


The final exam is held at a specific time, and it is three hours long. All of the questions, save two of them, that will be on the final exam will be taken from SOME of the questions below.  This means you will have ample time to prepare for your final. Once the exam time opens up, you can basically respond to the questions I have picked out for you. 


I think the exam questions are adequately representative of the work we covered in the second half of the term. The only categorical logic here is the short section on testing for syllogisms. 



ON THE METHODS OF AGREEMENT, etc. 
See accompanying scan jpg document ABC (Questions 7, 8, and 9)

1. Identify the Event or “explanandum”, the thing whose cause is being sought.
2. Identify all the antecedent circumstances mentioned in the example.
3. State which of the Methods is being used: Agreement, Difference, Joint Method, or Variation.
4. Identify the (suspected) cause. 
Advice: you should map out the answer for yourself. But there will be no graphics or drawings in the exam. Thus, no mapping is required. 











ON IDENTIFYING THE FALLACIES. 
[For this part, you are asked to look briefly at the fallacies listed, which are discussed in chapter 5 Btw, we have covered all of them in class.]
fallacy of composition (what's true of the parts is true of the whole) (179)

fallacy of division (what's true of th]e whole is true of the parts) (179)


Straw man (188): one person's misrepresentation (deliberate or not) of what another person is saying. 

fallacy of equivocation (180): an argument that trades on an ambiguity. "Only man is a rational animal. Women are not men. Thus, women are not rational" (The ambiguity here is "man", as in mankind, and as in guy. 

false dilemma (191): “Either you're a friend or an enemy.” Why can’t I just be neutral? 

Begging the question (190): The conclusion is (usually covertly) contained somewhere in the premises. ". This college is very paternalistic because it treats the students like children." Well, treating students like children is paternalistic. So, the argument may as well be written thus: This college is very paternalistic because it treats its students paternalistically!

Red herring (187): This is the fallacy of deliberately raising an irrelevant issue, whether with somebody's argument, or something somebody is saying. "The basic pattern is to put forth a claim and then couple it with additional claims that may seem to support it but, in fact, are mere distractions." Basically, it's changing the subject in order to evade the subject. It's a distraction. 

Appeal to ignorance

Now for each of these passages, identify which fallacy is being committed? Do ANY 12 of the 15.

 
1) If we do not commit ourselves to massive military buildup, we will fall behind Oceana in the ever-accelerating arms race. We cannot afford to fall behind Oceana. Thus, we must commit ourselves to massive increases in defense spending. (p.s., We've always been at war with Oceana!)

2) Water will quench one's thirst. Water is composed of hydrogen and oxygen. Thus, hydrogen and oxygen will quench one's thirst. 

3) Philosophers are such highly intellektshual individuals, because if they weren’t highly intellectual they would not be philosophers!

4) If Thomas gives Maria a ring, then Thomas and Maria will be engaged. Thomas did give Maria a ring. In fact, he phoned her just the other night! Thus, Thomas and Maria are engaged. 

5) All humans are mortal. Therefore, someday humankind will disappear from the earth. 

6) Emeralds are seldom found in this country. So, you should be careful not to misplace your emerald ring!

7) Stanley Steamer cars have almost disappeared. This car is a Stanley Steamer. So, this car has almost disappeared. 

8) The average Canadian family has 1.6 children. The Smith family is an average Canadian family. So, the Smith family has 1.6 children. 

9) Ivan doesn't talk about his political views. But if he's not a Liberal he must be a Conservative. And he isn’t a Liberal. So, he must be a Conservative!

10) Girlfriend: You always forget my birthday!
Boyfriend: Did I ever tell you what beautiful eyes you have?

11) I think anybody who does not follow the new health protocol of maintaining no less than a 2-meter distance from other people should be severely fined. On a second offence, the person should be sent to jail. Christine thinks this is harsh. I can't believe she thinks this pandemic is such a trivial thing!

12) Police officer: Sir, is that a diamond necklace hanging out of your pocket?
The person who just robbed a jewelry store: Why officer, is that a pure-bred German shepherd?

13) Three thieves are dividing up $7000 they just stole from the local bank. Robber number one gives $2000 to robber number two, and $2000 to robber number three. Robber number two says to robber number one, "How come you get $3000" Robber number one: "Because I am the leader". Robber number three: "What makes you the leader?" "Robber number one: "Because I have more money than you do?”

14) This new electrical system has not been inspected by a certified electrician. So, in the meantime we will assume it is unsafe to use. 



………………………………………………………………………..

CAUSAL FALLACIES
See 323-326, and also one of your handouts on this: on causal fallacies: post hoc, confusing cause and effect, and ignoring common cause, and causal oversimplification (i.e., that the effect is owing to more than one cause), genuine but insignificant cause (more than one cause, but the cause cited is dwarfed by a bigger cause(s)). 

[1] What causal fallacy is likely being committed here? Very briefly explain. [1] 
The results of surveys conducted by a typewriter company indicate that college students who own typewriters are, on the average, better students than college students who do not own typewriters. So, if you want to succeed in your college studies, you should get a typewriter. 


[2] What would it mean to say that this is a case of overlooking a common cause? Very briefly explain.

People who live next door to hydro-electric towers are more likely to develop cancer. Yep, it’s the fault of the darn electric power lines!

[3]. What would it mean to say that the coach is committing the fallacy of confusing cause and effect? Carefully answer with reference to the causal claim just given. 
A football coach who is trying to bring his team out of a slump studies the statistics of past games. His research on several teams over a number of years shows that many more passes and attempted passes are almost always made by the losing team than by the winning team. From this information, the coach infers that he can make his team win by restricting the number of passes they throw. 
 
[4] 

The pandemic is showing signs of slowing worldwide. And that was to be expected per what’s called “Farr’s Law,” which dictates that all epidemics tend to rise and fall in a roughly symmetrical pattern or bell-shaped curve. Ebola, Zika, SARS, and AIDS all followed that pattern. So does the seasonal flu each year. Peaks for covid-19 have already been reported in China, South Korea, and Singapore.

Importantly, Farr’s Law has precious little to do with human interventions such as “social distancing” to “flatten the curve.” It occurs because communicable diseases nab the “low-hanging fruit” first (in this case the elderly with comorbid conditions) but then find subsequent victims harder and harder to reach. Until now, more or less, covid-19 has been finding that low-hanging fruit in new countries, but the supply is close to running out. While many people assume that the draconian regulations implemented in China are what brought the virus under control, Farr’s Law offers a different explanation. … 
When the coronavirus epidemic ends and the public-health zealots inevitably slap themselves on the back for having prevented the nightmare scenarios they themselves cooked up, don’t buy it. This isn’t to say that thorough hand-washing several times a day and not sneezing and coughing in others’ faces won’t help: It will. [However, it is not primarily these social practices and quarantine that will bring an end to the “pandemic” but rather the fact that the virus will run out of “low-hanging fruit”.]—Michael Fumento, “Sweet Hysteria”
When government officials brag about how their efforts saved the day, because after the quarantine measures the spread of the virus declined, which causal fallacy are they committing—the post hoc or the causal oversimplification? Briefly explain.



[5] Again, what is the possible causal fallacy here? Briefly explain.

Smith: Covid-19 has taken away a lot of people in the state of Louisiana. It can happen here, too!
Jones: Well, here is not there. British Columbia is not Italy. And North Dakota is not Louisiana. You’re overlooking some pre-existing conditions in the population of Louisiana, which are higher than the national average. Some 97% of those killed by COVID-19 in all of Louisiana in the last month had a pre-existing condition, according to the state health department. Diabetes was seen in 40% of the deaths, obesity in 25%, chronic kidney disease in 23% and cardiac problems in 21%.
What causal fallacy has Smith committed, if what Jones is saying is true? If you think there is more than one causal fallacy committed here, then point it out. In any case, be sure to explain your answer. 




………………………………………………………………………..

Burden of proof question 
The following case requires you to decide where the burden of proof belongs. You must decide WHO is making a claim, which side is asserting something special, and who is entitled to claim that they are relying on accepted beliefs and are not asserting anything that requires special proof. 

The defendant Joe Sly is charged with burglary. He is accused of burglarizing the home of Sam Citizen on the night of October 1, 2017, between the hours of 9:00 and 11:00 P.M., while Sam was at the movies. Sly offers as an alibi the testimony of Crandall Crook, who testifies that on the night of the burglary the two of them were playing cribbage at Crook’s apartment from 8:00 P.M. straight thr0ugh until after midnight. Unfortunately for Sly, on cross-examination the district attorney inquires into the history of Mr. Crook and discovers a lengthy record of burglary and perjury convictions. As you and the other members of the jury settle yourselves around the jury table, one member of the jury begins the deliberation with the following remarks: 
Well, we won’t be long here, will we? That’s the flimsiest alibi I ever heard. I don’t believe a word of what Crandall Crook said. He’s lied before, and he was lying again. Since we obviously can’t accept the defendant’s alibi, the defense does not have a leg to stand on. And that’s the end of it. 

Has your fellow juror committed an illicit appeal to ignorance? Yes or No? Answer with reference to the above instructions. Answer thoroughly, with precision please. 


PART 6 (4 marks). See accompanying attachment.   DEF


PART 7  Syllogisms: I will give you maybe five VALID syllogisms, each with a missing conclusion. Using the Venn diagram method, you will simply write in to the test what the missing conclusion is.  (I won’t be seeing any Venn diagram drawings in the test, just the written conclusion.)


For example: 

All A are B
Some A are C
--
<  ?   >









Maybe A BONUS QUESTION (4 marks). Answer ONLY ONE of the two questions. 
ANALOGICAL ARGUMENTS: 

Everyone wants health care to be affordable and available when they need it. But we have to stop imposing extra costs on people who carry insurance, and that means everyone who can afford coverage needs to carry minimum health coverage starting in 2014. 
If we want to present insurers from denying coverage to people with preexisting conditions, it’s essential that everyone have coverage Imagine what would happen if everyone waited to buy car insurance until after they got in an accident. Premiums would skyrocket, coverage would be unaffordable, and responsible drivers would be priced out of the market. 
The same is true for health insurance. Without an individual responsibility provision, controlling costs and ending discrimination against people with preexisting conditions doesn’t work. 

I think this argument is flawed. On what point(s) does the analogy break down?

OR


In one of his columns, Bill Buddley remarks made by (former) Associate Justice Lewis Powell of the U.S. Supreme Court. In discussing why the Supreme Court had ruled that the voting age should be lowered to 18, Powell stated: "In the simplest of terms, the Court decided that when young people were being drafted and asked to go to war and risk their lives at age 18, the time had come to extend to them the right to participate as citizens in the decisions that affected them so seriously." Buckley responded to Powell's comments with this analogy: "An interesting line of reasoning, which to be sure could be extended to assert that because girls can and do bear children at age 11, they should have the vote concerning the statutory age of marriage. But never mind the logic.
How is Buddley’s argument from analogy flawed? 
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