
Philosophy 101
(4/26/11)

• HW #6 will be returned on Thursday

• Our final quiz will be on Thursday as well
• This will involve several questions about 
argument reconstructions.

• Take-home final:  TBA on 4/28.  To be due 5/12. 
+ More extra-credit (TBA on 4/28; TBD on 5/12)
+ You can turn-in all/any extra-credit on 5/12

• I will hold office hours next week at these times:
• 3-4pm on Monday 5/2
• 1-2pm on Wed. 5/4

• Today: an overview of the course

Course Overview 1

• Arguments are collections of propositions.

• Propositions are expressed by (but distinct from) sentences.

• Not all sentences express propositions (“What time is it?”).

• Not even all declarative sentences express propositions!

• “This sentence is false”.

• “John is bald”.  [if “bald” is vague]

• Different sentences can express the same proposition:

• “Le singe est sur la branche.”

• “The monkey is on the branch.”

• Propositions are either true or false, but not both.

• Propositions are the objects of belief/thought.

• The premises of an argument are meant to support, or 

provide good reasons to believe the conclusion of the argument.

Course Overview II

• A proposition is true iff it corresponds to the facts, 

otherwise the proposition is false.  And, this is an objective matter.

• Because truth is a matter of correspondence with the facts, it 

does not depend on evidence (or what anyone thinks).

• This doesn’t mean that psychological facts are never involved in 

determining that any propositions are true (or false). Example:

• (p) Branden believes it will rain tomorrow. 

• This proposition p is true because of certain psychological facts 

(about me).  But, I can’t “make p true” just by believing p.  Why?

• Because the truth of p does not depend on whether I believe p 

— it depends on whether I believe a different proposition (q).

• If, in fact, I believe q, then p is true.  What about the following? 

• (r) Branden believes that r is true.

Course Overview III

• If you think that a proposition p is more probable than not, then 

you believe p.  If you think p is less probable than not, then you 

disbelieve p.  Otherwise, you suspend judgment on p.

• If your evidence supports p (justifies thinking p is more 

probable than not), then it is reasonable for you to believe p.  

•If your evidence counter-supports p (justifies “p is less probable 

than not”), then it is reasonable for you to disbelieve p.  

• Otherwise, it is reasonable for you to suspend on p.

• People with different evidence can be reasonable in believing 

different things (e.g., “the earth is flat” — us vs our ancestors).

• So, what is reasonable to believe is relative to one’s evidence — 

despite the fact that truth is not relative to evidence.  That is, truth 

is objective — it doesn’t depend on evidence (or what people think).



Course Overview IV
• It is useful to think about scales of evidence and belief:

Evidence in favor of p.

Evidence against p.

p?• Rational Belief:

• Rational Disbelief:

Evidence 

in favor of p.

Evidence 

against p.
p?

• Rational Suspension:

Evidence 
in favor of p.

Evidence 
against p.

p?

Course Overview V

• Ideally, the premises of an argument will provide good reason to 

believe the conclusion of the argument — it will be strong.

• Argument strength has two components:

• Logical component: being well-formed.

• For deductive arguments, this means being valid.

• If the premises of a valid argument are (all) true, then its 

conclusion must also be true (on pain of contradiction).

• For inductive arguments, it means being cogent.

• If the premises of a cogent argument are (all) true, then 

its conclusion is probably (but not necessarily) true.

• Being well-formed is a matter of having the right logical form.

• There are many valid forms, and many cogent forms.

• The logical component is non-epistemic (and non-empirical).

Course Overview VI

70 Chapter 3 Well-Formed Arguments 

Argument 3.10 
1. If the president is in the White House, then the president is in Washing-

ton, D.C. 

2. The president is not in the White House. 

3. The president is not in Washington, D.C. 

This argument is a case of denying the antecedent. Thus, the pattern of argument here is 

Denying the Antecedent 

1 . If P then Q. 

2. -P. 

3. -Q. 

Assume that there is no doubt about the truth of (1) and (2) of Argument 3.10. Does 

it follow that the president is not in Washington, D.C. In other words, is Argument 

3.10 valid? 
It is not valid. Even though (1) and (2) are true, there are lots of other places 

in Washington that the president could be besides the White House. He could be out 

jogging. He could be visiting the Lincoln MemoriaL So (1) and (2) do not guarantee 

the truth of (3). Hence, arguments following this pattern are not valid. Denying the 

antecedent is not a valid pattern of argument 
Another invalid pattern is displayed in this example: 

Argument 3.11 

1. If the president is in the White House, then the President is in Washine:-

ton, D.C. 

2. The president is in Washlngton, D.C. 

3. The president is in the White House. 

Suppose that you know that both (1) and (2) are true. For example, you've just heard 

news an authoritative report stating that after many weeks of traveling, the 

president is spending the entire day in Washington, D.G Do (1) and (2) guarantee 

truth of (3)? No. Again, the president could be elsewhere in Washington, so this 

argument is invalid. This argument is a case of affirming the consequent. 

Affirming the Consequent 

1 . If P then Q. 

2. Q. 

3. P. 
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Arguments following this pattern are invalid. 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 summarize most of the patterns of argument described here 

and present some additional examples. Two new patterns are added. These examples 

and the exercises that follow will help you gain familiarity with common patterns of 

argument. However, it often takes repeated practice over time for people to be able 

to identifY patterns easily. 

Table 3.1 
Some Valid Patterns of Argument in Setential logic 

Pattern 

A. Argument by elimination 
1. Either P or Q 
2. -P. 
3. Q 

B. Simplification 
1. PandQ 
2. P. 

C. Affirming the antecedent (Modus ponens) 
I. If PthenQ 
2.P. 
J. Q 

D. Denying the consequent (1l1odus tollens) 
1. If Pthen Q 

3. -P. 

E. Hypothetical syllogism 
L If Pthen Q 
2. If Q then R. 
3. [f Pthen R. 

F. Contraposition 
L [f Pthen Q. 
2. If -Qthen -P 

G. Equivalence 
1. Pif and only if Q 
2. -P. 
3. -Q 

Example 

1. Either the American League will win or the -
National League will win. 

2. The American League won't win. 
3. The National League will win. 

L Sarah knows logic and Sam does not know logic. 
2. Sarah knows logic. 

L is in the White House, then the 
is in Washington, D.C. 

2. The president is in the White House. 
3. The president is in Washington, D.C. 

L is in the White House, then the 
is in Washington, D.C. 

2. The president is not in Washington, D.C. 
3. The president is not in the White House. 

1. [f Jones passes the test, then Jones passes the 
course. 

2. If Jones passes the course, then Jones graduates. 

3. If Jones passes the test, then Jones graduates 

l. lf the president is in the White House, then the 
president is in Washington, D.C. 

2. If the president is not in Washington, D.C., then 
the president is not in the White Honse. 

L Dan is president if and only if Dan is commander 
in chief 

2. Dan is not president. 
3. Dan is not commander in chief 
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Course Overview VII

• More Valid Sentential Forms:
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• Two Invalid Sentential Forms:
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Table 3.2 Two Invalid Patterns of Argument in Sentential logic 
Example \ Pattern 

A. Denying the antecedent 
1. If Pthen Q 

1. If the president is in the White House, then the President is in Washington, D.C. 2. -P. 
3.=Q 2. The president is not in the White House. 3. The president is not in Washington, D.C. B. Affirming the consequent 
L If PthenQ 

l. If the president is in the White House, then the president is in Washington, D.C. 2. The president is in Washington, D.C. 3. The president is in the White House. 
3. p_ 

EXERCISES AND STIJDY Q!JESTIONS 
Each of the following arguments follows one of the patterns displayed in tables 3.1 
and 3.2. Draw circles and boxes around the relevant parts and identify by name the pattern each argument follows. 
*1. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. You love debate. 

3. You like logic. 2. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. You like logic. 
3. You love debate. *3. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you like logic. 3. It's not the case that you love debate. 4. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you love debate. 3. It's not the case that you like logic. *5. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. If it's not the case that you love debate, then it's not the case that you like logic. 6. 1. You like logic if and only if you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you like logic. 3. It's not the case that you love debate. 7. 1. You like logic and you love debate. 2. You like logic. 8. l. Either you like logic or you love debate. 2. It is not the case that you like logic. 3. You love debate. -
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9. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. If you love debate, then you should consider being a lawyer. 3. If you like logic, then you should consider being a lawyer. 

A4. Some Patterns tif Argument in Predicate Logic 
We have already seen, in Arguments 3.4 and 3.5a, one valid pattern from predicate 
logic. We will examine a few more patterns here. To understand this next group of arguments it is necessary to examine first the 
sentences that play a key role in them. Consider the following sentences: All men are mortal. 

Most professional basketball players are very tall. Some students go to summer school. 
Each of these sentences is a generalization. They do not say anything about any spe-
cific individual. Instead, they say that some portion of one group belongs to another 
group. For example, the first one says that all things that belong to the group men also belong to the group of things that are mortal. In other words, all things that have 
the property (or characteristic or attribute) of being a man also have the property of 
being mortal. We can display the patterns of these sentences in the following ways: 

All As are Bs. 
Most As are Bs. 
Some As are Bs. 

Notice that all these sentence patterns contain the phrase "As are Bs" preceded by 
some word that states how many of the As are Bs. The word saying how many of the 

Table 3.3 
Some Patterns of Valid Arguments in Predicate logic 

Pattern 

L All As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. xis a B. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. x is not a B. 
3. xis not an A. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. All Bs are Cs. 
3 _ All As are Cs. 
L No As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. x is not a B. 

r Example 

L All men are mortaL 
2. Socrates is a man. 
3. Socrates is mortaL 
I. All desserts are sweet. 
2. This lima bean is not sweet. 3 _ This lima bean is not a dessert 
L All fork-tailed flycatchers are birds. 2. All birds have wings. 
3. All fork-tailed flycatchers have wings. 
L No men are mothers. 
2. Tom Cruise is a man. 
3. Tom Cruise is not a mother. 
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Table 3.2 Two Invalid Patterns of Argument in Sentential logic 
Example \ Pattern 

A. Denying the antecedent 
1. If Pthen Q 

1. If the president is in the White House, then the President is in Washington, D.C. 2. -P. 
3.=Q 2. The president is not in the White House. 3. The president is not in Washington, D.C. B. Affirming the consequent 
L If PthenQ 

l. If the president is in the White House, then the president is in Washington, D.C. 2. The president is in Washington, D.C. 3. The president is in the White House. 
3. p_ 

EXERCISES AND STIJDY Q!JESTIONS 
Each of the following arguments follows one of the patterns displayed in tables 3.1 
and 3.2. Draw circles and boxes around the relevant parts and identify by name the pattern each argument follows. 
*1. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. You love debate. 

3. You like logic. 2. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. You like logic. 
3. You love debate. *3. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you like logic. 3. It's not the case that you love debate. 4. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you love debate. 3. It's not the case that you like logic. *5. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. If it's not the case that you love debate, then it's not the case that you like logic. 6. 1. You like logic if and only if you love debate. 2. It's not the case that you like logic. 3. It's not the case that you love debate. 7. 1. You like logic and you love debate. 2. You like logic. 8. l. Either you like logic or you love debate. 2. It is not the case that you like logic. 3. You love debate. -
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9. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 2. If you love debate, then you should consider being a lawyer. 3. If you like logic, then you should consider being a lawyer. 

A4. Some Patterns tif Argument in Predicate Logic 
We have already seen, in Arguments 3.4 and 3.5a, one valid pattern from predicate 
logic. We will examine a few more patterns here. To understand this next group of arguments it is necessary to examine first the 
sentences that play a key role in them. Consider the following sentences: All men are mortal. 

Most professional basketball players are very tall. Some students go to summer school. 
Each of these sentences is a generalization. They do not say anything about any spe-
cific individual. Instead, they say that some portion of one group belongs to another 
group. For example, the first one says that all things that belong to the group men also belong to the group of things that are mortal. In other words, all things that have 
the property (or characteristic or attribute) of being a man also have the property of 
being mortal. We can display the patterns of these sentences in the following ways: 

All As are Bs. 
Most As are Bs. 
Some As are Bs. 

Notice that all these sentence patterns contain the phrase "As are Bs" preceded by 
some word that states how many of the As are Bs. The word saying how many of the 

Table 3.3 
Some Patterns of Valid Arguments in Predicate logic 

Pattern 

L All As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. xis a B. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. x is not a B. 
3. xis not an A. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. All Bs are Cs. 
3 _ All As are Cs. 
L No As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. x is not a B. 

r Example 

L All men are mortaL 
2. Socrates is a man. 
3. Socrates is mortaL 
I. All desserts are sweet. 
2. This lima bean is not sweet. 3 _ This lima bean is not a dessert 
L All fork-tailed flycatchers are birds. 2. All birds have wings. 
3. All fork-tailed flycatchers have wings. 
L No men are mothers. 
2. Tom Cruise is a man. 
3. Tom Cruise is not a mother. 

Course Overview IX

• Some Valid Predicate-Logical Forms:
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Table 3.2 Two Invalid Patterns of Argument in Sentential logic 
Example 

\ Pattern 

A. Denying the antecedent 
1. If Pthen Q 

1. If the president is in the White House, then the President is in 

Washington, D.C. 
2. -P. 
3.=Q 

2. The president is not in the White House. 
3. The president is not in Washington, D.C. 

B. Affirming the consequent 
L If PthenQ 

l. If the president is in the White House, then the president is in 

Washington, D.C. 
2. The president is in Washington, D.C. 
3. The president is in the White House. 3. p_ 

EXERCISES AND STIJDY Q!JESTIONS 

Each of the following arguments follows one of the patterns displayed in tables 3.1 
and 3.2. Draw circles and boxes around the relevant parts and identify by name the 

pattern each argument follows. 

*1. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. You love debate. 
3. You like logic. 

2. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. You like logic. 
3. You love debate. 

*3. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. It's not the case that you like logic. 
3. It's not the case that you love debate. 

4. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. It's not the case that you love debate. 
3. It's not the case that you like logic. 

*5. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. If it's not the case that you love debate, then it's not the case that you like 

logic. 
6. 1. You like logic if and only if you love debate. 

2. It's not the case that you like logic. 
3. It's not the case that you love debate. 

7. 1. You like logic and you love debate. 
2. You like logic. 

8. l. Either you like logic or you love debate. 
2. It is not the case that you like logic. 
3. You love debate. -

II. Well-Formed ArgurTI€nts 73 

9. 1. If you like logic, then you love debate. 
2. If you love debate, then you should consider being a lawyer. 
3. If you like logic, then you should consider being a lawyer. 

A4. Some Patterns tif Argument in Predicate Logic 

We have already seen, in Arguments 3.4 and 3.5a, one valid pattern from predicate 
logic. We will examine a few more patterns here. 

To understand this next group of arguments it is necessary to examine first the 
sentences that play a key role in them. Consider the following sentences: 

All men are mortal. 
Most professional basketball players are very tall. 
Some students go to summer school. 

Each of these sentences is a generalization. They do not say anything about any spe-
cific individual. Instead, they say that some portion of one group belongs to another 
group. For example, the first one says that all things that belong to the group men 
also belong to the group of things that are mortal. In other words, all things that have 
the property (or characteristic or attribute) of being a man also have the property of 
being mortal. We can display the patterns of these sentences in the following ways: 

All As are Bs. 
Most As are Bs. 
Some As are Bs. 

Notice that all these sentence patterns contain the phrase "As are Bs" preceded by 
some word that states how many of the As are Bs. The word saying how many of the 

Table 3.3 
Some Patterns of Valid Arguments in Predicate logic 

Pattern 

L All As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. xis a B. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. x is not a B. 
3. xis not an A. 
L All As are Bs. 
2. All Bs are Cs. 
3 _ All As are Cs. 

L No As are Bs. 
2. xis an A. 
3. x is not a B. 

r Example 

L All men are mortaL 
2. Socrates is a man. 
3. Socrates is mortaL 

I. All desserts are sweet. 
2. This lima bean is not sweet. 
3 _ This lima bean is not a dessert 

L All fork-tailed flycatchers are birds. 
2. All birds have wings. 
3. All fork-tailed flycatchers have wings. 
L No men are mothers. 
2. Tom Cruise is a man. 
3. Tom Cruise is not a mother. 

Course Overview X

• Two more Valid Predicate-Logical Forms:
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Table 3.4 
Some Patterns of invalid Arguments in Predicate logic 

Pattern I Example 

L All As are Bs. 1. All men are mortaL 

1. All As are Bs. 1. All men are mortal. 
2. Fido is mortal. 
3. Fido is a man. 

As are Bs is called a quantifier. Many different quantifiers are used in generalizations, including "lots of," "nearly all," "hardly any," "few," and countless others. Generalizations figure prominently in valid arguments from predicate logic. Table 3.3 displays some of the more common patterns. The common patterns in Table 3.4 are invalid. 
EXERCISES AND STUDY QUESTIONS 

Each of the following arguments follows one of the patterns identified in Tables 3.3 and 3.4. For each argument, use circles and boxes to identifY its key parts. Then state the pattern for each argument and state whether or not it is valid. 
*1. 1. All logicians are dull. 

2. Irving is a logician. 
3. Irving is dull. 

2. 1. All logicians are dull. 
2. Irving is not a logician. 
3. Irving is dulL 

*3. 1. All logicians are dull. 
2. Irving is dull. 
3. Irving is a logician. 

4. 1. All logicians are dulL 
2. All (who are) dull are party animals. 
3. All logicians are party animals. 

*5. 1. No logicians are dull. 
2. Irving is a logician. 
3. Irving is not dull. 

6. 1. All logicians are dull. 
2. Irving is not dull. 
3. Irving is not a logician. 

7. 1. All bearded logicians wear glasses. 
2. Irving is a bearded logician. 
3. Irving wears glasses. 
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AS. A Modification of the Dtifinition tif Validity 

Arguments such as the following one raise a question about our definition 
Argument 3.12 
1. Jones is a mother. 

2. jones is female. 

Is Argument 3.12 valid? You might think it is. Since there is no way the premise could be true and the conclusion false, it seems that the truth of the premise does guarantee the truth of the conclusion. On the other hand, you might think that Argument 3.12 is not valid. There is no recognizable valid pattern of argu-ment here, and we've said that validity has to do with the pattern or form of argument. 
The correct answer to this question is somewhat complicated, for there are two very different ways in which the premises of an argument can be said to guarantee the truth of the argument's conclusion. One way depends only on the form or pat-tern of the argument. Argument 3.4, for example, is valid no matter who the term "Boris" refers to and no matter what is meant by "student" or "State U." In contrast, the premise of Argument 3.12 appears to guarantee the truth of its conclusion, but this depends in part on the fact that "mother" means "female parent," so anything that is a mother is also female. Consequently, if (1) is true, then (2) will be true as well. There are, then, two ways to think about validity: one concerns the form of arguments alone and a second takes the meanings of the key terms of the argument into account. 

For our purposes, we will interpret validity in the first way, that is, the validity of an argument will not depend on extra assumptions about the meanings of terms. Valid arguments are ones whose pattern or structure all by itself assures that the premises are properly related to the conclusion. To avoid confusion, we can refine our earlier definition of validity as follows: 

03.1 b: An argument is valid if and only the argument follows a 
pattern such that it is impossible for any argument following 
that pattern to have true premises and a false conclusion. 

According to this definition, if an argument is valid, then it follows a pattern such that all arguments following that same pattern are also valid. 
On this new understanding of validity, Argument 3.12 is not valid. However, Argument 3.12 is very closely connected to another argument that is valid. The premise of Argument 3.12 could be replaced by 

la. Jones is a female and Jones is a parent. 

Notice that and are equivalent. When is put into the argument, we get 

Most As are Bs.
x is an A.
--------------------
x is a B.

• A cogent (invalid) predicate form:

Course Overview XI

• The other component of argument strength is epsitemic

• Epistemic component of argument strength:

• For valid (hence deductive) arguments, the epistemic 

component of strength is simple.  It just requires one thing:

• That the premises of the argument are reasonable to believe 

(given whatever evidence the argument’s assessor has).

• For cogent (inductive) arguments, the epistemic 

component of strength has an additional requirement.

• That the argument is not defeated (by anything in the 

background evidence that the argument’s assessor has).

• When eveluating an argument for its strength, it helps to use the 

“decision tree diagram” on the next slide…
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figure 4.1 flowchart for Argument Evaluation 

Is the argument valid? 
,{ \. 

YES NO 
\. 

Are all the premises reasonable? 
,{ \. 

Is the argument cogent? 
\. 

YES NO YES 
,{ 

NO 

The argument 
is ill-formed. 
Reject it. 

The argument is 
deductively strong. 
Accept it. 

The argument 
is weak. 
Reject it. 

Are all the premises reasonable? 
,{ \. 

YES NO 
,{ 

Is the argument defeated 
by evidence? 

,{ '• 
YES NO 

The argument is weak. The argument is 
Reject inductively strong. 

Accept it. 

CHECKliST OF KEY TERMS 

• strong argument 
• deductively strong argument 
• defeated argument 
• inductively strong argument 
• weak argument 

CHAPTER EXERCISES 

\. 
The argument is weak. 
Reject it. 

1. Discuss the following claims. . a. If two people evaluate the same argument, and or:e the condus10n that it is strong and the other comes to the conclus10n that 1t 1s weak, then one 
of the two people is being unreasonable. 

Ill. Summary 111 

b. Suppose that there are two arguments, argument 1 and argument 2, about unre-lated Argument 1 is deductively strong for you and argument 2 is induc-tively strong for you. Since argument 1 is deductively strong, it must be valid. Argument 2 is merely cogent. Since the premises of valid arguments guarantee the truth of their conclusions, while the premises of cogent arguments do not guarantee the truth of their conclusions, it follows that argument 1 gives you a better reason to believe its conclusion than argument 2 gives you for its con-clusion. In other words, from the fact that argument 1 is deductively strong and ·argument 2 is merely inductively strong, it follows that argument 1 is stronger than argument 2. (This question may require considerable thought.) 
2. State whether each statement is true or false. 

a. Some deductively valid arguments with true premises are defeated. 
b. If an argument is deductively strong, then it is also inductively strong. c. All deductively strong arguments have tru;: conclusions. 

3. Evaluate the following arguments. 
a. l. All politicians are corrupt. 

2. Al Gore is a politician. 
3. AI Gore is corrupt. 

b. 1. Most Americans are either women or children. 
2. Sylvester Stallone is an American. 
3. Sylvester Stallone is either a woman or a child. 

c. 1. Most are weekdays (as opposed to weekends). 
2. There will be a day on which the population of the U.S. reaches 300 million. 3. The day on which the U.S. population reaches 300 million will be a weekoay. 

4. Suppose that you are uncertain about whether Tricky Dick is an honest person. You decide to ask him, and he says that he is. On this basis, you construct the fol-lowing argument: 

1 . Tricky Dick says that he is honest. 
2. If Tricky Dick says that he is honest, then Tricky Dick is honest. 
3. Tricky Dick is honest. 

Evaluate this argument. 
5. Suppose you replace premise (2) in the argument from question 4 with each of the following premises. Evaluate each of the resulting arguments. 

a. Everyone who says that he is honest is honest; 
b. Most people who say that they are honest are honest. 
c. Some people who say that they are honest are honest. 
d. Some people who say that they are honest are not honest. 
e. Whatever Tricky Dick says is true. 

6. Could an argument be cogent, have true premises, and be defeated, yet still have a true conclusion? 

Course Overview XIII

• You can think of the logical component and the epistemic 

component going together to determine argument strength.

• In the case of a valid argument, it’s easy.  The argument “scores 

100%” on the logical component, and its overall strength is 

proportional to how strongly our evidence supports the premises.

• In the case of a cogent argument, it is more subtle.  

• Cogent arguments “score over 50%” on their logical 

component, and their strength does depend on how strongly our 

evidence supports the premises.  But, their strength also depends 

on whether our evidence contains a defeater of the argument.

• But, the slogan “logical score + epistemic score = strength” still 

applies for cogent arguments.  It’s just that the “epistemic score” 

also has to take account of any defeaters that we might have.

Course Overview XIX

• When reconstructing arguments, we aim to be charitable.

• That is, we aim to find the strongest arguments that we can, 

which are “suggested by” or “indicated by” the passage.

• This involves thinking hard about which conclusions are best 

supported by the premises presented (or implied) by the passage.

• It also involves making sure that the arguments we reconstruct 

are well-formed, and that their premises are as reasonable as possible 

(given what the passage says and implies).

• We assume the arguments are well-formed (i.e., that their logical 

aspects are in good shape).  Then, any remaining controversy will 

be contained in the premises (either implicit or explicit).

• Ultimately, it should come down to how plausible the premises 

are, given our evidence (and whether we have any defeaters, etc.).


