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    Critical thinking is something that we all do, but we are not necessarily aware of it. Just as we learn to speak our native language long before we learn its grammar, so, too, we think critically long before we realize that this activity also has a structure. And just as those who become aware of the structure of our language also become more effective at communication, so, too, those who become alert to the structure behind critical thinking become more adept in reading comprehension in exposing the logic of an argument and in skillfully challenging defective arguments when they are confronted.




    In this volume, we have tried to explain in a simple and clear fashion the principles behind critical thinking. With due regard to cultural and historical factors, we have explained what the ideal structure of an argument is, how that ideal becomes a paradigm for critical thinking, and the ways in which argument can fail to exemplify that ideal structure. We have provided some guidance on how to use language cues in identifying an argument and its structure. At many points, we show how a wide variety of devices, both formal and informal, can be used to buttress arguments and to call attention to their weaknesses.




    Critical thinking involves at least two subcategories. First, to think critically is to think logically. Second, to think critically is to know where and how to challenge the arguments that one comes across in daily life. With regard to logic, we note that it has become a technical discipline and, as such, has tended to focus on the structure of arguments in other technical disciplines, such as mathematics. We have endeavored to keep technical terminology to a minimum and to introduce students only to that part of logic that is routinely needed for everyday purposes, including academic purposes. Rather than discuss informal fallacies in a vacuum or dwell on technical minutiae, we have stressed the practical contexts in which such fallacies are likely to appear.




    With regard to teaching students how to challenge arguments in a constructive and rewarding way so as to deepen comprehension, we have employed a novel device. In addition to presenting an organized approach to the subject, we have written this book from the point of view of one who wishes to deceive, mislead, or manipulate others. On the assumption that “it takes one to know one,” we have found that people are able to detect the misuse or abuse of logic if they themselves are masters of the art of deception. The reader should ask himself how different the world would be if everyone knew—really knew—how to use and thereby how to detect the misuse of logic.




    Even after completing the standard course in informal logic, most students are as incapable of spotting a fallacy as they were before they enrolled. One key factor in this failure to teach students to deal with fallacies in real life is the emphasis upon recognition. Typically, the student or reader is asked to identify fallacies in the writings of others, and although he or she must respond, the response is within a primarily passive situation. This narrow textbook approach necessitates that the author or teacher rely upon singularly obvious or simpleminded examples. The transfer to other contexts is rarely made.




    In our own experience as teachers, we have found that using a format of active manipulation rather than passive recognition is much more successful. We hope that you, too, will find this approach more rewarding and successful. Each chapter is capped with a brief summary, and one or more exercises designed to help you internalize the key points of that chapter. We think that they will be useful in helping you to prepare for and absorb the following chapter. An exercise for use by teachers is to be found after the final chapter. If you prefer, you may of course skip over some or all these exercises and read through to the end of the book.




    Nicholas Capaldi and Miles Smit
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    WHAT IS LOGIC?




    Sometimes the best way to explain something is to tell what that something is not. Logic is best explained by presenting examples of what is not logic. Consider the three following cases of the absence or abuse of logic.




    First, there is an old patter act, popularized by the American comedy team of Abbott and Costello, in a similar vein to their famous “Who's on First” routine. Picture both men in a radio studio in New York City. Abbott claims that he can prove to Costello that Costello is not there. On the face of it, Abbott's claim appears paradoxical, if not ridiculous, since it is clear to Costello, and to everyone in the audience, that Costello is there. Nevertheless, Abbott persists in his claim. To begin with, Abbott gets Costello to admit that he, Costello, is not in San Francisco. Next, Costello admits that he is not in Chicago. Finally, Costello admits that since he is not in San Francisco and he is not in Chicago, then he must be somewhere else. Abbott then concludes that since Costello is somewhere else, it follows that Costello cannot be in New York City.





    Audiences always found this classic routine amusing. Some, however, suspect that there is a methodical trick in Abbott's claim. The question is how to unmask the trick. One way the procedure may be contested is to point out that the expression “somewhere else” is never used in a vacuum or in a contextless way. We always use the expression by specifying a frame of reference. Thus, it is silly to talk about someone being “somewhere else” because there is no such place as “somewhere else.” Either “somewhere else” means not here, where “here” is specifically or implicitly defined, or it means somewhere other than the place or places explicitly mentioned. In the example given, San Francisco and Chicago are the only places explicitly mentioned. Costello is somewhere other than San Francisco and Chicago, This admission would in no way imply that Costello is not in New York City.




    Abbott was not the first person to abuse language, nor are we the first to suggest a rule for using the expression “somewhere else.” In fact, there might not even be a rule in any explicit sense until we are forced to examine a troublesome case. Most of us learn to use our language long before we are taught any rules about it. Rules may even be nothing more than explicit formulations of current practice, a formulation forced upon us by someone's discovery of a trick that can be played in the absence of a strict rule.




    Second, let us consider an example from philosophy. In Plato's dialogue Protagoras, Socrates questions Protagoras about the relationship between “wisdom” and “self-control.” Protagoras asserts that there is no necessary tie between “wisdom” and “self-control.” Socrates then raises a long series of questions, in answer to which Protagoras asserts three things: that “wisdom” is the opposite of folly, that every word having an opposite has one and only one opposite, and that folly is the opposite of “self-control.” Socrates then interrupts Protagoras and offers the following challenge. If “wisdom” is the opposite of folly, and if “self-control” is the opposite of folly, then “wisdom” and “self-control” are two opposites of the same word, namely, folly. However, Protagoras has also admitted that every word having an opposite has one and only one opposite. Protagoras must reject either the assertion that every word that has an opposite has just one opposite or his initial assertion that there is no necessary tie between “wisdom” and “self-control” because if both of these words have the same opposite, then they must be synonymous, or have the same meaning. Protagoras ends up rejecting his original statement that “wisdom” and “self-control” have no necessary tie.




    The foregoing example is interesting for two reasons. First, it shows how it is possible for a relatively intelligent person to think that he understands the meaning of isolated statements and then to recognize the conflict in those statements when someone else brings them together. Second, one of the two conflicting statements is a formulation of a classical logical rule, namely, the law of the excluded middle. This law states that every statement is either true or false. The assertion that every word having an opposite has one and only one opposite says essentially the same thing. Protagoras’ immediate acceptance of this statement and his rejection of his original statement (i.e., that “wisdom” and “self-control” are not closely related) seems to show that certain rules have a special status. He was much more willing to save the rule than to save his definitions of “wisdom” and “self-control” once he was aware of the conflict.




    Third, let us consider an example from contemporary political debate. Consider the following argument.





    (1) Terrorists demand the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Iraq.




    (2) Liberals demand the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Iraq.




    (3) Therefore, Liberals are Terrorists.




    Most of us would agree that statements (1) and (2) are true but that statement (3) is false. But the above argument seems to imply that if statements (1) and (2) are true, then statement (3) must be true. Since this argument is puzzling, let us schematize it and then analyze its content. We shall adopt the following symbols:




    “T” stands for Terrorists.




    “L” stands for Liberals.




    “V” stands for “demanding the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Iraq.” In schematic form, the argument now looks like this:




    (1) T is V




    (2) L is V




    (3) L is T




    In order to test the acceptability of the above argument, we now construct another argument with the same schematic form:




    (1) Tapirs are vegetarians.




    (2) Llamas are vegetarians.




    (3) Therefore, llamas are tapirs.




    In schematic form, the argument is identical to the argument





    (1) T is V




    (2) L is V




    (3) L is T




    in the previous paragraph.




    Since most of us would agree that this argument is unacceptable, and since this argument is identical in form to the previous argument, we must also find the previous argument unacceptable.




    The importance of the political example is that it shows us how convenient it would be to invent a symbolic technique by which we could test the acceptability of arguments. Moreover, it leads us to raise important questions about our entire discussion. What does it mean to find an argument acceptable or unacceptable? What is an argument? Finally, why are we so concerned to identify acceptable and unacceptable arguments? These questions are best answered in reverse order.




    The great significance of logic as a tool for distinguishing legitimate from illegitimate arguments comes in the area of practical affairs. As is evident from the third example, people discuss the most important affairs in life by the use of arguments. Important decisions affecting our lives and our well-being are often presented in the form of arguments. It is precisely because our language is related to our actions that the distinction between acceptable and unacceptable arguments becomes important.




    WHAT IS AN ARGUMENT?




    Before we can define an argument, we must first consider some more general features of the structure of our language. The smallest unit of our language is the letter, and in the English language, there are the twenty-six letters from A to Z. Letters constitute the building blocks out of which the rest of our language is constructed. The next larger unit is the word. Words are constructed out of letters, and the construction is done on the basis of rules. The rules for combining letters into words are called spelling rules. The next larger unit can be variously called the clause, the sentence, or the statement. Sentences are constructed out of words, and this construction is also carried out on the basis of rules. The rules for combining words into sentences are called rules of grammar.




    Sentences are usually divided into four types: declarative, exclamatory, imperative, and interrogative. Some logicians have tried to argue that there is a correlation between the type of sentence and the function of the sentence. For example, it is usually argued that declarative sentences convey information or facts and are thus true or false; and it is argued that imperative sentences express commands and are thus not true or false. However, a closer examination reveals that one type of sentence can often be substituted for another without necessarily changing the function. For example, one can say, “Close the door” (which is an imperative sentence), or one can say, “I want the door closed” (which is a declarative sentence).




    It is when we have arrived at this level of language that we realize just how complicated the structure of our language is. If we could discuss language simply in terms of the relationships among symbols (what is referred to as syntax), then it would be a simple matter to lay out the logic or structure of our thought and language. However, in addition to syntax, we must also consider the relationship of symbols to things or objects in the world (what is called semantics) and the relationship of language to the user of the language (what is called pragmatics). Here it is no easy matter to say what the rules or structures are without getting into deep philosophical debate.




    The same problem can be seen in the next larger unit of language after the sentence, namely, the paragraph. There are no unambiguous rules for combining sentences into paragraphs. We are usually advised that there is some kind of unity or coherence to sentences in a paragraph, often identified by reference to a topic sentence. But this is not easy to see on purely structural grounds.




    There are, on the other hand, certain combinations of sentences or clauses or statements that do have an obvious unity. One combination is called an argument. An argument is a group of statements (sentences, clauses), either within one larger sentence or within a group of grammatically distinct sentences, such that one or more of the statements are said to “support,” “prove,” or “provide evidence for” one other statement. The statement that is supported or proven or for which evidence is provided is called the conclusion. There is one and only one conclusion for each argument. There may be any number of supporting statements. The statements that provide support, proof, or evidence are called premises.




    The clue to recognizing an argument is the conclusion: one conclusion, one argument. It should also be noted that the terms “premise” and “conclusion” are relative. That is, the same statement may be both a premise in one argument and a conclusion to another argument. This is because we can have a series of interlocked arguments. In the next chapter, we shall discuss clues for identifying arguments.




    The classic paradigm of an argument is:





    Premise 1: All men are mortal.




    Premise 2: Socrates is a man.
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    Conclusion: Socrates is mortal.




    TABLE 1


    Elements of Language
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    *Only some paragraphs contain arguments.




    WHEN IS AN ARGUMENT ACCEPTABLE?




    We have now arrived at the question “How do we tell the difference between an acceptable and an unacceptable argument?” If an argument is composed of premises and a conclusion, then one difference between an acceptable argument and an unacceptable argument must lie in the relationship between the premises and the conclusion.




    One kind of argument is intuitively unacceptable, that is, an argument that allows us to arrive at a false conclusion from true premises. An example we have already used fits this pattern.




    Premise 1: Terrorists call for the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Iraq.




    Premise 2: Liberals call for the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Iraq.




    Conclusion: Liberals are terrorists.




    The premises are true, but the conclusion is clearly false. Logicians can now diagram this argument, analyze the relationship between the premises and the conclusion, and compare this relationship to other arguments that we also reject as intuitively unacceptable. The remarkable thing is that the same few patterns appear over and over again. These patterns are then classified and can be used for immediate appraisals of arguments.




    As we shall see in chapter 2, the particular pattern of the foregoing unacceptable argument is called a violation of the rule of the undistributed middle. This terminology may mean nothing to the reader at the moment, but it does indicate that memorizing a few rules and being able to identify the patterns will enable him to spot immediately those arguments that are unacceptable for reasons of form, that is, because of the relationship between premises and conclusion.




    We shall call all unacceptable arguments that violate the rules of form invalid. Any argument that does not violate these rules will be called valid.





    There is yet another sense in which an argument can be unacceptable. An argument may be formally valid, that is, its form may be acceptable, but we might reject the truth or acceptability of the premises. Analogously, a sentence may be grammatically correct but still false. An argument may be formally correct or valid but still not contain true premises. When an argument is valid but at least one of its premises is false, the argument is said to be unsound. When an argument is both formally valid and its premises are all true, then the argument is said to be sound. The ideal argument is, of course, a sound argument.




    Formal logic is concerned exclusively with validity and invalidity. Logic by itself, or formal logic, does not determine the truth of its premises. Informal logic, on the other hand, is concerned with the soundness of arguments.




    It may seem like an obvious matter to determine the truth or falsity of premises and therefore an issue for science or expertise rather than logic. But the matter is not quite so obvious. The premises offered in an argument might be true but not relevant to the conclusion. So relevant truth becomes an issue. Alternatively, the premises may have the appearance of being true but are not really true. Exposing or utilizing deceptive presentations becomes an issue. Finally, there is the issue of interpreting truths; this, too, calls for judgments that may be challenged. Although informal logic cannot codify and classify all the ways in which arguments are unsound and at the same time provide us with a simple mechanism in the way that formal logic does, it is nevertheless true that there is a remarkable recurrence of patterns even here. We shall be studying some of those patterns in the remainder of this book.





    SUMMARY AND EXERCISES




    

      	Logic is the study of arguments.




      	
Arguments are composed of a conclusion and one or more premises. The premises are evidence for the conclusion.




      	Arguments may be evaluated as either valid or invalid. An argument is valid if it is not invalid. An argument is invalid if it violates the rules. The rules are determined by studying the patterns of arguments whose premises are true and whose conclusion is false.




      	Arguments may also be evaluated as sound or unsound. An argument is sound if it is formally valid and its premises are all true. An argument is unsound if it is formally valid but at least one of its premises is false. Informal logic is concerned with all the ways in which an argument might be unsound.


    




    Exercise 1




    We will start out by trying to get a handle on the formulation and structuring of arguments by working with a sample text of your choosing. You might start with a print-out or clipping of any front-page or feature story that you find interesting. Alternately, work from the transcript of a political interview that catches your fancy. The news networks and radio talk shows often store these transcripts on their web pages. As a third alternative, you might want to use an entry on a controversial subject from an online encyclopedia that allows revisions, as these are often written with an eye to presenting argumentative appeals as innocuously or neutrally as possible.





    Exercise 2




    Break the article or conversation down to the component arguments. Are the sentences in fact grouped in discernible arguments? How many of those arguments that you can spot are valid? Of these, how many are sound, in your judgment? Try to concentrate, not on your emotional reactions to the content of the text, but on the form and structure by which ideas are presented. You may be surprised by how easy the technique of scanning for arguments becomes, with a little bit of practice. You may also be surprised by the absence of complete arguments. If you are looking at a transcript, you may even discover the absence of complete and proper sentences, even though the discussion may have seemed perfectly coherent when heard live and in context!




    Exercise 3




    Make a list of any issues that are tacitly involved or indirectly invoked. You may very well notice that the covertly introduced issues, and “dog whistle” or “weasel word” rhetoric, have at least as much force as what is spelled out fully. Try to characterize in your own words how issues are presented and how this presentation may prejudice the reception of the issues.
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    ARGUMENTS




    As we have seen in the introduction, logic is concerned with the structure of arguments. Arguments are composed of premises and a conclusion, where the premises are said to support, prove, or provide evidence for the conclusion. Before one can study the structure of an argument and evaluate the evidence of the premises, one must be able to identify an argument and the parts that compose it.




    DIFFICULTIES IN IDENTIFYING ARGUMENTS




    Not everything that is written contains an argument. In fact, most writing does not contain arguments. Quite often, authors are interested only in defining a term, comparing and contrasting two ideas, describing an experience or event. Sometimes speakers and authors want simply to amuse or shock readers and audiences. Sometimes authors aim to confirm existing convictions or prejudices or to distinguish themselves and/or the audience from some group of disdainful people. The different forms that writing might take and the purposes such writing might serve are so numerous that it would be impossible to list all of them.




    Not only are the forms of discourse numerous, but it is also frequently difficult to decide which one(s) is (are) actually present in a text. Authors rarely begin a work by announcing their purpose and describing their method. In some cases (e.g., satire), such a beginning would destroy the author's whole effect. Moreover, authors—with the possible exception of those who write books on logic—do not proclaim at every point that they are presenting an argument; they do not label every sentence they write as either a premise or a conclusion.




    GRAMMAR, PUNCTUATION, AND READING COMPREHENSION




    Since this is not a book on reading comprehension and grammar, detailed instructions on how to read cannot be given. On the other hand, it should be emphasized that arguments cannot be identified and understood if the reader is unfamiliar with the mechanics of grammar and punctuation. Two items deserve special mention: pronouns and punctuation.




    Consider the following statement from Thomas Hobbes's




    Leviathan:




    Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it; it is either in consideration of some right reciprocally transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby. For it is a voluntary act; and of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself.




    Let us begin by asking, to what does the italicized word “it” refer? An understanding of the pronoun “it” is absolutely essential to an understanding of Hobbes's argument. The pronoun “it” refers to the whole phrase “whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it.” How do we know this? To begin with, a pronoun refers to an antecedent, that is, to a word or phrase that comes before the pronoun. Next, a pronoun agrees with its antecedent in number, that is, if a pronoun is singular, then the antecedent must be singular. The pronoun “it” is singular and must therefore refer to a singular antecedent.




    In Hobbes's statement, there are several singular antecedents. Usually, the immediately preceding noun with the same number is the antecedent. The immediately preceding singular noun is “good.” But a good is not an act. There are two other clues: context and structure. Structurally, there is another “it” that has as its antecedent the singular phrase “whensoever…renounceth it.” Moreover, from the context, the only act mentioned was the transferring and renouncing of a right. Consequently, it is plausible to assume that “it” refers to the transferring and renouncing of a right.




    Let us consider another element of the same statement: “For it is a voluntary act; and of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself.” A semicolon (;) appears in the middle of the sentence. The function of a semicolon is to connect grammatical units of equal rank. That is, we use a semicolon to connect two main clauses not joined by “and,” “for,” or some similar conjunctive term and between two units containing commas. In our example, we have two equal units, each of which could be a separate sentence: (1) “it is a voluntary act” and (2) “of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself.” Hobbes, the author, places both clauses in the same sentence even though they could be separated. This means that he wants to emphasize their relatedness. That is, both clauses are to be treated together. The reason for a semicolon before the “and” instead of a comma is that the second clause already contains a comma.




    What does all of this mean? As we shall see below in our discussion of rules for identifying premises, the word “for” signifies that whatever follows in the same grammatical unit is a premise. In our example, two things follow the word “for” in the same grammatical unit. Thus, we may conclude that Hobbes's statement has at least two premises: (1) “it is a voluntary act” (premise one); (2) “of the voluntary acts of every man, the object is some good to himself” (premise two). The semicolon or the comma before a coordinating conjunction (e.g., “and”) signifies a unity. In this way, we were able to identify how many premises followed the word “for.”




    From our discussion of the role of pronouns, we know that the pronoun “it” refers to “the renouncing or the transferring of a right.” If we substitute this information into the example, we obtain the following:




    

      

      



      

        	Premise one:



        	Transferring or renouncing a right is a voluntary act.

      




      

        	Premise two:



        	The object of every man's voluntary act is some good to himself. (Notice that we have modified the second premise into a more convenient form without changing its meaning.)

      


    




    Even without knowing any logic, the reader can see that a conclusion suggests itself simply from reading the two premises. What conclusion? We can conclude that transferring or renouncing a right is an action performed with the intention of gaining some good for the agent. When we look at the original statement by Hobbes, we find that this is exactly what he says in the very first sentence.





    Conclusion: “Whensoever a man transferreth his right, or renounceth it; it is either in consideration of some right reciprocally transferred to himself, or for some other good he hopeth for thereby.”




    RULES FOR IDENTIFYING PREMISES AND CONCLUSIONS




    

      

      



      

        	Rule one:



        	We do not identify premises and conclusions by content.

      




      

        	Rule two:



        	We do not identify premises and conclusions by position or location within a paragraph. For stylistic or other reasons, the premises and the conclusions can appear anywhere.

      




      

        	Rule three:



        	The appearance of the following word or words at the beginning of a sentence or clause signifies that the sentence or clause is a conclusion: therefore, thus, so, hence, consequently, accordingly, it follows that, as a result, I conclude, and other synonymous terms.

      


    




    In the following arguments, the conclusion is identified as the clause following the italicized words.




    

      

      



      

        	Argument I:



        	All men are mortal. Socrates is a man. Therefore, Socrates is mortal.

      




      

        	Argument II:



        	It rained yesterday, so I feel confident that the reservoir is full.

      




      

        	Argument III:



        	
Thus, after having thought well on this matter, and after examining all things with care, I must finally conclude and maintain that this proposition: I am, I exist, is necessarily true every time that I pronounce it or conceive it in my mind. (Descartes)

      




      

        	Rule four:



        	The appearance of the following word or words at the beginning of a sentence clause signifies that the sentence or clause is a premise: since, for, because, whereas, as, inasmuch as, seeing that, and synonymous terms.

      


    





    In the following argument, the premises are identified as the clause or clauses following the italicized words.




    Argument: Since Mr. Rivera is an alien, and because no aliens can vote in US elections, we must conclude that Mr. Rivera cannot vote in the next election.




    There is another common pattern found in arguments. Often we find two sentences or clauses flanking the words “for” or “because.” When this pattern appears (as in the case of the previous argument from Hobbes), it means that what precedes “for” or “because” is a conclusion, and what follows “for” or “because” is one or more premises.




    “…….for…….”




       (C)         (P)




    “……………because…..………”




       (conclusion)            (premise)




    

      

      



      

        	Rule five:



        	Supply implicit or missing premises and conclusions. Many times an argument is so clear from its context that the author provides only part of it. In these cases, it is up to the reader to supply the missing or assumed premises or even the conclusion. This kind of argument is referred to as an enthymeme.

      


    





    Consider the following example. “Mr. Wong is an illegal alien, so he is not permitted to vote.” We can identify the part of the sentence following “so” as the conclusion. The first part is a premise. However, another obvious premise is not stated, namely, that “illegal aliens are not permitted to vote.” The complete argument now looks like this:




    Premise: Illegal aliens are not permitted to vote. (supplied by the reader)




    Premise: Mr. Wong is an illegal alien.




    Conclusion: Mr. Wong is not permitted to vote.




    

      

      



      

        	Rule six:



        	Any proposition may be both a premise and a conclusion when there is more than one argument in the same passage. A set of interlocking arguments is called a sorites (sor-EYE-teez). The conclusion to one argument may be the premise to the second argument.

      


    




    The standard form for the presentation of a sorites is as follows:




    Argument I:




    Premise (1): ________________________________




    Premise (2): ________________________________




    Conclusion1: ________________________________





    Argument II:




    Premise (1): (usually the conclusion of Argument I)




    Premise (2): _______________________________




    Conclusion2: ______________________________




    Sample Problem One




    Consider the following sorites from Aristotle's Politics:




    Every state is a community of some kind, and every community is established with a view to some good; for mankind always act in order to obtain that which they think good. But, if all communities aim at some good, the state or political community, which is the highest of all, and which embraces all the rest, aims at good in a greater degree than any other, and at the highest good.




    A careful reading of the passage reveals that Aristotle is talking about the state. In fact, the passage looks as if it is a long description, or definition, of the state. An examination of the pronouns and punctuation reveals the following. In the first sentence, a semicolon appears and breaks up the sentence before the word “for,” a key clue. The second sentence begins with a repetition of the same point made in the first sentence but adds something extra. The additions include two clauses beginning with relative pronouns. These clauses are descriptions of some of the characteristics of the state. The second sentence then ends by ascribing a new property to the state, a characteristic we did not find in the first sentence.




    When we look for clues to help identify premises and conclusions, we find one important clue, the word “for.” We know that what precedes “for” is a conclusion and what follows is a premise. Therefore, the clause “every state is a community of some kind, and every community is established with a view to some good” is a conclusion. Moreover, we know now that the clause “mankind always act in order to obtain that which they think good” is a premise.




    There is something else worth noticing about the first sentence. Given what it says, we may add to it a missing or implicit premise, namely, that a community is the product of human activity. We then obtain the following argument:




    Argument I:




    Premise (1): Mankind always act in order to obtain that which they think good. (the clue here is the word “for”)




    Premise (2): A community is the product of human activity. (implicit premise)




    Conclusion: Every community is established with a view to some good. (the clue here is that this clause precedes the word “for”)




    We may now return to the main line of thought. There is still one unused part of the first sentence, namely, “every state is a community of some kind.” This also precedes the word “for,” so we know that it depends upon the premise established by “for.” But we already have a conclusion indicated by what precedes “for.” Clearly what we have is yet another argument dependent upon what was established by the word “for.”





    Argument II:




    Premise (1): Every community is established with a view to some good. (Conclusion1)




    Premise (2): Every state is a community of some kind.




    Conclusion2: Every state is established with a view to some good.




    We may now complete the argument by adding the new or additional information present in the remainder of the passage.




    Argument III:




    Premise (1): Every state is established with a view to some good. (Conclusion2)




    Premise (2): The state is a political community that is the highest of all communities and embraces all the rest.




    Conclusion3: The state aims at good in a greater degree than any other community and at the highest good.




    Sample Problem Two




    The following passage is taken from the famous eighteenth-century British philosopher Bishop Berkeley in his work A Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge.




    It is indeed an opinion strangely prevailing amongst men, that houses, mountains, rivers and in a word all sensible objects, have an existence, natural or real, distinct from their being perceived by the understanding. But, with how great an assurance and acquiescence soever this Principle may be entertained in the world, yet whoever shall find in his heart to call it in question may, if I mistake not, perceive it to involve a manifest contradiction. For, what are the aforementioned objects but the things we perceive by sense? and what do we perceive besides our own ideas or sensations? and is it not plainly repugnant that any of these, or any combination of them should exist unperceived?




    Sentence one, “It is indeed…understanding,” simply says (when transposed into contemporary English) that some people have the strange belief that sensible objects exist independently of perception. So far, we do not know if this is a premise or a conclusion.




    Sentence two, “But…to involve a manifest contradiction,” says that the belief mentioned in sentence one is contradictory or false. Instead of having two sentences, we could reduce what Berkeley says to one sentence, namely, “The belief that houses, mountains, rivers…all sensible objects have an existence distinct from being perceived is a contradiction.”




    The third and final sentence begins with the word “for.” Immediately, we know that our previously reconstructed sentence is a conclusion and that what follows the word “for” is a premise or set of premises. Sentence three also has some noteworthy punctuation. It contains three rhetorical questions, that is, questions that do not require an answer since they are really meant to be assertions with which the author expects you to agree. The word “for” covers all three rhetorical questions (disguised assertions) as seen by the fact that they are part of the same sentence, since none of them begins with a capital letter.




    We are now ready to present the argument. Since there are three premises, we could present the argument as having three premises and one conclusion. However, as soon as we list the first two premises, an implicit conclusion is suggested. So there must be at least two arguments.




    Argument I:




    Premise (1): Houses, mountains, rivers, etc., are things we perceive by sense. (“aforementioned objects” refers to houses, mountains, rivers, etc.)




    Premise (2): Whatever we perceive are our own ideas or sensations.




    Conclusion1: Houses, mountains, rivers, etc., are our own ideas or sensations. (implicit conclusion)




    Argument II:




    Premise (1): Houses, mountains, rivers, etc., are our own ideas or sensations. (Conclusion1)




    Premise (2): None of our ideas or sensations, or any combination of them, can exist unperceived. (“any of these” refers to ideas or sensations)




    Conclusion2: The belief that houses, mountains, rivers, etc., have an existence distinct from their being perceived is a contradiction.




    SUMMARY AND EXERCISES




    

      	Not every case involves an argument. We saw that we cannot rely upon the position or ordering of sentences or their content to identify the components of an argument. Instead, we listed words and phrases that reliably accompany premises and conclusions.




      	Arguments may hook together, and a sentence may serve at once as a conclusion for one argument and the premise for another.


    





    Exercise 1




    Having read through the text excerpts in this chapter from Hobbes, Berkeley, and Aristotle, briefly skim through your chosen text from the previous set of exercises for the formal identifying marks of arguments and their parts. Had you missed any premises or conclusions? Can you detect a progression from one argument to another? Does the author or do the speakers make use of sorites?




    Exercise 2




    Review the positions or arguments in your chosen text. Where are generalizations used? When are facts or assertions about individuals deployed? What different kinds of claims can you identify, and what are their strengths and weaknesses?
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