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Arguments Structure
For the following arguments, state the conclusion; then diagram the overall structure of the argument, showing whether that structure is convergent or linked; and then add to your diagram the sub arguments (if any) for each of the main reasons given in the argument. Finally, decide whether the reasons given are relevant or irrelevant.
7. The defendant is clearly guilty of murder. After all, the murder weapon was a pistol that was bought by and registered to the defendant. And when the pistol was found, the only fingerprints on the pistol belonged to the defendant. Also, two reliable witnesses heard pistol shots, and then identified the defendant as the person running away from the scene. And finally, several people testified that on the morning of the day when the murder occurred, the defendant and the murder victim had had a bitter argument, and the defendant had threatened to kill the victim. So, obviously, the defendant is guilty as charged.
Conclusion: The defendant is guilty. The arguments put forward are relevant.Murder weapon belonged to the defendant
The defendant had an argument with the victim

The defendant threatened to kill the victim


The defendant was there during the incidence
Pistol shots were heard and the defendant was seen leaving the premises immediately
The defendant’s fingerprints were found on the murder weapon
Murder weapon bought and registered under the defendant’s name
He had the motive of killing
The defendant is guilty












8. When O. J. Simpson was tried for the murder of Nicole Brown Simpson and Ron Goldman, some of the most important evidence was O. J. Simpson’s blood found at the crime scene. The defense argued that the blood was from a blood sample Simpson had given to the police, and that the blood had been planted by the police in an effort to frame Simpson. One key part of their argument was the following:
EDTA is a chemical that is added to blood when it is drawn as a sample (the EDTA helps to preserve the blood sample), and EDTA was added to the Simpson blood sample drawn by the police. EDTA does not occur naturally in blood at the levels that are added to blood samples. Significant levels of EDTA were found in the Simpson blood evidence from the scene of the crime. Therefore, the Simpson blood evidence from the crime scene must have been from the blood sample the police collected from O. J. Simpson and then planted at the crime scene.2
Conclusion: the Simpson blood evidence from the crime scene must have been from the blood sample the police collected from O. J. Simpson. The argument laid forward are relevant.Significant levels of EDTA were found in the Simpson blood evidence from the scene of the crime.
EDTA does not occur naturally in blood at the levels that are added to blood samples
EDTA was added to the Simpson blood sample drawn by the police
The Simpson blood evidence from the crime scene must have been from the blood sample the police collected from O. J. Simpson



9. We should stop spraying chemical pesticides and herbicides on the lawns at Western University. After all, there are good natural alternatives for controlling insects and weeds. Also, the chemicals used pose a hazard to students, and are especially hazardous to children when they visit the campus. Another problem is that when it rains, runoff from the chemicals runs into the sewer lines and contributes to water pollution. And finally, use of strong chemicals sets a bad example for the rest of the area: Western University should be taking the lead in reducing pollution, not contributing to pollution with the use of lawn chemicals.
Conclusion: We should stop spraying chemical pesticides and herbicides on the lawns at Western University. The arguments laid are relevant.

Western University should not be contributing to pollution with the use of lawn chemicals
Western University should be taking the lead in reducing pollution
Contributes to water pollution
Hazardous to children when they visit the campus
Hazard to students
It is a bad example for the rest of the area
It is hazardous
When it rains, runoff from the chemicals runs into the sewer lines
There are good natural alternatives for controlling insects and weeds
We should stop spraying chemical pesticides and herbicides on the lawns at Western University





10. Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, you must find the defendant, Elaine Slevert, guilty of fraud. Let’s review the facts of this case. Elaine Slevert attempted to sell a painting that she claimed was “a genuine original Jackson Pollock.” But, in fact, the evidence shows that the painting is a forgery, because it was painted on a canvas purchased from Empire Fine Arts. But Empire Fine Arts did not open until 1957, and Jackson Pollock died in 1956. And this obviously was not a case in which Ms. Slevert was honestly mistaken about the work being by Pollock: For when she offered the painting for sale, she claimed that she had been a friend of Pollock’s and had watched Pollock create the painting. So, in sum, the defendant represented this painting as the work of Jackson Pollock, when she knew it was not. So, she is guilty of fraud, and that is the verdict you should return.
Conclusion: Elaine Slevert is guilty of Fraud. The allegations were relevant.
She claimed to have watched Pollock create the painting
[bookmark: _GoBack]She claimed that she had been a friend of Pollock’s at the point of sale
The defendant represented the work as if it was from Jackson Pollock
The painting was a forgery
Jackson Pollock died in 1956
Empire Fine Arts did not open until 1957
It was painted on a canvas purchased from Empire Fine Arts
Elaine Slevert is guilty of Fraud




11. Look, we know the burglary was committed by someone on the football team, because all three witnesses agreed that the person they saw running away with the jewel box was wearing an official warm-up suit from the North State University football team, and only North State football players have those warm-up suits. It certainly was not a defensive player, since all the defensive players were in a team meeting with the defensive coaches. And it wasn’t an offensive player, since all of them are much too large to squeeze through the window where the burglar entered. The only players left are the punter and the placekicker. It wasn’t the punter, since he has a broken leg and couldn’t run. So, the burglar must have been the placekicker.
Conclusion: The placekicker was the burglar. The statements put in place were relevant.The burglar was not any other member of the team.
The punter has a broken leg and couldn’t run
All of them are much too large to squeeze through the window where the burglar entered.
All the defensive players were in a team meeting with the defensive coaches
It wasn’t the punter
It was not a defensive player
It was not an offensive player
He was wearing an official warm-up suit from the North State University football team
Only North State football players have those warm-up suits
burglary was committed by someone on the football team
The placekicker was the burglar.



12. Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, you must find the defendant, Morton Miller, not guilty. For it is a cornerstone of our system of justice that if there is reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty, then the defendant must be found not guilty; and surely in this case there is at least a reasonable doubt. That doubt arises from several sources. There is doubt, first, because the main witness who claims to have seen Miller rob and shoot the victim admits that the light was bad and that she was not wearing her glasses; so how could she possibly make a positive identification? And there is doubt, second, because the defendant had absolutely no motive for committing this vile murder and robbery: He had recently won a large lottery jackpot, and thus had no need for money. And, finally, there is doubt because there is good reason to think that the defendant was not even in the city at the time of the murder. For remember, his brother testified that Morton was with him in Albany (3 hours north of Brooklyn) the very night the murder was being committed in Brooklyn; and while you might doubt a brother’s alibi testimony under most circumstances, in this case the brother is a Jesuit priest, and he has a sterling reputation for honesty. Also, the waitress at Larry’s Albany Diner remembers someone who looks a lot like the defendant having dinner there—where Morton said he had dinner—at the very hour when the murder was being committed in Brooklyn.
All these factors add up to a more than reasonable doubt; and that reasonable doubt requires a verdict of not guilty.
Conclusion: Morton Miller is not guilty. The claims stated were relevant.


The main witness who claims to have seen Miller rob and shoot the victim admits that the light was bad
The main witness was not wearing her glasses
There was no motive 
The defendant was not in the area where the crime occurred
The defendant was not in the area where the crime occurred
The brother’s testimony can be entrusted
The waitress at Larry’s Albany Diner remembers someone who looks a lot like the defendant having dinner there at the hour when the crime occurred
His brother testified that Morton was with him in Albany
The defendant was not in the area where the crime occurred
The defendant did not need money
The accused had won a big lottery
There is no positive identification of the defendant as the criminal
Morton Miller is not guilty of murder and robbery



13. In criminal cases, traditionally a unanimous verdict is required to find the defendant guilty: A defendant cannot be found guilty by an 11 to 1 or 10 to 2 verdicts. But recently there has been a push to change this requirement. Louisiana and Oregon now allow nonunanimous verdicts, and there have been proposals in other states to allow criminal convictions by votes of 10 to 2 or 11 to 1. But such nonunanimous verdicts are a bad idea, for several reasons. The most obvious is that before we convict someone of a crime, we want to be very, very certain that that person is really guilty. Requiring that all 12 jurors unanimously agree that the defendant is guilty is one way of protecting against convicting the innocent. But there are other reasons that are almost as important, but are perhaps less obvious, for preserving the requirement of unanimity. One of the things that we want the jury to do is not just vote and return a verdict, but to really deliberate together about the evidence. Requiring unanimous verdicts helps to guarantee such deliberation. Suppose you are serving on a jury, and you have some doubts about whether the defendant is really guilty. If a unanimous verdict is required for conviction, then all the other jurors have to address your reasons for doubting: Everyone has to take your reasons seriously, and try to show you why your doubts are mistaken. And at the same time, they have to consider your reasons for doubting, and perhaps they will be convinced by the reasons and arguments you offer. But if the jury can convict by an 11 to 1 vote, no one has to even listen to your reasons, if you happen to be the dissenting juror. There are already 11 votes for conviction, so no one need worry whether you are convinced or not. This is especially important in a diverse society like our own: On many juries, there may be only one or two members of important minority groups—perhaps only one African American, or one Asian, or one Latin American. If verdicts can be returned by an 11 to 1 vote, then minority members of the jury can be isolated and ignored, and their special contributions to the deliberative process may be lost. Finally, it is important not only that justice be done, but also that it be seen to be done. It is important that the public believe, and have reason to believe, that those who are convicted of criminal acts really are guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. But if people are convicted and imprisoned when some of the jury members who heard all the evidence are not convinced beyond a reasonable doubt of their guilt, then public confidence that those who are convicted are really guilty is likely to be undermined. In sum, it is vitally important that we insist on unanimous verdicts in criminal trials: not only for the protection of the rights of defendants, but also to preserve some vitally important social goods.3
Conclusion: Unanimous agreement by the jury be maintained. The statements made were relevant.Confirms to the people that Justice has been served
Juror from minority groups may not be ignored
Every juror can be convinced why their doubts are wrong
Every juror can address their reasons for doubt
Guarantees deliberation
Certainty of justice in the verdicts
Unanimous agreement by the jury be maintained




14. Currently the United States has an inheritance tax, a tax on inherited estates that are valued in excess of about $2 million (i.e., there is no tax on estates until the value exceeds $2 million, considerably higher if the estate is a farm or small business). Some people want to entirely eliminate the estate tax, so that those inheriting estates of tens or even hundreds of millions of dollars would pay no tax on them. But the inheritance tax is positive and valuable. It ought to be retained, and perhaps increased. After all, those who inherit huge sums of money, for which they did nothing, are not really benefitted. To the contrary, having such a huge inheritance tends to make them lazy and less ambitious, and they tend to waste their talents. Second, the money that comes from inheritance taxes on huge estates can be used to provide those who are less fortunate—for example, those born in poverty—with access to good health care and a good education, and thus give them a genuine opportunity to achieve success. And finally, when huge estates are passed on without being taxed, then over several generations— through stock investments and other capital investment returns—our democratic system of government is put at risk, for the inherited wealth tends to accumulate and become concentrated in family dynasties, and those enormously wealthy family groups gain great power and influence over the political process, and thus our democratic principles are threatened by such concentrated power. Thus, inheritance taxes are beneficial and valuable, and ought to be retained.
Conclusion: Inheritance taxes be maintained. The arguments brought on board are irrelevant.



These individuals influence politics of the country
Wealth is concentrated to few individuals
Exemption of the tax risks the 
Money from the taxation can be directed to the less fortunate
Provide them an opportunity to success
Provide them access to good health care, education
those who inherit huge sums of money are not really benefitted
Inheritance makes people waste talents
Inheritance makes an individual lazy and less ambitious
Inheritance taxes be maintained















15. We should not ban hate speech at universities. For as ugly and hateful as racist and sexist and homophobic speech is, banning it only forces it underground, where it becomes even uglier and nastier as those whose ideas are not allowed free expression become even more bitter and resentful. Furthermore, banning such speech is not the best way to change the views of those who use such speech; instead of banning it, we must bring it out in the open and make clear how hateful and ugly and unfair such attitudes are, and openly criticize and refute those who hold such views. And finally, a ban on speech is a dangerous thing: for once we ban speech that we find hateful and offensive, that opens the door to bans on all sorts of expression of opinion, including radical ideas.
Conclusion: Hate speeches should not be banned in universities. The ideas brought forward were relevant.
opens the door to bans on all sorts of expression of opinion
It would be better if they are criticized in the open
It would be best if they are brought into open
Does not help in changing the attitudes of these people
It becomes more uglier
It heightens resentfulness
Banning forces, it underground
Hate speeches should not be banned in universities




16. It must have been Gwendolyn who stole the collected works of Spinoza from the departmental library last night. After all, the only people who have a key to the library are the philosophy faculty and the religious studies faculty. And it couldn’t have been one of the religious studies faculty, because they are too honest to steal anything. And all of the philosophy faculty except Gwendolyn were in Boston at the meeting of the American Philosophical Association, so they weren’t around the department.
Conclusion: Gwendolyn stole the collected works of Spinoza from the departmental library last night. The verdicts were relevant.
Gwendolyn stole the collected works of Spinoza from the departmental library last night.




Only philosophy and religious faculty have the keys to the library



All of the philosophy faculty except Gwendolyn were in Boston at the meeting of the American Philosophical Association
They are too honest to steal
It was not any of the other philosophy faculty
It was not any of the religious faculty








17. We should stop giving faculty special parking places closest to the classroom buildings and instead give those spaces to students. After all, students deserve the best parking places, because they pay tuition. Also, faculty need the extra exercise they would get from walking farther to class. And furthermore, students usually have to carry heavier book bags than faculty carry.The parking space near classroom building be left for students.

Conclusion: The parking space near classroom building be left for students. The arguments are irrelevant.Students usually have to carry heavier book bags than faculty carry
Faculty need the extra exercise they would get from walking farther to class.
Students deserve the best parking places, because they pay tuition.











18. Every citizen of the United States should have easy access to good quality health care. After all, we believe in equal opportunity for all our citizens: that belief is demonstrated by our commitment to the right of every child to have a good publicly funded education. And decent health care is essential for genuine equal opportunity, since you certainly don’t have equal opportunity if you are suffering from illnesses and can’t get treatment. So obviously we should guarantee good health care for every U.S. citizen.
Conclusion: Every citizen of the United States should have easy access to good quality health care. All the statements stated are relevant.You certainly don’t have equal opportunity if you are suffering from illnesses and can’t get treatment
Demonstrated by our commitment to the right of every child to have a good publicly funded education
Provides equal opportunity
Every citizen of the United States should have easy access to good quality health care















19. Bruce is clearly guilty of robbing the Mahoning National Bank. Consider the evidence against him. Although the robber wore a mask, the security cameras showed that the robber carried a .38 caliber revolver, and the day before the robbery Bruce purchased a .38 revolver. Also, the robber told the bank teller that “Placing all your money in this bag is a necessary condition of not getting hurt,” and only Bruce would say something that stupid. And finally, the stolen money was found hidden in Bruce’s garage.
Conclusion: Bruce is guilty of robbing the Mahoning National Bank. The arguments were relevant. Only Bruce could say those stupid words
The robber said to the teller “Placing all your money in this bag is a necessary condition of not getting hurt,”
The weapon was a 38 revolver
Bruce had just bought a 38 revolver
The stolen money was found hidden in Bruce’s garage
Bruce was the one who spoke behind the mask
The weapon used belonged to Bruce
Bruce is guilty of robbing the Mahoning National Bank

















20. It was Brendan Minogue who robbed the Home Savings Bank last week. It must have been Brendan: obviously the bank robber was Irish, because he was singing “Danny Boy” when he walked into the bank; and we know the robber was a philosopher, because he was carrying a copy of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, and only a philosopher would carry Aristotle’s Metaphysics to a bank robbery; and Brendan is the only Irish philosopher in the area.
Conclusion: Brendan Minogue robbed the Home Savings Bank last week. The statements brought to the Jury, were relevant.Brenda is a philosopher
Only a philosopher could carry an Aristotle Metaphysics
The bank robber was carrying an Aristotle Metaphysics
The bank Robber was Irish because he came in singing Danny Boy
Brenda is Irish
Brendan Minogue robbed the Home Savings Bank last week














21. The U.S. government should guarantee that every citizen of the United States has good health insurance. After all, providing health insurance for all would actually save us money overall, since it would encourage people to get early treatment rather than waiting until health problems become very severe and much more expensive to treat. Also, we claim to believe in equal opportunity for all citizens and health care is essential for equal opportunity. And finally, by providing health care for all our citizens, we would end the international embarrassment of being the only Western industrialized country without universal health care.
Conclusion: The U.S. government should guarantee that every citizen of the United States has good health insurance. The statements are relevant. Lateness in treatment causes health problems become very severe and much more expensive to treat
we claim to believe in equal opportunity for all citizens
It would encourage people to get early treatment
health care is essential for equal opportunity
End the international embarrassment of being the only Western industrialized country without universal health care.
Equal opportunities
Saves Money
The U.S. government should guarantee that every citizen of the United States has good health insurance.


















22. Okay, let’s think about this carefully. Two hundred dollars was stolen from the special collection box in the Springfield Town Hall. Now we know that one of the Simpsons stole the money, because the money was in the box at 10:00 P.M. last night and then was missing at 8:00 this morning, and the Simpsons were locked in the Town Hall during that time, and they were the only ones there. The money was tucked away in a cabinet with a very small entrance, and so we know the thief was not Homer, since Homer is too fat to get inside the cabinet. And it wasn’t Marge, because Marge is too honest to steal money; and besides, her hair is so large, she couldn’t have gotten inside the small cabinet. And it wasn’t Lisa, because Lisa was playing her saxophone the entire time she was in the Town Hall. And it certainly wasn’t the baby: the baby was always with Marge, and the baby wouldn’t be interested in the money anyway. So, Bart must be the thief: He’s the only one who could have stolen the money. And after all, Bart is exactly the sort of greedy kid who would do such a thing. And there’s one other thing: this afternoon, Bart placed a $200 bet in the first race at Springfield Downs!
Conclusion: Bart stole the money at the special collection box in the Springfield Town Hall. The verdicts brought forward were relevant.It was not any other Simpson
The money was stolen by one of the Simpsons.
Bart stole the money at the special collection box in the Springfield Town Hall.




The baby was always with Marge
The baby wouldn’t be interested in the money.
It was not the Baby
Lisa was playing her saxophone the entire time she was in the Town Hall
Marge’s hair is so large, she couldn’t have gotten inside the small cabinet
Marge is too honest to steal money
It wasn’t Merger
Homer is too fat to get inside the cabinet
Bart placed a $200 bet in the first race at Springfield Downs!

Simpsons were locked in the Town Hall during that time, and they were the only ones there
Money was in the box at 10:00 P.M. last night and then was missing at 8:00 this morning

















23. We should reduce the legal age for the purchase and consumption of alcoholic beverages to 18. The current law does not really prevent people who are 18 to 20 from drinking: liquor is easily available to those who really want it. Furthermore, the law is so widely violated that it causes disrespect for the law, and undermines respect for our legal system among our young people. Also, by making drinking illegal we force that age group to hide their drinking behavior rather than learning to drink responsibly and carefully with their families in public settings. And finally, there is the most basic reason of all: since we expect young people of 18 and 19 and 20 to serve as soldiers, risking and perhaps sacrificing their lives for their country, it is simply wrong to ask them to make such adult sacrifices for their country without giving them all the privileges of adulthood.
Conclusion: We should reduce the legal age for the purchase and consumption of alcoholic beverages to 18. The verdicts were relevant. We should allow them adulthood privileges
We expect them to make adulthood decisions like serving as soldiers
We should be rational to them
They should learn the art of learning to drink responsibly and carefully with their families in public settings
We force that age group to hide their drinking behavior
The rule is widely violated
undermines respect for our legal system among our young people
Reduces respect for the law
Liquor is easily available
It does not prevent drinking for the young.
We should reduce the legal age for the purchase and consumption of alcoholic beverages to 18

