

ex .

-

inconsistency can also be self- contradictory : ex . he said us. she said .

Ex .



Lecture 6 : Chapter 2 Continued

- Evaluating Reasoning :

→ Methods to deduct reasoning :

→ Mathematical Reasoning : un doubtable once it's understood . Undebatable, only right or wrong for everyone . (ex . S - 5=25 )

ex . All my family members have 10 digits .

I have 4 family members .

There are 40 digits in my family.

→
Inductive Reasoning (generalization) : if some x are y , then all X are y. We know it's likely from past experience , however the

future cannot be predicted or guaranteed . the strength of the argument can vary depending on the claims/premises .

ex
.
It snowed this year on St. Patrick's Day in Ottawa.

So it will snow next year in Ottawa on St . Patrick's Day.

→ the original premises giver can lead to a weak argument .

CX
.
If she was swimming, her hair would be wet.

Her hair is wet
.

So she must have been swimming .

→
Deductive reasoning is a stronger argument, but non - deductive reasoning is more common .

- Deductive and Non- Deductive Reasoning :

→ Deductive validity : - The truth of the premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion .

- the conclusion necessarily follow .

ex
.
If its a bear, it's a mammal .

It's a bear
.

Therefore its a mammal
.

→ Non - deductive invalidity: are not meant to be likely , but conclusions are probable or likely .

ex
. Most governor generals in Canada have been men .

So the next gg will be a man .



Lecture Goo Two Models of Scientific Explanation :

- Carl Gustav Hempel :

→ Princeton university professor

→ A logical empiricist :

→ interested in scientific methodology :

→ rejection of metaphysics
'

. rejects complex , abstract, etc. More comfortable in science.

→

only claims verifiable by logic ,or provable by logic or math are meaningful.
'

- Introduction :

→ How does science credibly explain the world? How does science work? Why should we trust science?

→ exploreandun : that which is to be explained

→ ex planans : the explanation of what is to be explained

- Deductive- Nomological Explanation :

→ deducing a phenomenon through a known rule or theory .

-> the argument(deduction:

I . Facts and t

2
. Natural laws/ principles

3. Explanation or event described

- Exportion of knowledge?

→ Facts of the natural world
, once

fitted into applications of principle , become uniformite
'

es.

→ these uniformities become new premises , or bases , for a grander theory .

→ the knowledge builds on itself to become more advanced /new theories .

→ Causation :

→ is deductive - homological in character

→

Usually circumstances cause an event us . onetrigger (more than I trigger generates an event)



- Deductive- homological summary :

→ deduction of uniformities from specific cases :

I
. Individual instances

I
2
. Universal laws

l
V

3. Expected uniform outcome

- Probabilistic (Inductive ) Explanation :

→ is homological but does not claim a certain likelihood. These laws are statistical (never 090 ,or too 010)

→ If certain conditions are met, X is statically likely or probable .

→ These statements state overall , a specific portion of X will have a specific property.

ex . - It's raining .

- It's a statistical probability that rainbows show in 2010 of rainfall.

- Rainbows are unlikely.

- Counterexample :

- the universal theories we use to base our deductive explanations on
, are

NOT absolute , or 100% likely in all cases .

- As such scientific laws should be regarded as probalistic.

- Elliptic + Partial Explanations :

ro→ Reasonable partial explanations ; unscientific or unsurprising .

→

they leave out important details , and as such they can be thought of as arguments with missing explanations.

ex ? Butter melts in the sun " leaves out laws that explain WHY this happens.

•→
Unreasonable partial explanations ; scientific ,

→
poor explanation due to the fact it is incomplete , due to a lack of laws or findings .

- S

Explanatory sketch :

→
occurs in early stages of explanatory formations.

→

missing many elements, and many times , only sensible to the author.



Lecture 7- ? Deductive Arguments : validity and Soundness

- kinds of Arguments :

- You can have a strong argument that IS invalid.

-

Validity :

→ Validity only concerns reasoning structure.

→ sound argument : as far as we know, the info is true, as well as the validity /reasoning .

- A valid argument CAN have wrong , or
not true

,
content or information .

-

One statement deductively and Validly equals another ONLY if it's possible for the 2nd one to be false
,
if the 1st

one is true

- Deductively Valid Arguments :

- the conclusion is guaranteed by the premises . CX.

- this is a valid argument , but the premises isn't necessarily true . ex .

→

Argument Possibilities:

- Valid Reasoning Forms :

- Modus ponens :

- If P
,
then Q → If COULD - 19

,
then SARS - CoV- 2

- I → (OU ID - 19

- Q → SARS - CoV - 2

- Modus totters °.

- If P
,
then Q . -3 If COULD - 19

,
then SARS- CoV - 2

- Not Q .

-3 Not SARS- CoV - 2

- Not P.
→ Not COULD -19



- Invalid Reasoning Forms :

- Denying the antecedent :

- If P ther Q
.

→ If COULD -19
,
then SARS-CoV -2

-

Not P
.

→ Not COO ID - 19 .

- Not Q.
→ Not SARS -↳ U - 2

- A- firming the consequent :

- If p then Q
.

-> If COULD -19
,
then SARS-CoV -2

- Q → SARS - CoV - 2

- p → COULD - 19


