Principles of Argument

I adl wmankind winus ane were of one opinion, and only one ferson were of the
conirary ofinion, mankind wonld be no more fustified in slencing that one e,
thwe b, if e had the poer, woudd be fustified i silencing mankind,

e=[ohn Sturt Ml O Laberty, 1850

THE THROWS OF ARGUMENT

Arguments are discussions in which we strive to atain an objective, There are
ll sonts of objectives: selling our Fworite politcal candidate, gaining a couple of
poines on an exam, selecting the movie we want to see, retarning an ftem 1o a de-
prartment store, or discovering the tuth on an irmportant matger. Verbal and non-
verbal exchanges of reasons, threats, emotions, or even bicks, in the interest of
peaching an ohjective, are normally called arguments.

Ihe language in which we talk about argument suggests that we conceive ar
gument memaphorically as a war o be won, Words such as deteelished, cramhalmed,
destroed, and thrust, make frequent appearances in our accounts of arguments,
And we know thart all is fair in love and war, So the very idea that there are rules
joverning argument may seem questionable from the stare, unless the rules are
gesing te show us how w obiain our objectives more effectively.

Protagoras (400421 scE), a Sophist, hoasted that he could make equally
sirong cases for any side of an argument, Sophists were in great demand in ancient
Athens, just as lawyers are in great demand today. People then, like wday, needed
i know how to argue to defend their lives and property. Sophists knew how 1o
argue well and made a good deal of money by teaching others and by bringing the
rich to court. Protagoras wrote a book about argument thar he titled The Throus,
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but only the tite has survived, The Greek word wsed in the title was the
applied to the throws in the sport ol wreatling,

Unlike the Sophists, who argued for money, the Athenian ph
Socrates argued for truth. He believed thar knowing the truth about mg
as the nature of social justice, piety, and God was essential to living a

happy life.

Socrates was skilled in oo strategies essential 1o good philosaphl
ment. First, he was adept at keeping the peint of an argument from bejng
.'inrrhisul often engaged in long flowery speeches on topics such as the §
love or justice. Socrates was quick to bring his partners in argument b
PNt at issue, 3 maddening practice for those more interested in syl |
stance. Second, during an argument, Socrates was skillful at devising exam
undermined definitions offered by his apponents. Socratic dialectic is a
argument in which a definition of an important concept, such as
“truth,” is subjected to & series of questions aimed at testing i1,

In the Socratic dialogues that Plate wrote, Socrates tests definitinng
by other participants in the discussion. For instance, early in Socrates’ (|
with Euthyphro, Euthyphro defines piety as “that which is pleasing o h
Socrates tests this definition by poindng out that the taditional stories of |
are full of eonflicss, which suggests that what pleases one god may well
another, While one god may be Pleased by a person's action, another i
fended by that same action. If this is the case, what happens 1o Euthypling
tion of piety? Is it passible for one action to be both pious and impious? ()
not, and so the definition must be given up, since it leads to an inconcseng

Socrates’ ohjective in his dialogues may have been (o foster the mod
tespite his public spirit, he acquired many enemies in his pursuit of h,
spectable Athenian citizens, Anytus and Melets, charged that Socrai ..-
itheist who alse believed in and Gght about gods that were different fru
fanctioned by Athens. In his defense, Socrates pointed cut that the charge Iy

ine who believes in no gods, Socrates asked how he could be an aiheist g
ime tme, a believer in gods different from those of the stare. You ean
wocrates had a good argument for his innacence of the charge on impiey,
Anytus and Meletus also charged him, however, with carrupting the
‘erhaps it was this charge that persuaded the Athenian jury 1o find hin g
entence him to death. The point of our discussion of Socrates is that
thilosophical argument is to pursue and end an inquiry om a particular
ut regard o practical consequences. And it is the goal of truth, or ar least jil
elief, that leads to the rules of argument expected in good philosaphical wy
N mast cases, hopefully, you will not be asked o die for your conclusons
ractical considerations such as the approval of peers should be disragan
hilosophical writing, '
Before you can argue effectively, vou must know how to identife and u
‘Buments presented to you, This requires you first to determine if a seties of

Eight  Principles of Argument 135

fents i an arguent, i an srgument, you must then diseern if the argument
s deductive or nondeductive, valid or invalid, and persuasive or tenwous, Tn this

i hd|}ll.'l' vou will learn

* The definition of an argument

*# I'he owo basic types of argument

* How to evaluare argurments

* How to use valid forms o east your arguments

THE DEFINITION OF AN ARGUMENT

An argument s a seties of stalements that include at least one premise, w cone
clusion, and connectives that link the premise(s) to a conclusion. A premise s a
statement. offered as evidence for a conclusion, which I3 assumed or wken Tor
pranted in & context. For example, the statements “1e is wrong o smoke around
pregnant women™ and “If it is wrong to smoke around pregnant women, then the
tnborn have rights” are premises. Some expressions that indicate premises are i,
wince, begause, o ihe basis of, on the basis of the following observations, and the following
issevsation siffonts my claim,

Philosophers use the expression conmective to designate the basic linking ex-
pressions of logic. The basic connectives are @t not the sase that, and, o, and if’. , .
e, The frse connective, which is represented by the negation sign, does not re-
ally conmect statements, Instead, it negates a statement or a group of stlements
connected by the other connectives. And joins two or more sttements. Or also
jnins two or more statements and is understoad in logic in its inclusive sense, A bei-
ter rendering of this connective would be i fuest one,

IF. . . then does double duty in arguments. In a condional seatement it con-
nects two statements. The statement before then s the antecedent, the statemeil
alter then is the consequent, Compound sentences formed by if . .. then are called
conditdonals, Conditionals often are Found as premises in arguments eiither ex
pressly stated or implied, But ¢, . . fhen also functions as the basic eonnective ln
iy argument connecting the premises to the conclusion. An argiment can alwiys
b translated into a long conditional sentence in which the conjunction of the
premises forms the antecedent, and the conclusion is the CONAE UL

A comclusion is the statement or elaim presented as resuliing from (e
premiseis). For example, if we accept the premises that (1) it is weong o sk
around pregramt women, and (2} if it is wrong to smoke around [HrEgTanE Wi,
then the unborn have rights, we must reasonably conclude that the unbor e
rights. The eonclusion follows whether we like the practical consequences it would
SUEEESE OF oL

The following are all linking expressions that indicate conclusions: i folfms
shaa, therefors, if . them, Rence, my conclusion s, cansegienily, i s (probably) the cose i,

and sa.



138

Fight  Principles of Argument 137
AEgmene ask us o accept something as true o only as probably true? The aetions
W# tike based upon certainty are different from the actions we take based upan
fire probability, and we may hold deductive argumenis liable for much stronger

Pt Thine Hew te Think and Wit [

Generally, arguments are expressed in a w, i :
‘ " | ay that requires :
the premises, Sometimes the arguments can he r:!ip.rc!\‘.::g uE.unm'

who remarks that it is ridiculous for pro life advocates to talk aboug gy

hr:ud; nhscun:sl what might be a good argument and infuriates the 1 8 of proof.
might otherwise influence, In ordinary life it tikes 3 lof of patience
retenstruct what others might mean. B
Arguments call for us to take the truth or probable ITY ES
truth of ALI
granted fucr A moment so that we may determine ‘Eh&th(.‘r the purponied VALID S SO
premises is sufficient to guarantee the truth or probability of the conelu Deduc
£ ;t;spl;jmr-iﬁ ﬁd conclusions, arguments may contain exiry i P Y odiey
3 Jokes, biographical dat, or even personal attacks. Philosophers gl
Sizh dStTActing materia] oot i argliten; analyais you shaulﬂ 2 There are two slightly different definitions of waefidity, which corresponid 1o
: g e two different types of argument, deductive and nondeductive, An argumen i

deduictionly vaiid if it is deductive and if the wuth of the premises wonld make it nee-
Pauiry that the conclusion is true also. In other words, an argument is dleductively
Wallel if it is deductive and if it cannot be the case that the premises are true and the
sinclusion i false. The following argument is deductively valid:

If God knows everything, then God knows what 1 will do fo-
morrow before I make up my mind,

Presise 2: God knows everything,

Cowcrusion:  God knows what T will do tomorrow before T make e my
mind.

a8 Sophie’s World in her course. Suill, ¥ou will eventually be rc']uirﬂi o o PREMISE 1

mentitive language what the narrative, Sophie's or vours, seeks s

THE TWO BASIC TYPES OF ARGUMENT

The philosopher William James claimed that the second premise is false, S1ill,

the deductive form of the 4 ment is arranged e ; i the angument is deductively valid; that is, the deduction from the assumed e
Pl e ponerir T ' premises is valid. The argument is deductive becawse it claims certainty for e o

wlusion, and it is valid becaunse its conclusion would have to e true il the premises

Argument. It is an instance of the valid form modaes feiems,
_Thc. following argumen; is deductive beeause its eone
premises, is presented as befng an unarguable matter of facy-

were rue.
When you evaluate an argument for deductive validity, youn cler ment ver check liop

the wruth of the premises. The factual truth of the premises is irrelevant 1o the valid:
Iy of an argument. Consequentdy, a deductively valid argument may have s
jrremises and a true conclusion, or it may have false premises and a false conelusion,

Iin & deductively valid argument the relation bemween premises and conclu
sions is not a causal relationship. Premises do not cause a conclusion to he true;
they merely explain why, if they are e, the conclusion is also true,

imloqj

Twa million and thirg-seven lotrery tickets were sald for Wednesday's 4l
Ibouglt twa tickes. Sa, my chance of winning Wednesday is 2 in 2 0

_An argument is nondeductive {inductioe) if it elaims only 3 high degran
ability for the conclusion, An induciive argument, then, allows for some |
the truth of the conclusion, and it bases jig claim of acouracy on the ve
chance that jts premises are correct. Here is an example: j
Nondeductive Validity

Nondeductive arguments make claims in their conclusions that g0 hevoned
the evidence of the premises, If [ claim “since my chances of winning the loery
are 2 million to 1. then I will probably lose the lotery,” then 1 am making a

All eats that I have ever geen will ear mice, Jake is a cac. Theref
probably ear mice, )

It is important to know the difference between deductive and g
ments because we must know whar an argument demands of us,
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nondeductive argument becanse 1 am claiming only the prabability, not il
tainty, ¢f my conclusion, An argument is nandedusiively vadid i i is o
and if the truth or high probability of its premises make the conelusie ;
probable also, My argument about the probability of my losing the lottery
ductively valid because the high odds against winning do indeed produgs
likelihood that 1 will lose,

Checking for validiry is important because it is the first step in ex
argument in order to see if it i worthwhile to check the actual i
premises. 1f an argument is not valid, there is no point in finding out whe
net the premises are true. If an argument is valid, however, the premises

Imagine you are a member of the National Science Foundation and
presents a grant for funding. The grant's hypothesis is that since mosqulise
malaria, then the people of Rentucky are vulnerable to malaria. As you
grant, you realize that the argument guiding the proposed research
arranged in a valid way, Not all mosquitoes carry malaria, and the mosqulio
carry malatia have not been found in Kentucky. You would not have w o
funding it, because the praject would probably produce invalid § Tl
needs to be reformulated if it is to he worth funding.

Consider the following deductive armuments. Are they validr

* U President Clinton did what Paula Jones charged in her deposition
did, then he is guilty of sexual harassment in the workplace, Paula Jone
indeed speak the truth, Therefore, Clinton is a harasser,

* Republican Bob Dole said he would not mise tmwes. But Dole v il
times to raise taxes while he was a senatar, even while Republicans w
control of the presidency. So, Dole was lving. i

* When Iam in Memphis, T always go to the services at Al Green's ¢
g 1o Al Green's church, then T will visit Graceland afierward,
nearby. 5o, if [ go to Memphis, then T will visit Graceland.

If you found yourself asking whether Al Green (soul and goapel Al
has a church, how Dole (former United States Senator and Republican can

fior President in 1996) voted, whether Paula Jones spoke the truth, or if G
(Elvis Presley's mansion) is indeed close to Al Green's church (it is),
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Are the following nondeductive arguments nondedietively vilid?

* The United States has never elected a third-party candidate as President, So,
Nader will probably not be elecied in 2004,

* When peaple are mansferred 1o Calvary Hospital, they usually die within a
week or wo, Helene's physician has recommended that she be mansferred 1o
Calvary. So, the physician has decided she is beyond ECOVETY,

Cogency
We have discussed three questions that need to be raised when evaluating a
Passage 1o test its credentials as an argument:

I. Does it have the components {at least one premise and a conclusion ) of Wi
Arguments

2. Is the argument type deductive or nondeductive?

3. Is the argument valid or invalid in the manner appropriste to the argument

=

tvpe?

A fourth question remnains to be asked: Is the argument cogent

We may say that an argument is deductived cagimet (o sound) if it is deducrive,
deductively valid, and the premises are in fact true, An argument is sondeduectiely
cogemt (often called strong or correct) if it is nondeductive, nondeductvely valid,
and its premises are true or highly probable,

‘The fallowing argument is deductively cogent:

The electric company charges for electicity, T used electricity from the el
tric company last month, So, [ will be charged for the use of electriciy,

Fhe following argument is nondeductively cogene

Thousands of tickets are sold for each drawing of the California lostteiy, 1
hought only one ticket for the next drawing on Wednesday, So, 1 will rreebu-
bly lose,

PATTERNS OF REASONING

you missed the point. It does not matter to the question of validity whethes
slatements you questioned are in fact uue or false. It mavers only whet
they and the other premises in their respective arguments were true, the
of the premise would make it necessary that the conclusion be true also,
anti-Clintor: bias of the first argument and the antd-Dale bias of the seconil |
ment may irritate you, but these binses have nothing to do with the validi)
the arguments. Try to filter your worries about hias out and attend 1o the
Tents.

Now that we know how to ask four questions that will help us test the philo-
sophically relevant credentials of an argument, we can add w0 our arguimen t-testing
capabilities by understanding sound and unsound patterns aof reasoning. When we
discussed validity, we relied upon simple examples 10 elicit YOUP AETECment o
when the premises would guarantee the uth or high probability of a conclusion,
There are mathematical demonsirations of which argument forms are valid or
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invalid, but we will not provide mathematical proofs here, for the altemnp to
would take us oo far beyond the tompass of this book. If you are interesie
mathematical proofs, take a course in symbolic logic or look at a good logic o
book, We will note the major valid forms and inealid formes alsa. The invalid for
are important becanse some intuitively appealing forms of angument are invaliy

VALID FORMS OF ARGUMENT

The practical henefit of learning the valid and invalid argument forms lie
how the forms facilitae argumentative discussion. Once you isolate the authi
major thesis and premises for (he thesis, you may discover that the aurhe '
structured the argument in 4 valid form, such

identify her error and eriticize or perhaps find a way to repair the arguiment,
of course, if you can cast summaries of Your own arguments in valid Forms, y
writing will be more effective. i

In sentential logic ordinary language statements are given letters as iy
names. Each statement gets only one name, one letter, Take the sentence “If ghi
Tuesday, this must be Brussels,” This js a compaund sentence containing two st
ments: “This is Tuesday” and “This is Brussels.” Some systems of sentenrial loy
use capital letters and begin with the leter A, Others use small letters and he
with p. Whether “This is Tuesday” is named A or p is a convention, The i
thing is that in an argument form it keeps the same name and no other sta
is given the same name, So "This is Brussels® is going to be B or q. |
Aor p. Could we have called it A before we baptized the other statement A? 8
provided we baptized the other one something else.

When an argument in erdinary language is tanslated, replacing it s
ments with sentence letters and the connectives with their appropriate symibs
then we have exhibited its form. The ronnectives in sentential logic conmect
tences. The connectives are and, o, it is not the cage that, and §f . . . then. They &
represented by an upside-daown v, a rightside-up v, the - or —. and an arrow
spectively. Punctuation is also provided with parentheses and brackets o
Proper grouping,

1. This is Tuesday and this is Brussels
ANB

ar

piig
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!lﬁd I.

2, This is Tuesday or this is Brussels,
AY B
or
piq

4. If this is Tuesday then this is Brussels,
A= B

o
P—q
4. This is mot Tuesday
=X or
-P or
=Aar
=
5. Tris not the case that this is Tuesday and this is Brussels
- [(ANE)

or
=(pHq)

and you could replace the - in each example with —,

Two arguments in ordinary language that have the same representation when
translated have the same logical or argument form, This is handy l:_u:clmz e i)
know a form is valid and arc practiced in recognizing it you can immedintely e
opnize valid arguments about matters you never heard of.

Tautologies

A toutelogy i3 a sentence that must be true in all possible worlds, A
raniradiction is a sentence that must be false in all possible wur]da.utl'nu can recog-
nize tautologies and contradictions by their forms, “A and nu_r.ﬁ is & mn!j-a.duc-
tion. “It is snowing in hell and it is not snowing i::_ hell™ is a r.-u:._u-.adwtim..
Tantologies are redundant and boring, bu they are valid, *A or not ﬁ. is l.:i.utnl-
oy: “Itis raining right now in Chico or it is not raining righit now in Chicao. hn:lfr.
that a tautology requires no premises. It is rue on the basis of form alone. S0
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perhaps tautologies are exceptions 1o the rules we have look ;

: \ ed at governing
ment: Tautologies are valid argument forms that require no premises, Phy
ptcrs disagree on the question of whether tautologies assert any conehusions
when sentence names are replaced with ordinary lan statements, Afle

_ ents, A

!1-m-r much information abour the weather is included iﬁg:uumlu abaiit
in this exampler 5

Modus Ponens
A common valid form of argument moelees ponens is, as its Lati

; . ' ' Latin name ||

a "method of putting.” A modius ponens argument takes the following sumbol

If p, then q,
P
Therefore g,

A simple example of & inedes ponens would e as follows:

If July 15 is Graybosch's birthday, then he is a Cancer just like +
Bill Clinton, and Phyllis Diller, s e

July 15 is Graybosch's birthday.
Therefore, he s a Cancer just like O, ]. and the others,

More complicated modus ponems follow paterns such as the following:

If p and q and r, then s or 1.
P and g and r,
Therefore, s or t.

Hypothetical Syllogisms
Hypaothetical sillogisms are arguments that have the following symbolic fon

If p, then q.
If g, then 1.
Therefore, if p, then .

Here is an example of a valid simple hypothetical syllogism:

I reading someone's personal electronic mail violates (he right 1o pri
then reading the person's personal electronic mail is wron 1

hter Eight  Principles of Argumant

It reading someone else’s prersonal electronic minl is wrong, then most em-
plovers violate emplovee rights to privacy,

S, if reading someone's personal mail violates the right wa privacy, then most
employers viclate employes rights t privacy,

Syllogisms come in many forms. One is known as the digunctive gpllagiom, which b
the following svinbolic form:

Porg.
Mot p.
Therefore, q.

Example:

Either you vore or vou have no reason 1o complain, You did not vore, There
fore, you have no reason o complain.

A knowledge of traditional syllogisms will be helpful 1o yon i pon are taking a stasn-
dardized test for graduate or profesdonal school. Here are several valid syllogisms.
Motice that waditional syllogisms are not in sentential form.

All A’s are B's.
All B's are C's.
Therefore, all A's are Cs,

Example:

All vights are valid claims. All valid claims are prima Bcie moral. Therelore,
all rights are prima facie moral.

Another valid syllogiam Follows:

All A%s are B's.
This is an A,
This is therefore also a B
Example:
All rights are valid claims. Self-defense is a righe. Self-defense is 2 valid elam.
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Here is a third valid syllogism,

Al A's are B's,
Mo B's are C's,
Therefore, no 4's are C's,

Example:

Afourth valid syllogism is:

Mo A's are B's.
Some C's are A's,
Therefore, some C's are pot Bs,

Example:

No ethnic revolutions are
Balkans are ethmjc revolutions
democratic revalutions.

Modus Tollens

Modus tollens, Latin for *method Ls byl
fallowing symbolic farm: methad of removing,

If p, then q.
Mot q.
Therefore, not p.

fcample;

If it is morally WEONE [0 smoke around

have ﬁghﬁ. The unborn dn .
mat %
smoke around DPregusiit wnthes, have rights, S, it is ot mnﬂﬂ},

is an argument that

Pregnant women, then the
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Dilemmas

A ditemowa 15 an argument in which there is a choice bemween two altemaum.
neither of which is particularly desirable. & dilemma takes the following symblje
T

Foarq.

If p. then r.

[Eq), then s
Therefore, ¢ or 5.

Example:

Peter either forgot that it was his son's birthday or did not care enougly i,
by a gift, If Peter forgot, then he needs o spend less ome on work, I Pejey
did not care encugh, then he needs counseling. Therefore, Peter aiplyep
needs o work less or get counseling.

This is a handy form of argument for use when you know that someone is E"J“T}' af
ane of several offenses bue you cannat say which one, You do not have o deqep.
mine which offense 15 the real one o convict the person.

Indirect Proof or Reductio ad Absurdum

A dndivect proaf, also known as redwctia ad absrdum, exhibite that the negation
of what it seeks to prove entails a false proposition, Recognition of that logical o
sequence requires logically the rejection of the proposition that Ted 08 0 accew
the falsitg. IT that initial proposition must be false, then is negation must e e
Hedwuctios have the following form;

To prove p

Suppose: not p.

If not p, then 1,

If q, then r,

Mot r.

Therefore, not not p.
Therefore, p.

Example:

To prove: Same sex couples should not hive the right to marmy.
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arder inductive evidence o suggest the lack of a causal connection berween the
elements in an analogy. Others would argue that the reasoner must possess el

crder inductive evidence that a connection does hold before accepl-

For our purpnse, philosophical writing, it is encugh 1w note that

a6
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Suppose same sex couples should be
. come legally entitled to marry, If
sex couples marry, then same sex couples will have the right 1o adog

dren. If sam i o
& sex couples have the right mw adopt children, then il vant higher

threaten i i

e e e gL T e e
ol not 0o bhe thre C ied for the relevance the [ACtors enuimera

couples should not be enide e atened. There i ;:,ET:E[“ should be querie T

The mductia looks like an extend i rence
! ed version of wodus tollens, The diffe s
the rductio is purposely used 1o threw doubt on 3 particular premise Induction by Eliminati
. nduction o
on by elimination is a popular nendeductive form of reasoning in philo
ophy. It requires three steps. The first is to canvass the alternative warics
question. The second is to find reasons why all alternatives but one cumnot hel:‘l-l'i
Bk e _ Finally, having eliminated all the unacceptable alternatives, you take stefr three,
p." For example, the statement "Iﬁ::;?fm- l:,hu the symbolic form *p ang which is tﬂ?ﬂfﬂ?‘ e selaiiag M th“hudﬂdﬂm. i
ing right now in Chica” is a contradicti Ting ¢ now in Chico and it is not § step i this form of reasoning s e frst step. 1 you A8 II'JMI o e il b
true. So if you find a contradiction fmuzn;hmig?;:::?l?dﬂf;mmmdi:ﬁn“ e natives, you will commit an informal fallacy called a fielse o Wowll s
fﬂ;;cnnui_::; case that it is raining and nol raining in E'l[ﬂi?:J ISgT'lt nciw, i' g i LT
ge RIS against Socrates, outlined earlier, we would agree wi Sor
that it is not the caee that he is both an atheist and a I:u::Ii:rm;ri jdn gods b

El? CNltl‘a.dicﬁmm

A contradiction is a sentence form that must be false no matter whal s

§.6.10 Induction by Enumeration

In industion by enumeration we infer that 2 quality probably belangs ta n whils
population on the basis of a finite number of instances.
Example: {

B Analogies

In an analogy we draw & comparg
. : Parison between the known gualit iy
Eapfx:a::-xjtm: ﬁgflil;lu;ll:h kn:é\:n I:qu:ﬂa'n‘u of 2 target pnpucllar:i::n.ﬂl'.t'ﬂt;’:r ST
R : o like heaw meral music, alt i : ]
and tattoos, and if we make 1 new fr i et of theas 2t B
end wha likes three of th i
i . . @ ose things, J
ar able to infer by analogy that the new friend will like the oy

Farmer Jones's turkey believes that Farmer Jones will come w feed him every
morning on the bass of a finite number of previous feedings.

This is a faiely reliable inference for the turkey; it 1% copFect cvery morning excepl
the Lasr.

e cepemd in part on the slrui itiess bef ' : A statitical induction is similar w induction by enumeration. [t involves al-
i : e i related to each other. G [rihm;in,; the statistical Frequenicy of a quality in 3 sample population w the populi

tion as a whole.

that the fourth person shares thoge 1 falafe :
ikes, becauge faati "
nt Sl.::;ﬂ.]:l.’:lzled 0 an appreciation of mosh pits, ey 4 g
alogies often lead o unsound conchusio !
. . ns because th ; |
R i e f“m,: mﬁ;ﬁ::;!n;t tE :. petly Since Tﬁl‘ii:-hn: the ca;lnﬂ]n we have seen have owo humps, we infer that 75% of
et all came Ve Dwe humps,

ml“-m:' This background knowledge is sometimes referred o as a hl'gherurdﬂ- Bath induction by enumeration and statistical induction uncover connections that
: B may be more than coincidences—connections that may he based on an underlying

h - . X A
phers would defend analogies provided that the reasaner possesses no higher cansal relationalip,
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Infmncemﬂ:eﬂenhtplmﬁm

Some philosophers accept inference to the bet explanation as a valid form
nondeductive inference. Suppose there is a series of events whose occurrence o

he most reasonably explained if you posit another event or fact as their cause,
Example:

You notice that every dme you play cards with me, you lose. But when y
play cards with other people, you do reasonably well, Your losing streak wl
me might be best explained if you posic that [ am a cheat, Perhaps I |
marked the cards,

Suppose you know there are no perfect vacuums in nawre, and Youl @
know that energy in imperfect vacuums is unstable. How did the |
begin? Perhaps the best explanation is that a perfect vacuum transforme
into an imperfect vacuum in which energy is unstable and there was an expl
sion? Here the posit is an imperfect vacuum. A

For centuries God was the natural posit for explaining the existence of
universe because a lack of scientific knowledge blocked the suggestion of posiil
an imperfect vacuum. An explanation, therefore, is only as good as our knowled)
of the conditions and circumstances of the phenomenon that we are Lrying to e
plain. Good background knowledge might justify our claim that the explanatio
thaat oocurs to us is the only possible one, it hecause our knowledge is s aliy
more limited than we think, we should normally give low probability to conclusio
from this form of reasoning,

|2 The Hypothetical-Deductive Method

The hypotheticaldeductive methad is usnally actributed to Karl Popper but ¢
at least from the work of the nineteenth-century American philosopher Cha T
Wright. Popper popularized the method with philosophers of science as his ol
nal criterion for differentiating science from nonscience. Popper points out i
one can never conclusively verify by empirical means a universal siatement, by
one can falsify ir, '

For instance, induction by enumeration cannot establish once and for all g
all swans are white. One nonwhite swan can falsify the universal claim about
swans. It may sound odd, but fabifistility is actually more helpful to sclence i
verification via inductions. After all, if you can falsify a claim, then vou need o
pursue it any longer and can meve on o another cliim,
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Papper urges that scientific imvestigators select the hypothesis with the lewe
initial protahility, ghven oor background beliefs, for further investigation, It is th
hypothesis that has the highest likelihood o tm out w be wrong when empir
cally tested. IF it survives frequent tests, i i considered corroborated.

APPLICATIONS

Argumentation is the means by which most philosophy gets done. As ol
read philosophical essays, try to determine which particular modes of aggument
tion the writers are using, The premises may be more complicated than the oies
have used in my examples above, but the basic forms will be there, Remenbar
learning the throws of argument now will enhance your ability not only o wnder
stand philosophical positions but wo find ways to question and perhaps lmpiow
upon them in vour own writng

Most beginning philosophy courses will require you to analyee argumenis
Use the valid forms discussed in this chapter wo inigially lay out the relationship he
tween the author's major thesis and major premises. Then weat each mujol
premise in mrn as a conclusion and ask what form of argument is used w suppon
it. Expect that in some cases you will have to supply premises yourself that an
taken by the author for granoed,

Laying arguments out in argument form will also be useful in COTITe
contrast papers. It will help vou notice the common premises of authors who AFRLLE
tor different conclusions. It will also indicate w you which areas might be most use
ful to investigate in criticizing one position. Take the valid argument used in ik
chapter about the rights of the unborn, Most of us agree thal it s wrong o smuoke
in the presence of pregnant women. If we were to evaluate the argument furthes,
we would probably fix cur attention on the conditional: I it is wrong w0 smoke
around pregnant women, then the unborn have rights, Perhaps we will argue il
this premise is false. It might be that it is wrong to smoke only around prognmm
wamen who want o give hirth 1o a fetus, Or, it might be wrong only i the weomi
regards the effects of smoking as significandly damaging to her unborn, The rights
might ot belong to the unbors except through the dghis of the woman,

And, of course, as you formulate your own arguments in argumentative -
pers, you will want to insure they are cogent by casting them in outline i valid
forms. IF this is not successful, you will know where vou need to do more work,

It might seem that some argumentative forms, such as the dilemma, are only
useful in criticism. However, a good argumentative paper will anticipate objections
and answer them. If you are writing on the immorality of smoking around preg-
nant women, then you should probably anticipate the objection thae such a judge
ment suggests the unborn have rights, and that conflicts with the right of a woman
to choose. The same sorts of argument forms that would help vou criticize a real
apponent will serve you in criticiding the opponent you anticipate,
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At the beginning of this chaprer we discussed Socrates’ approach i
ment and noted that Socrates was adept at coming up with counterexamples
general definitions offered by his partners in inguiry, In one sense this is an
stance of Popper's notion of falsifiability, A definition is a universal statement, §
a counteresample, like a single black swan, falsifies a definition. Bt
kerest in counterexamples was also part of his desire 1o be clear about the
of the concepis he was addressing. The positive message found in the
that it is important o be clear about what atheid means before
whether someone is in fact an atheisc

A MAP OF HOW TO ARRANGE
A PHILOSOPHY PAPER

Let us agree that some philosophy papers, the most basic ones, will be ex
tory papers. Here, your task will be to be clear abowt the meaning of the key pl
sophical terms and 1o present some philosopher's position in its form, hope
valid. So, if you are assigned an expository paper on William [ames’ coneey
freedom, your paper will involve an analytic step in which you explain whist
meant by terms such as determiinism and indeterminiom, It will also invalve exhil
the structure of his argument against determinism, which seems to this writer i
vabve use of the dilemma,

In & compare/contrast paper you might address the views of [
James, B. F. Skinner, and Jonathan Edwards. In such a paper you would sull I
ta do the analytic steps that make up an expository paper. This time, ho
there will be three such expository papers—one for each philosopher under pa
ination. The critical part of the compare /contrast paper will center on the vall
or invalidity of each philosopher™s argument, the defensibility of key definii
and the truth of the premises offered for each thesis. So, expository papen |
contained within compare /contrast papers.

Argumentative papers likewise contain expository and compare /contri
pers. It is very difficult o address a philosophical isue without congidering
work of others. If you are working an the justification of making duties tw fumn
members 4 moral priority over duties to the state, it will be helpful to place W
discussion in the context of reasons provided by philosophers whe disigres wi
each other on the issue. Some names that occur to me naturally on this e |
Flato, Aristotle, Marx, Firestone, and Hobbes. The comments vou make in con i
ing the positions of these philosophers will serve as reasons for the position
suppart in your argumentative paper. Marx, for instance, presented the sentim
tal family as a means of preserving economic classes through inheritance, I
find yourself objecting chat this is rarely the reason why people choose o have ¢ i
dren, this ohjection will serve hoth as a criticism of Mars and a reason in the
tiom you develop.

il

. i
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Realizing the continuity in these three types of papers, we can s ol e
steps of a philosophical paper as follows. The different types of papers stop at dif

ferent places.

L. Expository Step
#, explain key terms
b. exhibit the form of the argument under consideration
2. Compare/Contrast Atep
a. address the validity of the arguments under consideration
b. address the cogency of the arguments by considering the evidence for the
various premises and also by attempting to formulate counterexamples
€. repar the arguments by recasting them in valid forms or adding premises
to insure that you address the hest possible version of an argument

A entative Step
a, state which aliernatve view seems more likely correct based on ihe
premises available

b. use the criticisms in the compare/contrast phase to state how close o
awn view is o the preferred alternative

¢ develop your own view further using the criticisms brought against other
alternatives as vour initial premises

. recast your cwn argument in a salid form

e. anticipate and address objections 1o your view

£ conclude by smting what has been accomplished and what remains 1o he
imvestigated
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Example:

If Grayhaosch wins the lottery, then he can ake a vacation, Gravboseh cannog
win the lottery, Therefore, Graybosch cannot ake a vacation,

It would be a lot easier wo mke a vacadon if T won the lotery, bt mayvbse 1 will
take one anyway. The error in the argument form is in assuming that the an-
tecedent (winning the lonery) is necessary o my conclusion (taking a vacation), In
actualivy, my raking a vacation does not depend npon winning the lowery, Winning
the lottery is one sufficient, but not necessary, condition of taking a vacation,
Madus powens presents an antecedent which is a sufficient, not a necessary, condi-
tion of & consequent,

Avoiding Fallacies

Affirming the Consequent

Here 15 another invalid form of reasoning:

Tasa}-:ﬁuau-emnu&idmprhiquﬁmahmaulmm“gmh

for iy dherd e have discavered theat, out there, there i no truth, 8 it o say ih | If p, then q.
frunpoces wondd be served Best by ceasing ta ser truth as 2 desp matter, ax o .
fhilosophical interest, or, “true” as a term which repays “anadysis, " ?;' ik

ore,

—HRichard Rorty, Contingency, dreses, and Sl
Just because p always leads 1o g does not mean that g always leads o s Cilier sulll

cient conditions may also result in q.

FORMAL FALLACIES

Fallacies are errors in reasoning that lead us to accept conclusions (il
not entitled to accept on the basis of the premises. Formal fallacies are ro
errors that oceur because the form or structure of an argument is incorre
are an infinite number of formal Ballacies, vet a few may be identified that
manly encountered when analyzing arguments, The ability to recognize th !
miake your job as a critical writer easier.

The Exclusive Fallacy

This fallacy takes the following form:

Porg.
B
Denying the Antecedent Therefore, not q.
The fallacy lies in confusing the inclusive and exclusive sense of ex You are w
a paurty and ask who brought the wine, The host says Fred or Jack brought the wine,
IT o is meant exclusively, then once vou know that Fred brought wine, vou could
conclude that Jack did mor, Buc if or is vsed inclusively, then it means ae least Fred
and possibly Jack brought wine, Since logic uses the inclusive sense of or, you aught
not ko infer from the fact thar Fred broughn wine that Jack did not.
Here is an example of the exclusive fallacy:

Remember the way we formulated arguments in Chapter 8. Consider |
gument in this form: §

If p. then q.
Not p.
Therefore, not q.
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Either Newt Gingrich is guilty of ethics violations or Bill Clinton (8
ethics violations,

Newt Gingrich is guilty of ethics vialations.
Therefore, Bill Clinton is not guilty of ethics violations.

The inclusive sense of or allows both disjuncts to be tue. They both o
guilry; hoth disjuncts could be ue, .
Of course, we are familiar with detective stories in which each
inated until there is only one lefi who must be guilty. There are eli
ments in which the truth or falsity of a disjunct is relevant to the wruth
others. But they must be carefully phrased to show the relevance of fie
cach other, And you will note that the argument example above did not |
premize that said they both could not be guiley, If it dad, it would have b
argument. But it would also have had a different argument farm,

INFORMAL FALLACIES

Infirmal fallacies are errors in reasoning based in the content of an
and nat in the argument's form. It is possible to construct arguments
forms but still fail 1o have reasoned properly in one of three general ways,
premises of the argument could be false or lack the proper degree of prol
Seconid, our reasoning conld leave out evidence in our possession or evide
I8 not in our possession that we are sill responsible for gathering, Igno
contrary evidence is not automatically an acceptable excuse. Third, our ar
coild mistakenly asseri that the premises give more support to the con
the truth or probability of the premises would warrant.,

Susceptibility to Fallacies

Our human desires make s susceptible o fallacies. A common g
lacy is to bet on a number that is due because it has not occurred recenl
dice or the rouletie wheel is fair, each ourcome has the same probability &
roll or spin regardless of how long it has been since it last occurred, 161
snake eyes (two ones) in a row, on the seventh throw it is just as likely i
throw snake eyes again as it was on the first throw. Snake eyes are not lesy
cause they have occurred six dmes in a row, if the dice are fair, A

Psychologists have catalogued a number of impediments to reasonl
prety good at math, but [ make an increasing number of errors of suli
my checkbook toward the end of the month, Wiskful thinking infects my mal
other interesting impediments 10 ressoning are our tendencies 0 '.

¥
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vanfivsition dias ame o egheet one sanse for any given event, The confirmation hias
allows vs to accept horoscopes and pspchic hot lines because we remember only
the instances when the “predictions” come troe and forget the times when they do
not, The expectation that every event has just one cause blinds vs w other con-
iribnating causes and makes us especially prone o give up good causal connections
when we run intoe one exception. For example,

Smoking does not cause cancer, because my Dad smaoked until he was 97,

Perhaps vour dad was lucky and had a genetic endowment that helped him resis
cancer, There s no guarantes (not vet, anyway) vou have that same endowment,
There is also an imteresting error made consistenthy with siatistical reasoning,
Suppose you read of a study that says that 55 percent of people convicted of hie ol
prossession said they had smoked marijuana before hecoming invabed with harain,
This correlation might lead vou to infer thar marijuana use causes heroin use; of
vl might infer that whatever causes marijuana nse also causes heroin use, Anil
people commonly make such inferences, The 35 percent is impressive uneil you
notice that 65 pereent did not say that they smoked marijuana before hecoming in
volved with heroin. When you are presented with a statistical correlation between
iwo factors such as marjuana use and heroin use, you really want o know four cor-
relations before drawing a conclusion about the relevance of one to the other;

* What percent of marijuana users also use heroin,

* What percent of marijuana users do not use heroin.

* What percent of the population wse heroin only,

* What percent of the population use neither marijuana nor heroin,

Cur tendency o accepr fallacies is, formunately, counteracted by our abiblig 1o
identify them, The following list of informal fallacies has been consracted fo assin
vou in identifving fallacies in arguments.

Invalid Appeal to Authority

An invalid appeal to authority oceurs when we rely on defective experiise, e
lectve expertise is a source of knowledge that presens iself as autharitative but is
not, Michae] Jordan is an expert baskethall player, but he does not necessarily
ki the best brand of ice cream, Experts may be subject to bias that can cause
them consciously or unconsciously o render unfeir judgment, A Tovous salesman
will probably not provide an unbiased evaluation of a Nissan. And sometimes the
expers disagree, leaving us forced o reasan for ourselves,
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teh The fact that people have positions of authority does not automatically

eir belicts, or our premises, false or unjustified. When the president or the
speak, n;hc:.r do not commit a fallacy of invalid appeal to authority juse by g y
something. Perhaps their office does not give them expertise in all matters,
each has a sphere of expertise—paolitics and religion—where it is appropriale
speak and be cited as an authority. And, when they venture inea ather a.rp |
4 the philosophy of love, the arguments they offer ought 1o be .u:::nnai?"E
would be simply unfair to convict them of the fallacy of invalid appeal o aul
un::;s they claim that their position gives them some special expertise
::am:;ummuas should have the chance to offer arguments and be given

Straw Person

A straw person is a misrepresentation of the posit '

_ r position of an opponent. A
PETSON 15 4 position or concept that you have formulated bcm.usupif:ois n:lum e
attacked than your apponent’s real position, The phrase “What so-andsn 1
means to say” ofien introduces a straw persor: arguiment. ]

Inconsistency

You commit the error of inconsistency when you i
Support a conclusion. If you accept as a pi'ernjsc Ea ;::;nﬂf:?:j::rzgnp d
leard to death but admit that diseases cansed by smoking lead o dcu.thg ¥
premises conflict, You can also commit this fallacy by being lﬂfunsilte;lt in
words and actions. Or, you could argue for inconsistent conclusions, Sometl
people change a belief over time without cifering an explanation why. And |
organizations such as corporations or political partics sometimes ta.k:.- incomsll
positions with different audiences or have spokespersons who take differing st
You and a fri-:n_d_ might take opposing viewpaints on an important isswe af:-d. "
J.currsl 10 a politician and compare the replies you receive, In many cases, ji |
look like the politician agrees with hath of you. A

False Dilemma

gk fahe_di]cmma occurs when all the available alternatives are not consider
Consider this example of a false dilemma often used by parents: “Do you wa
g0 to bed now or after your bath?" Faced with what seem 1o be only two powl

hpier Nine  Avoiding Fallocies 157

courses of action, the fiveyear-old child will ke the bath and go o bed, withou
realizing that there may be other, less undesirable alternatives, When she reaches
the age of eight or nine, different courses of action, such as continuing 1o witeh
pelevision, may occur o her,

In politics, even in the most sophisticated commentaries, false dilemmas ap-
pesar in questions such as “Should the Uniged States use military force o eeonomic
sangtions against Irag#”

Complex Question

In this fallacy you ask a question in a way that begs the answer to another,
usually negatively perceived, question. The idea is o make your opponents grant i
premise that will be useful in constructing an argument against a conclusion they
wish to resist. “When are you going to become responsible?” If you answer st
question, you admil that you have not been responsible in the past and grant &
premise that may then he used against you,

Begging the Question

When vou beg the question, you argue For a conclusion by assuming at lemst
part of it in your premises. “Why do you doubt that God is good? Does not the
Koran say sof" The question assumes that God exists and that the Roran provides
an authoritative description of the deity’s characieristcs,

Suppressed Evidence

Because we cannol spend all our lives in doubt, we must eventually dias oo
clusions on the basis of the eidence avadlable 1o us. But whenever we suppiess eyl
dence, whether we have it available or not, we engage in Bllacious reasoning. (31
easier o know when you have suppressed rvelevant evidence in your possessiin
thag it is to know when you have done enough investigation to conclude that there
is no conflicting evidence that you have not uncovered, Do vou need o have read
everything William James ever wrote to know that he believed in free will® Or i
reading “The Dilemma of Determinism” enough? The correct answer depenids
upon your social role and responsibilities, on whether you are a beginning student
ar an advanced scholar, We often suppress evidence for good motives. When we
tell children that bad things will happen o them when they lie, we suppress evi-
dence that nt all lies lead 1o negative consequences.
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2.9 Lack of Proportion

When we overestimate or underestimate actions, interests, or ourcomes
are guilty of applying a lack of proportion in our arguments. Consider the fi
ing exhortation, addressed to a typical teemager: “Go ahead and buy the Smasl
Pumpkins concert ticket for $300.00, You only live once!”

2.10  Appeal to Unknowable Statistics

It is tempting to insert into our arguments appeals to unknowable st
For example: *Let's have one more drink. Nobody has ever died from a sixg
Another example: “Bautlefield deployment of tactical nuclear weapons has
vented 17 major wars in Europe since 1950,

211 Ad Hominem

Ad homanem is Latin for "against the person.” It is a fallacy that invelves ati
ing people's character, Inoks, tastes, or same ather irrelevant aspect of their liv
aveid dealing with their arguments. |

.

112 Guilt by Association

Guilt by association is a form of ad hoaminem argument in which a persan
sociales are attacked in an atempt o reflect negatively upon that person or ey
gument. The target person may be beyond reproach, but her associaces mg
easy targets. Vice presidential candidate Richard Nixon used this strategy in b
mous 1951 “Checkers” speech to attack Adlai Stevensen, a politician beyon;
proach, by associating Stevenson with Harry Truman, who was VETF CONEroves
Although Truman had endorsed Stevenson’s candidacy for President, Tru
Slevenson were not constant companions. Politicans commonly employ the g
site of this phenomenon, innocence by association. When wealthy politicians |

13 Two Wrongs Make a Right

A common fallacy involves defending a wrong action by claiming that so
ofie else has done the same thing or has done something just as bad: “Tommy
me first!” When we base our argument on the wrong behavior of maore than |
people, this fallacy is called commin practice “1t's not so bad to cheat on the es

gt Mine  Aveiding Fallacies 159

my friends do i When a way of doing wrong has become so accepted that it has
attained the stams of a proverb, it is called troditional wisdom: “The real speed limii
is ten miles per hour above the posted speed limie®

Equivacation is the practice of using different meanings of a term that has
maore than one meanimg to derive a conclusion: “Jesus loved prostitutes, and so dis
I. That's why I pay them well for their services.”

0215 Appeal to Ignorance

We appeal to ignorance when we oy w get someone o believe thar his con
clusicn is false hecause he has failed to prove it is e, We may even v tw get i
tr believe that because he has failed to prove his conclusion to be true, then the
opposite of his conelusion is true, The failure o prove the existence of extrateres
irial humangids does not demonstrate that there are nene, and the Gailure o
prove that there are no extracerrestrial humanoids does not demonstrate thil
there are some.

M216  Composition

Composition is a fallacy that ocewrs when we reason that if the members of &
group have a property or characterisic, then the whele group has thar charac iesis
tic. We might believe, for example, that if all the plavers on the Oklahoma Soonems
foathall team are individually good players, then the wam muse be good alse, They
miy not, however, play well together.

0.2.17 Division

Division is the fallacy that occurs when we expect a member of @ group o
have all the characteristics of a group as a whole: "Native Americans care absout tie
environment.” Even if most Native Americans do care about the enviromment, this
dues not mean thar an individual Native Ameriean will,

1218 Hasty Conclusion

When you accept a sweeping conclusion on the basis of a single or small
number of incidents, you reach a hasty conclusion, For instance, someone Ty
conclude that all New York City taxi drivers are dishonest if she has been over-
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charged for a ride from the airport to downtown. A hasty conclusion is the
making a judgment on the basis of too small a sample of experiences,

Sometimes, hasty conclusions are referred foas swiall samples. A sa
oo small to reveal a representative trend. You would probably be less likely
cept the conclusion of a survey ahoue pornography and sexual assault if vau |
out that only twenpy-five offenders wers surveyed, A sample can also be fiy e
being unrepresentative. A survey of New York City cab drivers ought nat |
tiken as a fair indication of the behaviors of all cab drivers, no matter how |
cabbies are surveyed,

Humans are inclined w0 make inductions from single experiences,
nally we ought not to do s, Calculating a suificiently large sample size depend
the size of the population we study and its diversity. I heard a psychologh
the radio say that she had spoken 1o over fifty women before drawing her eoy
sion about how best to end a relationship. A sample of ffty is not enough to dy
conclusion about such a large group of persans. Alsa, people are mare com
entities than Ping-Fong halls, One may expect a greater diversity of opinions w
the population of women or men, and this should affect sample size, Statisiic
would want you to check with at least 1,200 PeEuple in a rigorous, sciencificalls
signed soudy before drawing a conclusion abour 3 couniry like the United Stai

The sample should alse be representative of the population. So, iy
ter talk aboue women in generil, then you should make ¥
about a particular ethnic or econnmic group.

9 Questionable Canse

The questionable cause fallacy is committed when we take an event a |
cause of another on the basis of token evidence, such as a correlation that hay
been subjected o further investigation. Political candidates are fond of a
economic improvements to their economic policies. But they rarely cons .

greater improvements in the econcmy il their poll
had not been followed: that the ecanomy improved despite their policies and
because of them,

) Questionable Analogy

A questionable analogy i the result of drawing a conclusion on the I
similarities while ignoring or overlooking relevant differences, For example, el
tric discharges occur both in a computer that is processing information and i §
human brain when it is thinking, This might lead us to draw analogies ety
what goes on in the brain and in the compuler as support for the conelusion g
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computers and bumans both process information in the same sense. Bue there an
many disgimilartes between human brains and computers; in fact, there iy by
oo :;mny relevant dissimilarities to compare arificial intelligence o human inell

gence,

0.2.21 Appeal to Pity

Sometimes we are tempred to accept a conclusion or a premise because we
have sympathetic feelings either for the person who a!i\'anf::u it or for the person’y
current situation. Ferhaps we may accept a joh appll:%aﬂt & argument lhlt he _d..
serves a teaching position because if he does not receive it, he and his fmily will

suffer,

Appeal to the Stick

Appeals 1o the stick are actions that mistake threats for arguments. Whan we
appeal to the stick, we urpe someone o accept a conclusion or else aufliey m.hf o
implied negative consequences. “Why should T attend class®” asks the siudent, “lie
cause if you da not, T will lower your grade ane level for each absesce i excess ol
two,” replies the auwthoritarian philosophy insmtlur. The instructor has not per
suaded the siudent of the reasonableness of atending class but inatead his e

supply a motivation,

h.2.22

9.2.23  Appeal to Loyalty

Sometimes we accept a conchision because it comes from a revered public
figure, or it is erucial W our national interese, or its contradiction reflecs wifivo.
ably on our nation or another cherished institution, such as a chureh, sehool, o
fumily. Some Americans have refused, for example, o believe that our armed
forces have committed atrocities.

Provincialism
Like the appeal w loyalty, provincialism blinds us to the value of beliefs and

pracices of other cultures, We are provincial when we r:j:lit ihe ideas of others
not for verified reasons but simply because we are Familiar with our own Practices

0.2.24



225 Popularity

L.26 Double Standard

27 Invincible Ignorance

hlm _m:rtl'h'ilh theirs, We may atiend a Christian COMMunion service withoot i
Boning its value bul reject a harvest dance as having no religious value, -
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5o IF the premises are ingppropoiate or inadequate, select the fallacy from the
list absove that most adequately explains the error in the argument.

CALCULATING PROBABILITIES

We rely upon popularity or appeal to the crowd (argument ad bacudim)
we argue fa-lr a conclusion on the grounds of is widespread acceptance or ac
tance by an impartant group that is not eomposed of appropriate experts

A double standard securs when we treat similar cases in a dissimilar man

IF we expect men but not women 1o experience i
ot i o X premarital sex, we subseribe |

Some people actually take pride in refusing 1o i This sy

. : 3 B to listen to argument,
farm ﬂl': evading the issue is usually fed bw faith, frustration, anrguu]f-ﬂghm -
Extremists on both sides of the abortion issue, for example, sometimes exhib

vincible ignorance by demonstrating pride et .
other side. g pride in not listening to arguments of

IDENTIFYING FALLACIES

Exercises to sharpen your argumentacive skills are waiting for you ¢
where. But newspapers and other media, especially those featuring politici 1,
g:-r.u?d P]ace: to look. Your task, to identify the fallacies within arguments, wil
easier if you approach cach example hy taking the following steps, in this ore

1. Identify the conclusion tha you are being asked 1o accept.
2. Idencify the reasans [premises) that are affered for accepiing the condlus

3. Deu.-nninle the appropriateness of the premises—that is, the extent fo ol
the premises lead to the conclusion,

4. D:tcrlmin: adequacy of the premises—that is. the extent to whichy
premises provide suflicient reason 1o acceplt the conclusion,

MNevw that we understand how valid argumens are formed and how o identily
lallacies, we may consider how 1o calculate the probability that centain wpes of ar
guments (those whose elements are quanfiable) may be valid, We stated in (he
previows chapter that a nondeductive argument is one that claims thar a conclus
siom follows from the premises with a high probabilitg of trath, But Bow igh misst
the prebabilicy of truth be in order for us to believe that a conclusion is ||.|.Ei:hr|ﬂr
probable? The answer is not clear.

We may begin, however, with the proposition thac the probabilig's sulll
ciency depends epon the context, In other words, the strength of the proal thar we
demand will depend upon the importance of what the conclusion demals of
and the costs o us of ignonng the conclusion. For insance, if 1 owoed 8 toek
whose manufacturer sent a recall notice hecanse one in ten thousand lave @
ing ashirays, [ would take the truck in for service. Taking the truck in for service (s
a relatively minor inconvenience compared to the potential da,mag: of m
sion, even if the chance of an explosion is remoie,

There ire some rules you can use in determining probabilites, U you want (o
know the probability of winning a louery, vou should find out bow many ket pe
seld. Your probability of being a winmner when the tieket is juse pulled out ol o dii
is equal to the number of dekets you bought divided by the nomber sold. Bl
teries are designed [or suspense. They are meant to be presented as television
drami, You have seen on television the litde Ping-Pong balls Doating arsimd il
they are sucked inte a tube and displayed at the bottom of the television screen.
This means of selection allows there 1o be lotteries with no winies ina given diiy
ing, since no one may have picked the right combination, There can also be sey
eral winmers, since more than one person may pick the right set of numbers.

The odds of winning in such a lottery depend upon the number of possible
values and the number of wlues you have to pick, Perhaps your state lotery asks
you 10 pick seven numbers from a field of fifty, No lotteries [ know of allow a nom-
ber to repeat. A winning ball is not thrown back in before the next is picked. 5o, in
a lottery with seven values picked from a field of Alty, the odds of any one ticket
bwing the winner would be one in 50 times one in 49 times one in 48 dmes ane in
47 times one in 46 times one in 43 tmes one in 44, This is because there are fifty
candidates for the first pick and cne less candidate on each subsequent draw when
the selected ball is not replaced. Likewise, the probability of geuing heads on o
successive tosses of a fir coin is caleulated by multiplving the probabiliey of each
separate occurrence, One-hall’ times one-half q’_w_‘lua_'ls one-fourth, 4 one-in-lour
chance.
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If you wanted o know the probability of & disjunction (a particular i
on either of two dice)—ler's say the chance of getting a six or a three on a
throw of a single die—you would add the individual probabilities, One-sixily
orie-sixth gives us two-sixths or one-third, which is one chance in three, S,
probability of getting a three or a six on a throw of a die is three o one,

But when events are not independent, we must incliede the effeot
vlitcome on the other in the caloulation of probabilities. In our ffyen
lotiery, each numbered ball has a one-indifty chance of being selected o
first draw. After the first draw, the numbers not selected have a one-dn-forn
chance of heing seleceed on deaw two. The Jjoint probability of the
any two particular numbers is one in fifty times one in fortenine, hec
the second draw there are only fortenine candidates left: 1/50 % |/
UE‘AEIJI. This means you have a onein-2,450 chance to draw, say, a five &
EWe T Ty=sin.

The task of calculating probabilities is eomplex and requires more iy
texthook to explain, but we have presented here a sample of the types of co h
tions that are used in caleulasion,

EMOTIVE LANGUAGE

Words are used to do many more things than Just deseribe a Factual i
rence or convey our thoughts, When someane says 1 promise,” she may nog
acribing what is going on in her head. Perhaps she has no intention ar all of
what she promised. But she promises anyway by saying, “I promise.” We als
words 1o convey feelings of surprise, approval, or disguse. Sometimes, we seleg
use words in ways that allow us to increase our chances of persuading othery i
eept a conclusion withour doing the hard and honest work required by ratio
gumentation. Perhaps you noticed how 1 just used the word *honest™ to e
in the direction of accepting my view that sich forms of nOnargumentative g
siom are not only nonrational but immoral, You will be a hetter eritic i v are
1o notice these forms of manipulation and a better philasophical writer if yo
nat use them yourself, g

Certain words have positive overiones for the majority of people, I
helps your case if you are an advocate of freedom and self-determination, The
itive or negative overtones attached o other words vary with the audience,
tainly, vou will be more inclined to grant the presumption of legitimary )
political actions of a foreign government official if he or she is a premier and §
dictator. A colleague in Israel once remarked that he knew Nicolae Ceauses
head of Romania, was doomed the day the Tsracli radio began to refer o hin
dictator after calling him premier for VEars. i
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unpleasantness or a barbarty, acially appears o e oo kindness, Corporations
“reengineer” or “dovnsize” instead of Brlog or laying ofl workers,

Academics and other professionuls often resort to difficult language o con-
vey what could be conveyed in much more strakghtiforward ways, Somermes, it s
becnuse we are expected wowrite inoan anintelligible manner; sometimes, we are
trying to demonstate that we are highly educied and deserve respect. Some wiil-
ers seem to gee a thrill sul of making others feel stupid, and some professions actoe
ally ereate employment opportunities by writing in a special jargon. You need a
lawyer w interpret the legalese that some other lavver used to deaw upe your lese,
The first lawyer creates an employment opportunity for the second.

Language can be used 1o separate you from your money, Disclaimers on cons
tracts are good examples. The most common application seems 1o be the small
print flashed briefly on television sereens during automobile leasing commercialy,
Sure, you can drive a Mustang for $299 a month—if you have $2,000 down, diive
only 12,000 miles a year, and do not mind owning nothing when the threevear
lease is up,

Legalese is popular with landlords, bureaucrats, and health maintenance o
ganizations. It is a way of depriving clients of just treatment and washing your
hands of guilt at the same time, Opponents at a community debate are silenced by
procedures that allow only for two-minute statements. Security deposits disappear
w cover cleaning expenses. And HMOSs seem (o enjoy postponing approval of
treatment long enough to tell you that since it is maore than sixty days since an in-
Jury occurred, vou are no longer eligible for the treatment you requested,

Besides these manipulative moves that are connected o the choice of partic
ular expressions, there are other ways of nonargumentative persaasion, One Wik fis
discount the legidmate arguments of others and strengthen your own positlon is o
he in & position to interpret their remarks in away that slants thei in o lvor,

Sometimes, slanting is accomplished Just an the basis of socinl proition, Ads
mindstrators make it clear that opposition to a redeployment of resources will he
regarded as a lack of lovalry, Tt is also fairly casy to convey, througl the e ol e
wntation, that a view should not be maken seriously. There are modes of expies
sicm, material that can be juxtaposed, and even rhetorical questions or b b fiy
the text to suggest that while a reparter is doing her duty in presenting i view, It
aught not o be taken seriously,

Anather way in which we can make a weak case seem stronger is to clubm only
i weak degree of justification for a conclusion, "Terrorists may be involved.* 1 we
are Aght, we look good. If we are wrong, we still look good because we onily said 1
was a possibility. Witers making a case also hope that the weak claim they sulstan-
tiate will be taken as the stronger one they cannot support and will pass unchal
lenged.

Hew you handle objectons and questions is also important o how SECOAE &
case appears to others. I you can wander away from an issue to one you feel more
comfonable with, many people will wander with you. You can also dismiss a fjuies-
tion with che atdmde that it is inappropriate, immoral, insulting, or fufetched,
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Fimally, | have a word to offer about humor. Ridicule of an opponent is
hominem ateack. It is fallacious. It is also very effective in slanting an a
you become the target of humar, you might iy Lo poriray vour opponent i g
ficial for using humor in connection with a serious issue. Humer is, however,
useful way of presenting an ohjection 1o those who have more pover than

It allows youz to be heard and provides the other person with the opporuming
trench while saving face,

10

Writing Sound Arguments

Beltewe trueh! Shun svor!—these, we 1o, are two meterially dyfferens M‘ﬂb
choosing befuweert them we may end, coloring differensly our whade inselliual s
—Wilkiam James, e W o s, |80

10.1 WHAT IS A POSITION PAPER?

A philsophical position paper is a written argument, T8 an atempi o oo
vince someone o accepl a conclusion, Ie contains

* A conclusion, stated in the beginning of the paper,
* Premises that lead o the conclusion.
* Information that supperts the premises,

¥ou may not be aware that vou encounter position papers every day. They come in
many forms. ¥You sce them in television commercials, You hear politicians giving
campaign speeches, You listen o sermons in church, All of these events are wriilen
arguments: They are forms of position papers. The ability w write an effective ar-
gument is an essential skill in many professions. A position paper is a basic writien
argument that may be used for many different purposes and ocoupations. The di-
rections in this chapter provide help in writing position papers with a method that
is wpplicable toa wide range of wpics,
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A POSITION PAPER

There are nine basic steps to writing a positon paper:

1. Select a topic,

2. Conduct research.

3. Selecta position (a point you wish to make, your conclusion).
4. Identify one or more premises that Jead to the conclusion,

5. Construct an outline of the argument you plan to make.

6. Check the outline for fallacies,

7. Write the argument,

8. Test your argument,

8. Revise your argument,

As you write, remernber that the writing process is recursive, This means th
dluc steps outlined abave, although taken basically in the order in which they a
given, may be repeated during the writing process. For example, once you b
consiructed some premises, vou may decide io change your conclusion, Or, wl
vou have tested your argument, you may feel a need to go back and redefine yo
premises,

Selecting a Topic

Several considerations govern the selection of topics for posidon papers
courses in philosophy. First, the topic should be a matter of peraonal cono
you. It should interest you and, even better, be kmportant io you, Topics rels
vour religious faith, your career choice or major, or your political views are I
hold your interest, but remember: A position paper assignment is not writ
merely w confirm your own prejudices. It provides an opportunity for FOU [0 G
sider new information and perhaps even change your apinion, or at Jeast make I
better-informed one, .

With that in mind it will still be useful for you to write a brief paragraph ol
lining vour own view at the start of the writing process, This will help vou organ
the material you consuli in the research phase and alert you when your sou
have begun io differ with each other and with you. Having your own view in mi
a4 vou read will help avoid the common sitmation of knowing that twe philosophes
disagree on an issue while feeling that you agrec with both of them.

A second parameter for selecting position paper topics is that papers
addres current prollems and issues, not historical ones. When VoL WTite A [l
on @n issue that is et 1o be resolved, vou are participating in the relevant d
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sions of your own times, A current issoe i3 more likely 1o be ol interest tham ong
that has already been decided. There is even a possibility that the paper, properl
submitted to a newspaper or magazine editor, may influence the opinions of oth
ers, The isque may he current, but the sources used may be historical. Philosophy
position papers often involve applving the views of Socraes, Hume, or Kaot o con
temporay ssues. And it is not uncommon for new positions—virme ethics—in b
revivals of historical positions such as Aristotle's ethics.

A third requirement is that philosophy position paper opics should have an
appropriate scope, A comimon mistake of students is o choose topics that are (oo
complex or that require special technical knowledge or skills beyond those nop
mally available, A good general rule for your position paper is o confine the topd
te & matter that vou can address without special expertise and with only o moden
ate amount of research. The availability of relevant data is very mporiant 0y
choice of opic, Here are some examples of topics. Which af them are abyiausly
sufficiently narrow to be suitable for position papers in philosaply commes! Wil
are ohviously too vague or complext Which might he appropeiate il s hchenni ibisia
are availahle? '

1. “Deterrence Does Not Justify Capital Punishment™

2. "Humans: Innately Good or Evils”

3. "The Concept of Freedom in Western Thought”

4. “All Parents Should Be Licensed by the State”

5. "The World Views of Plato and Aristotle”

6. "The Morality of In Vitro Fertilization: A Consequentialise Perspediive®
7. "Police Use of Deadly Force Against Fleeing Felons Deters Crime”

Topics 1 and 4 are very likely to be suitable; topics 2, 3, and 5 are sither oo vague
or oo complex; and topics & and 7 are possibly suitable if sufficient dat are avall

ahble,

10.2.2 Conducting Research

Mo marter how basic your topic is, vou will no doube have to do at lease some
research on it Part Two of this manual explains how to conduct research for topdes
in philosophy. Many asguments are steengthened by the use of faceal daga and s
tistics, so in addition (o the books and articles that you will find i vour callege 1
brary and the materials you will find on the Internet, be sure w ask the libradan
about the statistical dara available in government documents and reports from e
search instiotes.

Alsa, he aware that it is highly unlikely that vou are the first person who has
ever investigated the wpic vou bhave chosen, whatever it may be, Periodicals will
contain arguments that have already been written on your topic, This does no
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Maotice that maost, if not all, the premises you list will require supporting evis
demee. For example, your premise “premarital sex results in unwinted pregoan-
cies” will be strengthened if you provide supporting deails like the following ones:

mean that your joh has been done for vou. It does mean that

best clements of other writers' arguments, restate and reqrganﬁeu them i
Wi Wc;_rda add new thoughts thar they have overlooked, and produce an
ment of your awn, |
1. Thirty-four percent of pregnancies of unmarried people are wrminated in

abortions,
2.3 Selecting a Position 2. Thirtpone percent of pregnancies of unmarried people result in adoptions,
Matice further that some of the premises you list may also require argumenis G
sustain them. For example, Premise 1, which clivims that harmbul activities are in-
moral, may not be automatically accepted by your reader and may regquire o subsor
dinate argument [one that is not the main argement of the paper bol e
supports a single premise within the main argament) such as the following

Once you have collected some relevant information, you need o fde
conclusion, which is sometitmes called a thesis or a position. A position is a iy
five statement that sums up the argument you are making. Often, the e
Kives you the title of your paper, as you can see from the list of positions in
ercise given abaove. Consider your first attempt to formulate a position 1o Iy
pothesis, a temporary conclusion that allows you to identify premises to supp

As vou canduct further research, you may well change your position Lo ) N
implications of your premises, Pupanse 10 Morality is the knowledge of the difference hetwesn I.'HI' winl
WInong

Presnse 2 The knowledge of the difference beiween dight and weomg sl
us to make choices hetween moral aned sl i s,

PREMISE 5:  Moral actions are actions taken ag o cesult of choloes i e ekes
aor eliminate direct or indirect harm e other Bang beligs,

PrEMISE 42 Tminoral actions are actions taken s i vesult of ohoboes o cisie
or increase direct or indirect harm to other Tving betngs,

CoweLUsion:  Activides that cause harm are mmoral,

24 Identifying Premises

Let's suppose the conclusion you wish to argue is *Premarital sex is imi
In l.'.\l'di?r 10 define the premises for your argument, you need to state why .
tal sex is immoral. A good way to begin is to try to define the predicate of yo
tence. What is moraliey? When is something either moral or immoral? Suppsof
decide that something is immoral when it results in harm, If this is the case,
you need to demonstrate that premarital sex causes harm. If you can establigh
premarital sex has harmful consequences, such as unwanled preguancy, se "
transmitted diseases, infant mortality, and abortions, then vou maAy COTS |
fﬁmmm Icading o a conclusion. The result may look m;ncrhing like the fi
o

Notice that the conclusion of the subardinate argument divectly alsove Becomes i
premise (Premise 1) for the major argument,

10,25 Constructing an Outline

Your list of premises is the first step in outlining vour argument. As the pas-
sage on outlining in Chapter 1 makes clear, an outling is an essential sep in the
process of building vour argument because ic allows vou to see the sirengths aned
weaknesses of the logical stracture of your argument.

Construct an owtline nsing the heading formart described in Chaprer 1, Far
vour convenience, the pactern of a generic paper outline is repeated here:

Main Argument
Fremise I Activities that cause harm are immoral,
PrEMise 2: - Premarital sex results in unwanted pregnancies,

PrEmise 3 Premarital sex results in sexcually ransmitted diseases,
Presuse 4: Premarital sex resulis in infant marialiey,

PrEMSE 5. Premarital sex results in abortions.

PrEMisE G:  Unwanted pregnancies, sexually transmitied diseases, inl’i.nl.

tality, and abartions are harmful w the people who experience
Pretise 7: - Premarital sex is a harmful activicy,
Cowcrusion:;  Premariial sex is immoral,

I. First mam idea
A, First subordinate idea
1. Reason, example, or illustraion
2, Reason, example, or illustration
a. Dremail supporting reason 2



Part Thive  How to Think and Weite Like a Ph

b, Detail supporting reasan 2
. Detail supporting reason 2
B. Second subordinare idea
II. Second main idea

The sutline for your position paper will follow the principles embaodie
the generic outline above. Notice that premises may be supported by any con
tion of arguments, subpremises, and supporting details. Examine the sam

mat below:

I. Premise |
A, Argument 1 for Premise 1
1. Subpremise |
2. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
b. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
t. Detail supporting Subpremise |
2. Subpremise #
4. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
b. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
B. Argument 2 for Premise 1
1. Subpremise 1
& Deail supporting Subpremise 1
b. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
€. Detail supporting Subpremise |
2. Subpremise 2
a. Detail supporting Subpremise |
h. Detail supporting Subpremise 1
II. Premise 2
A Detail supporting Premise ¢
B, Detail supporting Premise 2
[II. Fremise 3
IV, Conclusion

II'we apply the outline format to our partially developed argument aho
marital sex, we have the fallowing partially developed outline:

I. Activities that cause harim are immoral. [Premise 1]
A. Morality is the knowledge of the difference berween right and

B. The knowledge of the difference between right and wrong allows

make choices between maral and immoral actions,
C. Moral actions are actions whken as a result of choices 1o dee
eliminate, directly or indirectly, harm to ather living beings.

D. Immoral actions are actions tken as result of choices to ereate of |

crease, directly or indirectly, hirm to other living heings,
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I Premarital sex resulis in unwanted pregnancies, [Premise 2]
A Thirty-four percent of pregnancies of unmarried people are termi-
nated in abortions,
B. Thirty-one percent of pregnancies of unmarded people vesult in
adoprions,
I, Premarital sex results in sexually transmitted diseases. [Premise 5)
IV. Premarital sex results in infant mortality. [Premise 4]
V. Premarital sex results in abortions. [Premise 5]
VI Unwanted pregnancies. sexually transmitted diseases, infant mortality,
and abortions are harmful to the people who experience them, | Premise
&]
VII. Premarital sex is a harmful actvity, [Premise 7]
VIIL Premarital sex is immoral. [Conclusion]

Construct an oudine as soon as you can in the writing proces. You
change it several times, but each time you do, you will have a clearer phee of e
argument you are forming,

10,26 Checking for Fallacies

Chapter 9 of this book provides a description of commaon fallacies. The ful
lowing checklist is taken from that chapter, Use it to make sure it i gl
is not a victim of any one of them.

Checklist of Fallacies

L] Denying the Antecedent

[ Affirming the Consequent
[ The Exclusive Fallacy

O Inwalid Appeeal te Authority
 Straw Person

O Inconsistency

O False Dilernma

[ Complex Cuestion

O Begging the Cuestion

[ Suppressed Evidence

[ Lack of Proportion

O Appeal 1o Unknowable Statistics
[ Ad Hominem

[ Guilt by Association

O Two Wrongs Make a Right
[ Equivecation

[ Appeal o Ignorance
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0.2,7 Writing the Argument

.28  Testing the Argument

' Compositinmn

L1 Division

[ Hasty Conelusion

O Questionable Canse
O Questionable Analogy
O Appeal to Pity

O Appeal to the Stick
L Appeal 1o Loyalry

[0 Provincialism

O Popularity

] Double Sandard

[ Invingible Ignorance

While it is vital 1o plan adequately, it is also vial that you not plan your
to death. Once you have what seems to be a viable cutline, it is time oy .begiu
ing your first draft. The outline, especially in the carly stage of your writing, |
provide you with the topics—and even the wopic sentences—af your paper’s i
vidual paragraphs. But writing the first draft also tests your outline, shioy
places where the outline holds and places where it may need o be changed. [
be afraid t depart from the outline if your growing concept of ihe paper
you to do so. If such changes do oceur, it might be a good idea to pause oo
ally in your writing of the first draft 1o rework the oudine, integrating your ney
sights into it to see where they will finally lead FOLL

Remember that one of the great benefits of adequate planning is that
confidence it gives you in your material and its arganization can transmit jtsel
vour writing. This confidence can help you to write a narratdve with 2 crisp, ¢l
stple that allows the reader to undersand exactdy whar ¥ou are saying. 1

Test your argument by having someone read your drafi and then di 1
with you. Ask the person to smate the argument you have made in his own w
This allows you to determine if you have been understood correcily. Ask
reader if your argument is convincing. Ask him to point out bath the strengihis
weaknesses of your argument, as you see them, Testing the argument is a go
ercise to conduct in class. Remember, though, that the classmate who is hel
you is very probably not experienced at eritiquing a colleague’s paper and may
it bit awkward at trying 1o help vou improve your drafl, If time allows, it wisilel |
good idea 1o let your reader take the draft home and read it more than onee
fquiet setting before talking with you about i1, '
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10.2.9  Revising the Argument
Adter you habe tested your argument, revise be You may hive picked apoa ley
preines since the Gme you weote your diadl that are worth including in your paper

Always read the paper again after runndng spell check lest vour paper on historica
religions trm into one on hysterical religions,

THE FORMAT OF A POSITION PAPER

Position papers contain five basic elements:

10.3

« Tirle page

« Ouiline page, which summarizes the paper (usually optional)
. Text, or body of the paper

Bibliography (references to sources of informaion)

. Appendixes

0o L8 R o=

The format of cach of these elements should follow the directions
in Chaprer 6 of this manual. The outline page (item 2 above) should be the sl
outline that you write, when your paper is completed, It should resembile thie snimg
ple cutline provided in this chapter and should not exceed two pages in length, T
not exceed three levels of headings in the oudine you submit with your posiilon
paper, even though you may have had several more levels in the outling yon sl
Lo write the paper.

Two general rules govern the amount of information presented in the bily
of the paper. First, content must be adequate for the reader to desw o ceascnalile
conclusion, All the facts necessary 1o accepting the conclusion must e present.
The second guideline for determining the length of a posidon paper is 1o omil ex
raneouws material. Include only the information that is relevant o the conclusion
at hand,

All sources of information in a position paper must be properly cited, Fallow
the directions for reference formars given in Chapter 7.

Appendixes can be helphil 1o the reader of position papers by providing in-
formation that supplements the imporant facts contained in the rexe You should
attach the appendizes to the end of the paper, after the hikliography, You should
not append entire government reports, journal articles, or other publications, bt
selected charts, graphs, or other pages may be appended, The source of the infor
mation should always be evident on the appended pages,



