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In pen please answer each question on the pages of this test. If you need more space for your answer, please use the reverse side of the page.
I. For each of the following on the line provided write what is implicit -- premise or conclusion -- and then write what the implicit premise or conclusion is. Each is worth two marks.

1. Meghan is very intelligent, so she must enjoy philosophy books.

Implicit _premise__

Very intelligent people must enjoy philosophy books.
2. It is after midnight and the gas stations are all closed, and my car doesn’t have enough gas to drive you home.
Implicit __conclusion__

I won’t be able to drive you home.
II. Present the following arguments in standard form and provide a diagram for each. You may want to keep in mind that you may have to reformulate some claims, that explanations may occur, and that noise or redundancies may arise in some arguments. The value of each question is three marks.  
1. Not too long ago it used to be though that basking in the glow of the sun was the thing to do. In fact, a tan from exposure to the sun was thought to be a sign of good health! Now we know that the opposite is the case. Sun exposure can cause premature aging of the skin. Also, severe sunburns can increase the risk of skin cancer.
Standard Form:
1. Sun exposure can cause premature aging of the skin. 

2. Severe sunburns can increase the risk of skin cancer.

-----------------------------------------------------------------

3. Sun exposure (or exposure to the sun) is not healthy.  
Diagram:

1     2

 \     /
   3
-Above, in italics, is noise – statements that are irrelevant to the conclusion. 
2. If one takes the example of the highly popular performance troop known as Cirque du Soleil, then one certainly has to admit that acrobats are a fan favourite. Cirque du Soleil has grossed millions of dollars on the backs (and/or hands and feet) of its acrobats. As popular as acrobatic shows such as Cirque du Soleil may be, many argue that acrobats are not athletes. However, such a view is mistaken for two related reasons. First, acrobats must work long hard hours to develop the strength, stamina and flexibility their work requires. If a person must work long hard hours to develop the skills necessary for their profession, then she or he is an athlete. Therefore, acrobats are athletes.

1. Acrobats must work long hard hours to develop the strength, stamina and flexibility their work requires. 

2. If a person must work long hard hours to develop the skills necessary for their profession, then she or he is an athlete. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3. Acrobats are athletes.

1----2

   ↓

   3

-Above, in bold, is noise. 
III. For each of the following (1) identify which of the three nondeductive arguments that we considered in chapter three is used. Next, (2) state whether or not the argument is successful or unsuccessful. (3) If the argument is successful, provide an explanation for why it is so. Or if the argument is unsuccessful, provide a brief explanation for why it is not. Each is worth 2 marks.

1. The university paper recently reported the results of an online questionnaire asking many students living in the dorms about their sex lives. It turns out that we can conclude that young people today are shockingly promiscuous.

(1) This is an “inductive generalization.”

(2) It is unsuccessful

(3) The conclusion cannot be substantiated for a couple of reasons: First, the particular or sample is students living in the dorms, who are not representative of all “young people.” Accordingly, the sample may be biased and is certainly not representative for the conclusion. Also, an online questionnaire is not a trustworthy source since it certainly doesn’t entail any randomness. In fact, in all probability, it only appeals to those who feel strongly or are comfortable about discussing the topic of their sex lives.

2. The results from the last municipal election reveal that most people in this city voted for Mayor Doran. You are a citizen of this city, so it’s almost certain that you voted for Mayor Doran. 

(1) Statistical syllogism
(2) It is unsuccessful because the word “most” is ambiguous, in that we don’t know where on the scale of 51%-99% it falls into. Accordingly, since we don’t know this relevant information, we can’t accept that conclusion that “it’s almost certain that you voted for Mayor Doran.” 

Or it’s successful in that most people voted for Mayor Doran. This is fine, if there are remarks about the ambiguity that the word “most” poses for the conclusion.
3. I’ve heard squeaking sounds in the kitchen coming from small animals at night. I’ve witnessed small creatures scurrying across my kitchen floor. I have found the excrement from small animals under my oven. In fact, over the last two weeks I’ve caught 17 mice in traps that I’ve set in the kitchen. Looks like I have an infestation of mice in my kitchen.

(1) Plausibility argument
(2) Successful
(3) There are four premises (or confirming instances) that directly support the conclusion.

4. A prominent sociologist wants to determine the sexual attitudes of women aged 25 to 45. The main question to be asked is whether heterosexual women in this age group feel satisfied with their partners’ sexual performance. The sociologist interviews 200 of her Facebook friends who belong to the target group. She also asks 200 of her female colleagues at her university to complete and return a survey asking the key question. She gets 78 completed surveys back from women in the target group. She finds that 75 per cent of all the interviewees say that they are not satisfied with their partners’ performance. She concludes that most heterosexual women aged 25 to 45 aren’t happy with the sexual performance of their partners.  

(1) Inductive generalization

(2) Unsuccessful

(3) This inductive generalization is unsuccessful because the two groups this sociologist draws upon -- 200 of her Facebook friends and 200 of her female colleagues – is biased and self-selected by her, and also  not necessarily representative of most heterosexual women aged 25 to 45; not to mention that under 50% actually completed her survey.     

IV. In the space provided for on the column on the right insert the correct number that corresponds to the name of the valid or invalid argument form from the left-hand column. Each correct answer is worth one mark.
1.
p → q


q → r





__10__ Modus Ponens (MP)

--------


p → r

2. 
~p → ~q


q





__2__ Modus Tollens (MT)

---------


p

3. 
p → q


~ p





__6__ Disjunctive Syllogism (DS)

----------


~ q

4. 
p 


------- 





__5__ Constructive Dilemma (CD)

p v q

5. 
p v q


p ( r





__9__ Conjunction (Conj)

q ( s


--------


r v s

6. 
p v q


~q





__8__ Simplification (Simp)

---------


p

7. 
p → q


q


--------





__4__ Addition (Add)

p

8. 
p ● q


--------





__1__ Hypothetical Syllogism (HS)

q

9. 
q


p


-------





__3__ Denying the Antecedent

q ● p
10. 
P→ Q

P

-------





__7__ Affirming the Consequent 

Q

V. For the four arguments below, in the space provided for on the right, use the valid argument forms to show how the conclusion follows from the premises by a series of valid inferences. In other words, add the line or lines necessary to demonstrate the proper valid inferences. Be sure to cite the lines from which each inference follows and give its justification. Each is worth four marks.
1. 
R → ~ T



1. R → ~ T

A




2. A

Q v R




3. Q v R

A → ~ Q



4. A → ~ Q

------------



5. ~ Q

2, 4 MP

 ~ T




6. R

3, 5 DS






7. ~ T

1, 6 MP
2. 
L → (Z v X)




  
~Z ● L

-------------------


X

1. L → (Z v X)

2. ~Z ● L
3. ~Z

2 Simp 
4. L

2 Simp
5. Z v X
1, 4 MP

6. X

5, 3 DS

3. 
K → W

W → H

~H

------------


~K

1. K → W


OR:


1. K → W

2. W → H





2. W → H
3. ~H






3. ~H

4. K → H 
1,2 HS




4. ~W

2, 3 MT
5. ~K

3, 4 MT



5. ~K

1, 4 MT
4. 
~(P ● Q) →  ~R


~S


~R → S


-------------


Q v T

1. ~(P ● Q) →  ~R

2. ~S

3. ~R → S

4. R

2, 3 MT

5. P ● Q 
1, 4 MT

6. Q

5 Simp

7. Q v T
6 Add

VI. Draw a Venn diagram for each categorical syllogism and state whether the argument is valid or invalid. Each is worth two marks.
1. All cats are mammals. All mammals are warm-blooded. Thus, all cats are warm-blooded.
         Mammal




VALID


[image: image1.png]


Warm-blooded
    Cats       

2. All rappers are rich. Some rich people have mansions. Therefore, some rappers have mansions.
      Rich



INVALID


[image: image2.png]



Rappers         Mansions
3. All sharks are vicious animals. No vicious animals make good pets. So, no good pets are sharks.

   Vicious Animals


VALID

[image: image3.png]


Sharks
Good Pets

4. Some vegetarians meditate. All Buddhists meditate. So, every Buddhist must be a vegetarian.

Meditate


INVALID


[image: image4.png]



Buddhists

Vegetarians

5. Some fruits sold at the corner grocery are organic fruits. Some organic fruits are not sweet and juicy fruits. So, some sweet and juicy fruits are not fruits sold at the corner grocery.





INVALID
Organic Fruits

[image: image5.wmf]



Fruits sold at the c.g.s

Sweet and

juicy

6. All polar bears are creatures that need ice to survive. All creatures that need ice to survive are animals dying in the arctic. Therefore, some polar bears are animals dying in the arctic.





INVALID

Cs that need …


[image: image6.png]



PBs


Animals dying in the artic
7. All alcoholics are people who drink in the morning. Some alcoholics are people who drink and drive. So, some people who drink in the morning are people who drink and drive.





VALID
             Alcoholics


[image: image7.png]



Drink in

People who drink and drive
The Morning




8. No spiders are insects, and no insects are lizards. Thus, no spiders are lizards.




INAVALID

       Spiders


[image: image8.png]



Insects


Lizards
VII. Analyze each of the following causal arguments. (1) Identify the conclusion and (2) say whether the argument appeals to the method of agreement, the method of difference, the joint method of agreement and difference, or the method of concomitant variation. (3) Briefly explain whether the argument is strong or weak.  Each is worth three marks.
1. On Tuesday 52 people ate ham sandwiches at Johnny’s Deli, and half of these people came down with hepatitis. The board of health discovered that the people who became ill had eaten ham sandwiches made by Johnny’s brother, who had hepatitis at the time. This was the only relevant common element among those who got sick. Seems Johnny’s brother was the cause of this outbreak.

(1) Conclusion: Seems Johnny’s brother was the cause of this outbreak.

(2) The method of difference

(3) This causal argument is strong for the reason that those 26 who had ham sandwiches made by Johnny’s brother got sick, while those 26 who had ham sandwiches made by someone else did not.  
2. Just five people got A’s on the mid-term exam. The only common factor in their success is that they studied the night before and reviewed their notes just before walking into class to take the test. Therefore, only five students got A’s on the mid-term exam because they studied the night before and reviewed their notes just before walking into class to take the test.
(1) Conclusion: Only five students got A’s on the mid-term exam because they studied the night before and reviewed their notes just before walking into class to take the test.

(2) Method of agreement
(3) This causal argument is strong as it suggests that the cause of the 5 students getting A’s was a result of them studying the night before and reviewing their notes. 
VIII. Evaluate each of the following arguments by analogy indicating (1) the things (instances) being compared, (2) the relevant similarities mentioned or implied, (3) whether diversity among multiple cases is a significant factor, (4) the conclusion, and (5) whether the argument is strong or weak. Each is worth three marks.

1. Like former Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau, Professor Michael Ignatieff has the personality trait of being a fearsome intellectual. Also, like Trudeau, Ignatieff is a passionate defender of social justice. Accordingly, Ignatieff, too, will likely eventually be one of Canada’s great prime ministers.

(1) PM Trudeau and Prof Ignatieff
(2) Intellectuals and defenders of social justice

(3) Diversity among cases is not a significant factor here.

(4) Conclusion:  Ignatieff, will likely eventually be one of Canada’s great prime ministers.

(5) Weak: To be a great PM requires more than the similarities that are given here.
2. Several new, modern manufacturing plants in the Toronto area have brought jobs to the area as well as improving the city’s tax base, without causing significant amounts of pollution or noise or disrupting traffic. The same can be said of two new plants that have opened up on the outskirts of Montreal, as well as plants in Edmonton and Calgary. A plant built in Halifax will provide all the same benefits, also without the disadvantages.

(1) The building of manufacturing plants in different geographic locations.
(2) Relevant similarities: Plants opened in Toronto, Montreal, Edmonton and Calgary brought jobs and improved those cities’ tax base without significant amounts of pollution, noise, or disruptions in traffic
(3) Diversity among multiple cases is a significant factor because plants were established in very different locations.
(4) A plant built in Halifax will provide all the same benefits, also without the disadvantages.

(5) Strong
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