
Philosophy 101
(2/8/11)

• By now, you should have read all of Chapter 2 (carefully!).  
And, you should have started your reading of chapter 3 as well.

• HW #1 returned today (last 5 mins).  
• Solutions posted — more on this below (study them!).

•HW #2 has been posted. Don’t wait ‘til last minute!

• Our first quiz is Thursday.  More on this below, too.

• I’ve posted a handout on “3 Causes of Irrational Belief”.

• Today: finishing-up Chapter 2, and starting Chapter 3
• Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity
• Chapter 3 — Well-Formed Arguments

HW #1 — Solutions & Discussion

• I have posted my (“ideal”) solutions to HW #1.  Comments:
• Study my solutions carefully! Only come to me with 
questions about HW’s after you have studied my solutions.
• I graded this first HW leniently.  As the semester 
progresses, I will expect more from your HW’s (and quizzes).
•Please type-up your solutions to future HW’s.
• (1) The main point of this exercise was to illustrate that one 
must be careful & clear about what an author’s argument is.

• Also, literary aspects of the passage are irrelevant here.
• (2) The rhetorical power of an argumentative passage is 
audience relative.  The rational strength of an argument is not.  
• (3) The literary merit of a passage is not at all relevant to 
the rational strength of the argument(s) it contains.
• (4) Impediments to “arguing”, etc., are not relevant here.  We 
are only concerned with impediments to reasoning.
• (5) Goals vs means/methods of rational argument analysis.

Quiz #1 — Some Remarks

• Our first quiz in on Thursday (in class — last 30 minutes).

• You will need to bring (i) a writing implement, and (ii) several 
blank pages of paper on which to write your short answers.

• The quiz will have two sorts of questions:
1. Fill-in-the-blank questions involving vocabulary from 
chapters 1 & 2 of the text.
2. Short answer questions from chapters 1 & 2 of the text.

• The fill-in-the-blank questions will be answered on the quiz 
sheet itself.  Short answers will be written on separate paper.

• If you have read the first two chapters of the text (well), 
followed my lectures, and also worked the exercises in the text, 
then you should have no problem with the quizzes (generally).

Participate in experiments & earn cash!
We are a Rutgers University research group looking for undergraduates 18 or older to 
participate in studies on decision-making. The studies take place on College Avenue Campus 
in Scott Hall (Room 107). You receive a $5 show-up payment, plus an additional payment 
that depends on the details of the particular experiment. You are paid cash at the end.

If you would like to register to be contacted about experiments, please go to the following 
website to register: 

http://rutgers-econ.sona-systems.com

One more announcement…



Rational Belief XXVI

• Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity
• The truth of a person’s belief is not relative — that is, a 
proposition/belief can’t have one truth-value for one person, 
and a different truth-value for another person.

• But, the rationality of a belief can vary from person to 
person, because different people can have different evidence.
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gest that you are going to get a bad grade in some course, or that someone you care 

about is seriously ill. Despite the evidence, you might be optimistic and fail to believe 

what is rationaL You might refuse to face the facts. \Vhile you might feel better as a 

result, at least for a while, to believe something contrary to your evidence is not to 

believe rationally. Thus, having a motivation to believe a proposition even though we 

don't have good reasons for doing so can lead us to believe irrationally. 

Another example illustrates the same point. \Vhen a baseball player comes up 

to bat in a crucial situation, he may well have a great deal of confidence that he will 

get a hit. He may believe that he will succeed. Having this confidence is probably 

very'good for him; it may increase his chances of succeeding. Still, his belief is irra-

tional, since the evidence suggests th<J.t he won't get a hit. Even the most successful 

hitters fail to get a hit about two-thirds of the time. The evidence does not support 

the batter's optimistic belief, even though that belief is beneficial. 

Likewise, consider a patient who has come down with a terrible disease. Think-

ing that she will get better may in fact increase her chances of recovering, even if the 

evidence supports the conclusion that she will not. (Suppose only 10 percent of the 

optimistic patients recover and even fewer of the pessimists.) In this case, there is a 

strong motivation for the patient to believe that she will recover, and it may well be 

in her interest to believe that she will. But that belief is not a rational belief; it is not 

supported by the evidence.7 

b. Misevaluation of Evidence. A second factor that leads people to have irra-

tional beliefs is misevaluation of evidence. They think that the evidence supports a 

proposition when in fact it doesn't. Politicians and other speakers often take advan-

tage of this error. They describe one or two vivid examples of something and thereby 

lead us to form general conclusions that they don't adequately support. For example, 

a vivid description of someone who cheats the welfare system may lead us to believe 

that there is a lot of cheating or that the welfare system is seriously defective. People 

are often led to mistaken beliefS in these cases. Because the details of the example or 

the manner of its presentation are rhetorically powerful, people tend to misevaluate 

or overestimate the significance of the evidence. 

Speakers and writers who have considerable rhetorical power may induce us to 

misevaluate evidence. The persuasive ways in which they present their views or their 

appealing styles may lead us to think that certain evidence supports a conclusion 

7. There is a strong temptation to say that it is reasonable for the patient to believe that she will recover, 

even though this belief goes against her evidence. What inclines us to say this is the fact that the belief is 

beneficial to her; she will be better off if she believes that she will recover than if she doesn't. This may 

seem to be an objection to (RB), but in fact it is not. What the example makes us see is that there are two 

different sorts of rationality or reasonableness. One kind of rationality is "practical rationality." An action 

is practically rational (or reasonable) when it is useful or beneficial. So, believing that one will recover in 

this example is practically rational, since it tends to be beneficial. The other kind of rationality (or rea-

sonableness) has to do with knowledge and true belie[ It is this sort of rationality that we are dealing with 

in (RB). An impartial observer would not rationally believe that the patient would recover. 
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when it really doesn't 'Support it. In part, this may be because we don't dearly attend 

to the evidence itself. Instead, we let these other factors distract us. 

c. Not Considering the Total Evidence. In some cases people focus on only 

the part of their evidence that supports a proposition, and they fail to consider other 

parts of their total evidence that count against the proposition. When they do this, 

they may have a belief that is not rational according to (RB). This idea can be illus-

trated by a revised version of Example 2.4. Suppose we add the following to Jim's evi-

dence: the book left behind in the classroom is the textbook for an upper-level 

mathematics class, and this is a class that almost no freshmen take. Jim still has a rea-

son to believe that a freshman left the book in the classroom: the fact that more than 

half the students in the class are freshmen. But he now has an even better reason to 

think that a sophomore left the book: the fact that it is a book only sophomores are 

likely to have. Overall, the evidence in this revised example supports the proposition 

that a sophomore left the book in the room. If Jim were to ignore his combined evi-

dence, by focusing only on the total number of freshmen, and thus believe that a 

freshman left the book, then his belief would not be rational. 

When (RB) says that believing a proposition is rational provided one's evidence 

supports it, it means that one's overall evidence or total evidence must, on balance, 

support that proposition. Merely having some piece of evidence in favor of a propo-

sition does not make believing that proposition rational, since that evidence can be 

outweighed by other evidence that goes against the proposition. 

E. Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity 

We saw earlier that the truth value of a proposition is not relative, in that a proposi-

tion can't have one truth value for one person and a different truth value for another. 

Rationality is different in this respect. It can be rational for different people to have 

different attitudes toward the same proposition. The reason for this is that different 

people can have different evidence about the same proposition. 

Example 2.6 

You are on a jury hearing the case of Heza Thief, who is accused of robbing 

a bank. The evidence presented against Thief isn't very convincing. One 

witness tentatively identifies him as the robber but admits under cross-

examination that he didn't get a very good look at the robber. Other 

seemingly honest witnesses report that Thief was with them at the time of 

the robbery, thus providing him with an alibi. No fingerprints, suspicious 

financial dealings, or past record is brought up to indicate his guilt. In fact, 

however, Thief is guilty. His witnesses were paid off to support his alibi and 

the police have done a bad job investigating this case. 

Now, consider the proposition 

25. Heza Thief robbed the bank. 

Rational Belief XXVII

• Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity
• Consider the following proposition:

• Heza Thief robbed the bank.

• In this case, your evidence does not support this 
proposition.  So, it is not rational for you to believe it.

• But, consider whether it would be rational for Heza 
himself to believe this proposition.  Suppose he vividly and 
clearly remembers robbing the bank, etc. 

• Here, it is rational for Heza to believe that he robbed the 
bank, while it is not rational for you to believe this.

• In this sense, rationality is relative to the total evidence available.

Rational Belief XXVIII

• Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity

•Remember back to our example of the proposition:

• The earth is flat.

• At one time, almost everybody believed that this proposition 
was true.  Nowadays, almost nobody believes this.

• While the claim is (in fact) false, this does not prevent both 
sets of beliefs from being rational.  This is because:

• The evidence available at that time supported the claim 
that the earth was flat.  But, since then, we have obtained 
new evidence which overturns that verdict, and supports 
the falsity of the claim.  So, both sets of beliefs are rational.

Rational Belief XXIX

• Rationality, Relativity, and Objectivity

• It is important to note, however, that it is not “up to us” 
what our total evidence is, or what it supports.

• We can be wrong about what our total evidence is, and we 
can also be wrong about what it supports. 

• See my handout on “3 causes of irrational belief”.

• So, while the rationality of S’s beliefs is relative to the total 
evidence S has and what that evidence supports.  This does not 
depend on what S thinks about her evidence.  Contrast:

• S’s total evidence (in fact) supports p.
• S believes that his total evidence supports p.

• These two claims are distinct, and must not be conflated.



Three Chapter 2 Questions for Discussion
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In this example, although (25) is true, your evidence does not support it, and it is 

not rational for you to believe (25). Now consider the situation from the standpoint 

of Heza Thief. His evidence includes his own memories of robbing the bank. He 

knows what the truth of the matter is, that he did rob the bank. Thus, it is rational 

for Heza Thief to believe (25). We thus have an example in which it is rational for 

one person to believe a proposition but not rational for another person to believe 

the very same proposition because the two people have different evidence concern-

ing the proposition. 
It can also happen that it is not rational for a person to believe a proposition 

at one time but rational at a later time. This could happen to you with respect to 

(25). Suppose that some time after the trial Thief becomes a prominent city official. 

Eventually, a newspaper reporter does a thorough investigation of his past. One of 

the lying witnesses reveals the story, and eventually the whole truth comes out in the 

newspaper. 1bief even admits to his guilt. At this point, it becomes rational for you 

to believe (25) because your evidence has changed. 

This point about time may help to alleviate misgivings some of you may have 

felt earlier in the chapter when we said that ancient schoolchildren were wrong when 

they believed that the earth is flat. Their beliefs were false, but they were nevertheless 

reasonable ones. They did have good reasons to believe as they did. They had the tes-

timony of the experts on their side and they seemed to have perceptual evidence sup-

porting their belief. 
It is extremely important to realize, however, that rationality depends on evi-

dence in the way just described; it is not a matter of personal choice. At any given 

time, each person has some body of evidence. That evidence supports some proposi-

tions and fails to support others. If two people have exactly the same evidence, then 

the same propositions are supported by that evidence and the very same beliefs would 

be rational for those two individuals. A person could think that his evidence supports 

some proposition but be mistaken as a result of a motivational error, a misevaluation 

of evidence, or the failure to take into account his total evidence. 

EXERCISES AND STUDY QUESTIONS 

*1. State whether each statement is true or false. 

a. If a person considers a proposition, then the person must either believe the 

proposition or disbelieve the proposition. 

b. If you have some evidence against a proposition, then it is always rational for 

you to disbelieve the proposition. 

c. If a proposition is true, then it is always rational for you to believe the 

proposition. 
d. Since Smith and Jones disagree about whether there will be increased inflation 

next year, one of them must be irrational. 

e. Since Smith and Jones agree about whether God exists, it can't be that one of 

them is rational and the other irrational on this topic. 
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2. Comment on each of the following claims. 

a. Jones's belief that he would get the job must have been irrational, since it 

was false. 

b. I realize that all the experts agree, but the experts have been wrong before. So 

it is not reasonable to believe them. 

c. Jones has thought very hard about that topic. So his beliefs about it must 

be rational. 

*3. Discuss the following objection to principle (RB). A person who is shipwrecked 

on a deserted island has a much better chance of surviving if he believes that he 

will be rescued than if he doesn't. The belief will give him the strength and moti-

vation to do what he must to stay alive, and this will give him a better chance of 

living until help arrives. As a result, it surely is rational for him to believe that 

he will survive, even if he doesn't have any evidence supporting that belief. So 

(RB) is wrong. 

4. Describe briefly the main evidence you have for the following beliefs. How good 

do you think this evidence is? 

a. Your belief about who the current president is. 

b. Your belief about who the first president of the United States was. 

c. Your belief that the earth revolves around the sun. 

d. Your religious beliefs. 

e. Your belief that the sun will rise tomorrow. 

f. Your belief that other people have thoughts and feelings similar to your own. 

*5. In Example 2.2 Hasa Hunch has a hunch that a coin has landed heads up. Does 

this hunch count as evidence in favor of the proposition that the coin landed 

heads up. Why or why not? 

6. Suppose that three people-A, B, and C-are individually considering some propo-

sition, P. A comes to the conclusion that P is true, B comes to the conclusion 

that P is false, and C suspends judgment about P. Could all three of them be 

rational in having the attitude they do? If not, why not? If so, how? 

Iv. SUMMARY 

We use sentences in a variety of ways. Interrogative sentences are used to ask ques-

tions. Imperative sentences are used to issue commands. Declarative sentences are 

used to describe things. 

It is important to distinguish between a sentence and the proposition it 

expresses. The same sentence can be used to express different propositions in dif-

ferent situations, and different sentences can sometimes be used to express the 

same proposition. 

The fundamental principle about the truth and falsity of propositions is the cor-

respondence principle: 
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Sidebar: Disagreement on Matters of Taste 

Another situation in which there is no real disagreement, or there is a disagreement but 

not one about the tmth value of a proposition, arises when people express differences 

in taste or attitude toward It only makes sense to argue about something 

when there is an objective fact that ran be disputed. For example, suppose two people 

go to a movie. When they leave, one of them reports liking it and the other not 

liking it One reasons in favor of the movie and one reasons Is a 

disagreement When A says, "I liked the movie," what he says is true. And when B 

says, "I didn't like it," that is true too. TI1ere is no conflict here, in the sense that one 

must be right and one must be wrong. 

Contrast this situation with two people arguing about the shape of the earth or 

the number of insects in the world. In these cases it must be that in the end one is right 

and one is wrong. An argument, we've said, is a set of reasons that is supposed to 

establish the tmth of some conclusion. In the movie example, A and B are not trying 

to do that. A is not trying to convince B that he really did like the movie. Instead, he's 

explaining why he liked it. A is not trying to establish the tmth of the conclusion ai 

liked the movie." 
It's important to d1stinguish the attitudes people might have toward a movie with 

what seems to be a different point: whether the movie is a good one. If there is such a 

as an good movie, if there are some standards such that any movie 

satisfYing them is a good movie, then there can be arguments about what those 

standards are or whether some particular movie satisfies them. But if there are no such 

standards, if instead there are simply individual tastes and then, it seems, 

there is no such thing as the tmth of the matter about whether a particular movie was a 

good one. And if that's the case, then it doesn't make any sense to try to present an 

argument for (or the conclusion that a movie was a good one. 

Arguments only make st:nse when they have as a conclusion something that could be 

true or talse. They make sense only in contexts in which there is at least the potential 

for to about the truth value of their conclusion. 

EXF..RCISES AND STUDY QUE!l'TIONS 

*1. Some of the following sentences report or imply that a person believes or disbe-

lieves a particular proposition, while others merely describe or imply mental atti-

tudes other than beliefs. State whether each implies a belief For those that do 

imply a belief or disbelief, state what belief it implies the person has. 

a. Jones is thinking about the proposition that it will rain tomorrow. 

h. Smith denies that she took the money. 

c. Wilson affirms the proposition that he is a vegetarian. 

d. Brown contends that there will be a war. 

e. Johnson accepts the fact that she will never win an Academy Award. 

f. Black endorses the proposition that affirmative action is constitutionaL 
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g. White wonders whether he should buy a new pair of shoes. 

h. Hope that it will rain. 

2. Does the proposition "S in God" imply that S believes any particular 

proposition? Does it imply anything for about how S behaves or 

what S cares about? 

*3. on the claim. 

You can never tell what a person believes. No matter how the person acts, 

his actions may be misleading. 

4. Can you freely choose what to If you can't choose your belie£>, 

can you do anything to indirectly affect what you believe? If you can 

choose your beliefs, how do you do it? 

*5. Discuss the following objection to (BP). 

I know that I like peach pie, f don't merely believe that 1 like it. Thus, the 

proposition "I like peach pie" is one that I neither believe nor disbelieve 

nor judgment about So it is an exception to (BP). 

6. People sometimes "agree to disagree." What does this mean? 

*7. Suppose I like peach pie and you don't like peach pie. Does it follow that we dis-

agree about anything? Does our disagreement concern the truth value of any 

proposition? 

D. Reasons for Belief 

Dl. Reasons and Evidettce 

Sometimes people have good reasons for the things believe and sometimes they 

don't. Scientists who have done careful research about the effects of smo.k.ing 

rettes have good reasons to believe that smoking cigarettes causes lung cancer. The 

reports of these scientists provide the rest of us with good reasons to believe that same 

proposition. Our reasons, though, differ hom theirs. Their reasons include the facts 

and data turned up in their research. Our reasons come from their reports or testi-

mony. Perhaps we should concede that the scientists' reasons are a bit better than the 

reasons the rest of us have. 

Other familiar cases provide us with additional of good reasons. I 

have a good reason to believe that my car is out in my driveway: I see it. I also have 

good reason to believe that I ate a bagel for breakfast today: I remember doing it 

In contrast, you might have a Shirley, who believes that she's been reincar-

nated many times. It's likely that she doesn't have any reason to believe that. 

There are other cases in which people believe something without any good reason. 

Consider the {;]J!owing: 
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The truth or falsity of a proposition does not depend on how you, or people gener-
ally, feel about that proposition. 

EXERCISES AND STUDY QpESTIONS 

*1. The following sentences all contain the word "true," or a variant. In some of the 
sentences "true" is used in the sense of "corresponds to the facts," and in others 
it has a different meaning. Indicate which sentences use true in the sense 
described in the text. For those sentences in which it has a different meaning, 
explain what that meaning is. 
a. Everything stated in my history book is true. 
b. He's a true friend. 
c. Do you swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 
d. Your bicycle will run better if you true the wheels. 
e. He truly believes that things will tum out well. 

2. The same sentence can be used to express different propositions in different sit-
uations or contexts. For example, proposition sentence (11) expresses depends on 
who said it. What features of the situation or context help to determine which 
proposition is expressed by the following sentences. 
a. I am sleepy. 
b. You will not be here tomorrow. 
c. It is sunny today. 
d. We will not tolerate any more of your abuse. 

*3. Could different sentences ever be used to express the same proposition? If so, give 
some examples. If not, explain why not. 

4. One of the main goals of reasoning is to learn the truth. What are some other 
goals of reasoning? Do you think that people really are trying to learn the truth 
when they think about things, or do some of these other goals take precedence? 

*5. Does the truth value of this proposition depend on what people think about 
the topic' 

Nearly everybody believes that the earth is round 
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6. 'Whether a proposition is true or false does not depend on how people feel about 
it. But consider the following proposition: 

Pop U. Lar is well-liked 
Doesn't the truth value of this proposition depend on how people feel' Explain. 

7. What mistake is made in the following claim? 
The statement that there are an odd number in Pebble Beach is neither 
true nor false since no one knows how many pebbles there are in Pebble Beach. 

8. What, according to the text, might people have in mind when they say that some-
is "true for me" or "true for Americans"' According to the text, it would be 

better not use "true for" to express what they have in mind. Why? Doyou agree? 
9. Explain the source of the confusion in the following discussion. 

Student 1: How many classes do you have this week? 
Student 2: Only three-philosophy, chemistry, and psychology. My history 

class is canceled this week. 
Student 1: Only three! I have twelve-three English classes, four biology 

classes, three sociology class, and two art history classes. 

III. RATIONAL BELIEF 

We now know that a good argument is one that provides us with a good reason to 
think that its conclusion is really true. But what counts as a good reason for think-
ing that a proposition is true? We turn now to a preliminary discussion of this topic. 

A Belief, Disbelief: and Suspension of Judgment 

Suppose you are thinking about a proposition with an eye toward determining 
whether or not it is true. What are the possible outcomes of this process? You might 
come to the conclusion that the proposition is true, you might decide that it is false, 
and you might find that you are unable to decide. These three results correspond to 
the three main cognitive attitudes you can take toward a proposition: belief, disbelief, 
and suspension of judgment. If you conclude that a proposition is true, then you 
believe the proposition; if you conclude that it is false, then you disbelieve the propo-
sition; and if you can't decide, then you suspend judgment about the proposition. 

In considering any proposition, you must take one of these three attitudes toward 
it. The following example illustrates the idea. Suppose you are trying to remember 
whether Thomas Jefferson was the second or the third president of the United States. 
While doing this, you are considering several mooositions. includim: this one: 

15. Thomas Jefferson was the second president of the United States. 

When you are done thinking about this proposition, you must believe it, disbe-
lieve it, or suspend judgment about it. However, there are many varieties of 

Chapter 3: Well-Formed Arguments I

• The Standard Form Representation of Arguments 
•Argumentative passages are often rather messy.  
➡ They may contain various things that are not relevant (i.e., not 
really part of) the argument(s) expressed in the passage.

• The first thing we need to do is state in very clear and precise 
language what the premises and conclusion of the argument are.

• Part of what “clear and precise statement” means has to do 
with the logical structure (and logical form) of the argument.

• We will write arguments in standard form, which consists of a 
numbered list of premises, followed by a horizontal line, and 
then the conclusion (carrying on the numbering from above).

• Getting an argument into standard from is non-trivial…

Chapter 3: Well-Formed Arguments II

• The Standard Form Representation of Arguments 

Chapter 3 Well-Formed Arguments 

guish these different elements of a written passage in Chapter 5. You might look now at the examples from Chapter 1 to see if you can identify the different functions of the statements they contain. To determine whether an argument is a good argument, it is best to state the argument in a very clear form that highlights the reasons given in the argument and the proposition they are intended to support. Other material-background informa-tion, jokes, anecdotes-is eliminated. Presenting the argument in this way enables us to focus on the gist of the argument without being distracted by these other things. As we've seen, arguments have two main components. The reasons, the things that are supposed to support the claim in question, are premises. The proposition the premises are supposed to support is the conclusion. An argument consists of one or more premises and a conclusion. We will write arguments in a particular format, or standard form, by listing each premise, on a separate numbered line, drawing a line, and then writing the conclusion. An argument that has three premises will look like this: 

1. First premise 
2. Second premise 
3. Third premise 
4. Conclusion 

Of course, there do !lOt have to be three premises; there can be any number. Numer-ous examples of arguments, both in ordinary prose and in standard form, will be later in this chapter and in the chapters that follow. At times it will be difficult to rewrite arguments in standard form, but there are four main reasons for going to the trouble of doing so: 
1. Writing arguments in standard form helps you avoid including extra steps in the argument. In normal prose people often include material that isn't strictly part of their argument. By writing the argument out in standard form it is easier to see just what is part of the argument and what isn't. You are less likely to include the extra material in the argument when it is written out in this way. 
2. Sometimes people don't bother to write down all of their assumptions and reasons when they give an argument. They may think that some things go without saying. As we will see in detail later, it is important to include these unstated premises since sometimes they are controversial and sometimes they are false. Writing the argu-ment in standard form makes it easier to spot the places where there are missing premises and easier to f1gure out what they are. 
3. People often state their premises and conclusions in obscure, misleading, or imprecise ways. Rewriting arguments in standard form encourages clearer and more precise formulations of arguments. This makes the arguments easier to understand and evaluate. 
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4. When arguments are written out in standard form, you can easiiy refer to the various premises and the conclusion since each element has its own number. This makes discussion of arguments simpler and more convenient. 
These advantages of rewriting arguments in standard form will become more appar-ent after you have practiced doing it for a while. At first, it may be difficult to figure out what is really part of the argument and what isn't, but with practice this will get much easier. 

B. The Steps of Argument Analysis 

The whole project of extracting arguments from prose passages and putting them in standard form and then deciding whether these arguments are good arguments is argu-ment ana!Jisis. As described in Chapter 1, argument analysis can be broken down into two main steps, each of which will be further subdivided later. The first step is recon-structing the argument. This is the process of taking a prose passage and rewriting the argument it contains in standard form. To do this, you must read the passage care-fully, figure out what the author is saying, identify the premises and conclusion of the argument, and then write everything out in standard form. The second main step of argument analysis is evaluating the argument. In this step you decide whether the argument outlined during the first stage is a good argument. Although it might seem to make sense to learn about the first stage of argu-ment analysis first, we will study the second stage first. When you reconstruct an argument, your goal is to extract from the prose passage you have read the best argument you can for the author's conclusion. There wouldn't be much point to reconstructing the argument in a less favorable way. (We will discuss this point in more detail in Chapter 5.) This means that to know how to reconstruct an argu-ment, you need to have some idea of what makes an argument a good argument. Therefore, it makes sense to learn what makes an argument good or bad before studying in detail how to reconstruct arguments that are expressed in ordinary prose. 

C. Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction 
Since the point of giving an argument is to provide support for its conclusion, an argument will be successful if it does provide support for its conclusion. In other words, an argument succeeds if it presents good reasons to believe that its conclusion is true, and it fails if it does not present good reasons for its conclusion. By this stan-dard, it is possible for arguments to be rhetorically effective or to have literary merit even if, from a logical or rational point of view, they are no good. Arguments may often convince listeners because they are in some way persuasive, even if they don't present genuinely good reasons for their conclusions. Arguments can also be inter-esting or surprising without providing good reasons for their conclusions. It is the rational merits of arguments that is our primary concern in this text. 

• Note: there can be any number of premises in an argument.

• 4 main reasons for putting arguments in standard form:
• (1) Placing the argument in standard form allows us to 
eliminate irrelevant or redundant statements from the 
argument.  Such irrelevancies and redundancies become more 
salient, once we get in the habit of working in standard form.
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• The Standard Form Representation of Arguments

• (2) Sometimes authors of argumentative passages omit certain 
assumptions/premises.  We must make all premises/assumptions 
explicit in our reconstructions.  By placing arguments in standard 
form, it will be easier for us to spot such missing material.

• (3) Sometimes authors of passages will use obscure, 
misleading, or imprecise language.  Rewriting arguments in 
standard form also involves making all language clear and precise.  
We must be clear about which propositions are in the argument.

• (4) Once we have an argument written out in clear, precise, 
standard form, we can then easily refer to the various premises 
(and the conclusion) of the argument via their number labels.
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• The Steps of Argument Analysis
• Remember, there are two main steps of argument analysis:
• (1) Reconstruction.  This involves transforming the 
argument(s) expressed in the passage into standard form.

• (2) Evaluation.  Determining the degree to which the premises 
of the reconstructed argument support its conclusion.

• It may seem like (1) and (2) are performed (neatly) in order.  
Actually, the process involves feedback between (1) and (2).

• Our goal is to extract the best argument we can from an 
argumentative passage (we’ll return to this in Ch. 5).

• As a result, we’ll need to be thinking hard about step (2) 
while we are trying to accomplish step (1).

Chapter 3: Well-Formed Arguments V

• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction
• Because step (2) is so central to obtaining good (and 
charitable) reconstructions of arguments, we’ll actually need to 
say something about evaluation before getting into reconstruction.

• To this end, consider the following (brief) example.
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In this 
section we will examine a few simple arguments and consider some be made in their evaluation. This analysis will provide us with a what an argument is and what the criteria for a good argument are. introduction, we will spend the remainder of this chapter and all of developing in detail the criteria for a good argument. 

who use 

argument is very 
We can put it into standard form as follows: 

Argument 3.1 
them. L 

2. 

Some people agree with the conclusion of this argument and some disagree. set aside your own views about the lega!i?..ation of drugs and focus on Argument itself Without reading on, try to think of that onnonents of drug legalization response to this argument. Argument 3.1 by proposing 

m 

here is to look at Legal's argument itself support for its condusion. We're 
formulating or examining 

other arguments. 
There are a number of 

3.1, but two points are of narticular 
mouths of two critics. 

Critic 1: 

Critic 2: 

It is true that drugs hurt only those who use them. But this does not show that they should be legaL Sometimes have to be protected from their own foolishness and mis-takes. This may be a case in which it's the job of the gov-ernment to make it harder for people to harm themselves. 

and caring 

hurt only those who use them, ::m:>llmPnL But it is not true. 'vVhen 
hurt their unborn children. 

use them, they often become less responsible and so they hurt their children. Some 
become violent and harm their 

come into contact, So, 
who use 

spouses or others with whom 
don't hurt r.nlv rln12: users. 

I. Argument Analysis 59 

In examining these two responses to Argument 3.1, our goal is not to decide whether either of these critics is right. The important point is to see that they make very dif-ferent sorts of points about the argument. It is the 11.eneral nature of their criticisms that we are 
Critics I one another in two ways. First, they differ over the premise, which says that dmgs hurt only those who use them. Critic 1 that this premise is true. In contrast, the main point critic 2 makes is that (1) is false because drugs hurt people other than the users themselves. Second, critic 1 thinb that the premise of the argument, though true, is not a good reason to believe the conclusion, whereas critic 2 thinb that the premise is a good reason for the conclusion, or at least that it would be a good reason for the conclusion if it were true. So, critic 1 accepts the premise of the argument but denies that the premise vides good support for the conclusion. He low from the premise. Critic 2 thinb that the oremise JS does follow from it. 

This simple example illustrates the two ways an argument can go wrong: it can have a false Premise. or its conclusion can fail to follow from its premise(s). Let's look examples. 
Example 3.2 
Connie and Diane are discussing the recent student elections. They want to know whether Boris voted. Connie reasons as follows: "Boris is a responsible student So he must have voted." Diane replies, agree with you about Boris's being responsible, but it just doesn't follow that he voted. He might have been sick or out of town or too busy. VIle can't conclude that he 

. 
Example 3.3 
Daniel and Anders are wondering how cold it is outside. Daniel looks outside and sees that the water a nearby pond is frozen. He then "The water in that pond is frozen. Water freezes at 0 degrees l=e>hronha;t it must be 0 degrees Fahrenheit or lower Anders would be a good argument if you were right about the freezing water, but water freezes at 32 degrees Fahrenheit, not 0 degrees Fahrenheit 

Example 3.2, Connie's argument has as a premise the statement that Boris is responsible student. Its conclusion is the statement that Boris voted. In standard it would look like this: 
Argument 3.2 
1 . Boris is a responsible student 
2. Boris voted. 

Diane points out that Connie's conclusion, Diane does not dispute the 
doesn't follow from her premise, 

she says that is true. Even if 

• What is the conclusion of this (brief) argument?

• What are its premises?
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• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction
• As a first pass, this argument has the following standard form:

 1. Drugs only hurt those who use them.
------------------------------------------------------
 2. (Therefore,) Drugs should be legal.

• In order to evaluate the strength of this argument, we need 
(first) to forget our own attitude(s) toward the conclusion.

• What we’re after is an assessment of the strength of this 
particular argument for the legalization of drugs.

• It doesn’t matter what other arguments there may or may not 
be for (or against) this conclusion.  They are irrelevant to the 
assessment of the strength of this argument.
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• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction
• There are only two sorts of questions that are relevant 
regarding the assessment of the strength of an argument.

• Are the premises of the argument true? 
• Is the conclusion supported by the premises (if true)?

• That is, there are only two legitimate ways to criticize an 
argument (i.e., to try to show it is not as strong is it could be).

• Show that some of the premises are false.
• Show that the conclusion is not supported by the premises.

• Note: reasons to think the conclusion is false are irrelevant!

• Let’s now return to our (simple) example of the 1-premise 
argument for the conclusion that drugs should be legal. 
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• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction
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• Which of the two sorts of (potentially relevant) criticisms is this?
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• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction

• Critic 1 believes the premise of the argument, but disbelieves 
that the premise supports the conclusion (even if it were true).

• Critic 2 believes that the premise of the argument supports 
its conclusion (if true), but disbelieves that the premise is true.

• Each critic provides an argument against the claim they 
disbelieve, but no argument for the claims they believe (i.e., they 
only give arguments for their criticisms of the argument).

➡ Note how carefully analyzing one argument (A) can 
ultimately involve analyzing many arguments that pertain to the 
two considerations that are relevant to the strength of 
argument (A).  [This is one reason why argument analysis is subtle.]

Chapter 3: Well-Formed Arguments X
• Evaluating Arguments: An Introduction

• Here are two more introductory examples to discuss…
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• Well-Formed Arguments
• If the conclusion of an argument follows from its premises (i.e., 
if the conclusion would be supported by the premises if the they 
were true), then we say that the argument is well-formed.

• An argument’s being well-formed involves a logical relation 
between the premises and conclusion of the argument.

• There are two types of well-formed arguments:

• Valid arguments.  These are arguments such that the 
truth of their premises guarantees the truth of their conclusion.

• Cogent arguments.  These are such that the truth of their 
premises makes the truth of their conclusion probable (but does 
not guarantee the truth of their conclusion).
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• Well-Formed Arguments
• We will study valid arguments first, and (merely) cogent 
arguments later.   Valid arguments are easier to characterize.

• Here is a preliminary definition of validity:

• D3.1:  An argument is valid (aka deductively valid) if and only 
if (iff) it is (logically) impossible for all the premises of the 
argument to be true while the conclusion of the argument is false.

• In order to properly understand the meaning of this 
definition, we need to say what “logically impossible” means. 

• To say that a statement is logically impossible is to say 
something stronger than that it is (merely) physically impossible 
(or even mathematically impossible).  Here are some examples…
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• Well-Formed Arguments
• Some propositions are actually true (Snow is white), and some 
are not (Al Gore is President of the United States in 2007).

• Other propositions are not actually true, but still possibly true. 
• Al Gore is not actually our President in 2007, but he might 
have been—it is possibly true that Al Gore is President in 2007.

• Some propositions are not even possibly true. For instance:
• (1) My car has traveled faster than the speed of light.
• (2)  2 + 2 = 5.
• (3) Branden weighs 200lbs and Branden does not weigh 200lbs.

• (1) violates the laws of physics: it is physically impossible. (2) 
violates the laws of arithmetic: it is arithmetically impossible.
➡ (3) violates the laws of logic: it is logically impossible.


