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Preface to First Edition

The study and teaching of critical thinking (also known as informal logic) is
relatively rare in Australia. There is little to guide the keen student or teacher in the
development of skills for analysis and reasoning in everyday work and study. The
orientation of most of the available books on this subject is more traditionally
logical, and this orientation further complicates the process of teaching and
learning applied critical thinking skills, since it tends to remove the use of reasoning
and logical analysis from even its most basic social contexts.

Smart Thinking is designed to provide a simple, but not simplistic, guide for the
development of critical thinking and analytical skills. It combines the undoubted
strengths of the informal logical approach with a newer—but often-overlooked—
insight: that reasoning and analysis are always communicative acts. I would not
pretend that one can easily resolve the epistemological tensions between, on the one
hand, the commonly held commitments to objective judgment and truth that
underpin ‘logic” as a mode of analysis and, on the other, the social relativism and
intersubjectivity that a communicative-theory approach demands. However, from
a pragmatic point of view, there is considerable profit to be gained from letting
these two distinct approaches jostle alongside one another. Morcover, for all my
attempts to keep competing epistemological ideas to a minimum in Smarz
Thinking, the book cannot remain purely ‘practical’. Simple advice on ‘better
thinking’ rubs up against deep and important matters of philosophy in a way that,
I hope, creates a constructive interaction between the ease with which one can
begin to improve one’s thinking and the complexity of thinking about smart
thinking.

While I myself work theoretically within post-structuralist frameworks, Smart
Thinking's bias towards communicative issues stems primarily from the very
practical experiences I had in developing and teaching a critical thinking unit
(Applied Reasoning 200) at Curtin University of Technology in Perth. On the basis
of my experiences with many hundreds of students, I am confident in asserting that
it is wrong to divorce analytical thinking from its communicative context. Outside
the narrow confines of some academic disciplines, communication takes place on a

viii



PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION  ix

vast scale, with far too little critical analysis to support it. It is precisely at the
junction between ‘knowledge as something one knows and ‘knowledge as a
function of communication’ that most of us need assistance in sharpening up our
thinking skills.

My work in Applied Reasoning 200 has not only helped my own development
as a critical thinker but has given me the opportunity to test ideas and approaches
on a captive audience. So, my first debt of gratitude is to all the students who have,
in so many ways, contributed to the writing of this book. Applied Reasoning 200
also became the focal point for a series of collegial relationships from which I have
benefited enormously. For their assistance, insights (and perseverance with often
impractical ideas), my thanks are extended to Patrick Bertola, Gina Koczberski,
Des Thornton, and especially, Eamon Murphy, all of Curtin University. Thanks
also to Will Christensen, Dennis Taylor, and Roy Jones for their positive
encouragement as heads of academic departments. I also owe a debt of gratitude to
Richard Bosworth, who some years ago, when I began to study at university, first
taught me that critical enquiry involves asking about the ‘who’, ‘wher’, ‘why’, and
‘how’, as well as the ‘what’ that was the staple of high school study. Michelle Forster
and Emma Rooksby provided invaluable research assistance and general help; both
are fine young philosophers. Thanks, as well, to my publisher, Jill Lane, and editor,
Lucy Davison, of Oxford University Press. Finally, I could not have written this
book without the unstinting support and reassurance of my wife Jane and step-
daughter Verity; most of all, they remind me that a person cannot live on logic
alone and confirm in my mind that life must be lived, not just with analytical
reserve, but also with passion and commitment.

Matthew Allen
Perth
September 1996

Preface to Second Edition

I have been fortunate enough to find that I was right to assume that a practical
book on critical thinking skills set in the context of communication would be both
popular and necessary. | continue to be involved in teaching critical thinking in the
unit Applied Reasoning, which is now a part of some courses of study through
Open Learning Australia (REA1l1—uvisit http://www.ola.edu.au), and is being
revived on campus at Curtin University. I have also realised that, in writing Smart
Thinking, 1 myself learnt as much as I would hope for its readers and so, in the end,
it was an easy decision to produce a new edition.

This second edition reflects the experiences of teaching with Smart Thinking
over the years since it was first published. In revising it, I have found that much of
what I had originally written remains valuable, and that students have learnt from
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it. But I have also made some significant changes, including greater assistance in
the earlier chapters to help readers with the more complicated skills and concepts,
as well as expanding later chapters on reasoning and on research. The final chapter
is now a fully worked example of the skills that underpin the whole book, providing
a model for readers of the power and value of the approach I am outlining. I would
hope that readers will now find the sometimes-confusing journey towards greater
ability in critical thinking and reasoning just that little bit easier, and with a clearer
goal ahead.

In writing the second edition, I have been aided greatly by Jane Mummery and
Robyn Mayes, both fine teachers of critical thinking, who have struggled with the
problems of the first edition in teaching Applied Reasoning and have generously
provided advice on how I might improve it. To them both, I owe a great deal. T also
wish to thank Christine Richardson with whom 1 taught elements of critical
thinking and who gave me the opportunity to develop further my ideas about
reasoning and research. To my long-suffering publishers at Oxford University Press,
especially my editors Lucy McLoughlin, Anne Mulvaney, and Chris Wyness, great
thanks and apologies for all the delays. Perhaps they could ask the government
about its neglect of higher education and the consequent doubling of workloads
since I wrote the first edition. And to Jane and Verity, this book is still and always
for you both.

Matthew Allen
m.allen@curtin.edu.au
Perth

February 2003
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How to Use this Book

To get the most out of this book, you will need to read it carefully chapter by

chapter. The book builds sequentially, so that many of the ideas and concepts
introduced in earlier chapters underpin more complex discussion of related issues
in subsequent chapters. Also, as you go, you should do the exercises in each chapter.
Do not check the answers until you have completed all of a particular exercise and
are satisfied with them. When you turn to the Answers, Discussion, and Further
Advice, you will see that, in most cases, there is further discussion of the issues and
concepts relevant to each exercise. As much as you can, don't be tempted to look at
the next set of answers until you have completed the exercises for them. Often, you
will be asked to do an exercise in order to provide you with the experience neces-
sary to get the most out of the further advice offered in the answers. And, when you
have done the exercises and checked the answers, I expect you will need to reread
and revise the chapter again.

After you have read a chapter, done the exercises, and checked the answers, look
at the Concept Check and Review Exercise at the end of the chapter. The concepts
introduced in each chapter are listed. You should briefly write down what you
know about them, then turn to the Glossary to check your answers. There are, by
contrast, no answers provided for the review questions that you will find at the end
of most chapters. If you have understood and integrated the material in each
chapter, you should be able to answer these questions confidently. If you cannot,
then it is probably a sign that you have missed something.

Finally, you should integrate what you learn about reasoning in this book with
the work or study you are doing at the moment. For example, when doing the
exercises and review questions, you will often be called upon to use information
from your own life as examples or basic material with which to do an exercise. The
whole point of this book is to give practical, applied advice. I can provide the
advice; you must apply it.

This book aims to provide you with structured information, exercises, and
reflections to guide your own learning. Your investment of time and effort in
working through this structure will provide you with considerable returns in
improving your smart thinking.

Xi
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Smart Thinking

There is an inner logic, and we're taught to stay far from it
It is simple and elegant, but it's cruel and antithetic
And there’s no effort to reveal it ...

Bad Religion, ‘Inner Logic'!

What is smart thinking?

There are many words associated with what is, loosely, termed ‘thinking’. We
are often told to ‘think about the issues’, to ‘analyse in more depth’, to ‘use
reasoning’, or to ‘be rational’. Sometimes (perhaps with reference to computers,
or to the legendary Star Trek character Mr Spock) we are told to ‘be logical’.
Often students are told that they must think ‘critically’ if they are to succeed.
When people write essays or reports, they are usually advised to make sure that
they have a good ‘argument’ or that they ‘explain in detail’. But do students
(and lecturers) really know what these words and phrases mean? Can we
actually identify the key skills and underlying techniques that allow us to think
better?
The answer is yes. Smart thinking means knowing how to:

e work out and express your main ideas
¢ plan your communication of ideas so that they can be clearly understood
¢ check to see if you have covered all the important parts of your topic



2 SMART THINKING: SKILLS FOR CRITICAL UNDERSTANDING & WRITING

e establish a framework or structure in which your basic facts and evidence
make sense
e present ideas by linking them together to convince readers of your conclusion.

Moreover, we must also relate thinking to knowledge and information (what we
think about), and the processes of communicating our ideas, either in written or
oral form. Thinking is one aspect of an integrated process of finding, analysing, and
communicating information. Your thinking begins even when you are deciding
‘what’ to read and write about.

) . i .

Smart thinking’ can assist you in:

e working out where and how to look for the information you need

e understanding that information in relation to your own work

e deciding which information is relevant to your topic and which is not

e identifying when you need to find out more information to make sense of a
problem.

Smart thinking can also improve your capacity to set your communication in
context. [t alerts you to the importance of:

e your audience and their expectations of what you are doing

e the requirements upon you to communicate in a certain way in a certain
situation

* your own assumptions and biases, and the role of society in forming those
biases, which will need to be considered and explored through your
communication.

To think smart, you must use reasoning. Reasoning is the basis of much of our
thinking. It is often described simply as the process of thinking through and
communicating our reasons for holding certain views or conclusions. Reasoning is,
however, better defined as a process of understanding and exploring the relation-
ships between the many events, objects, and ideas in our world. None of these
individual ‘items’ can be meaningful in and of itself. An item can only be
understood in relation to other ones. Reasoning enables us to get beyond a world
of innumerable separate events, objects, and ideas. Using reasoning, we see that all
these separate items are interconnected, and what we know about any particular
object depends on our knowledge of ozher objects. Sometimes the connections are
obvious; other times, they are much harder to see. Reasoning involves finding and
expressing these connections or relationships so that each individual event, object,
or idea is explicable in terms of other events, objects, or ideas.

Exercise 1.1

Smart thinking demands that we do more than just ‘think’ vaguely about things.
Before we look at reasoning, the key underlying process of thinking, let's consider
some common ‘informal’ ideas about thinking. Look at the four actions listed
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below and, writing on a piece of paper, list some examples in your own life of
when you have successfully done these actions and why you did them. The
answers contain more discussion of each one.?

* Ask questions (of ourselves and others)
e Seek out information

* Make connections

* |nterpret and evaluate

Reasoning

Reasoning represents one of the great advances that human beings have made in
their ability to understand and make sense of the world. It has been described as a
‘complex weave of abilities that help you get someone else’s point, explain a
complicated idea, generate reasons for your viewpoints, evaluate the reasons given
by others, decide what information to accept or reject, see the pros as well as the
cons and so forth’. Yet it is also the case that reasoning does not come naturally but
must be learnt and can be improved.

Let us begin with an easy example. Imagine you hold an apple in one hand and
an orange in the other. Now, at first sight, these two objects appear to be completely
different; each would seem to be understandable only in its own terms—that is, in
a way unique to each apple and each orange. However, we are better able to
understand them and to communicate what we think about them when we start to
make connections. Here are some examples:

e An apple is not an orange.

¢ An apple and an orange are similar: both are pieces of fruit.

e This apple will be, roughly speaking, the same as all the other apples
| have eaten.

e |f | eat this orange and | like the taste, then | can assume that
generally | will like the taste of other oranges.

* You should eat this fruit because you are hungry.

Obviously, this list makes only a few simple connections between the two
particular pieces of fruit that we are considering; it also makes a few connections
between the orange and the apple and other pieces of fruit generally; and the latter
connections relate fruit to people.

If we did not make these connections, then every time we ate an orange, for
example, it would be a new experience. We would not be able to rely on past
experience or on our experiences with other things; nor would we be able to make
any predictions about future experience. Such a world might be interesting (as each
morning you drank your orange juice and had a whole new experience), but it
would also be extremely confusing. Moreover, if you think about a more complex
example (say, deciding to study for a university degree) you can see that, without
the ability to make connections between things, you would not be able to make
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your decision in the way that all of us take for granted (by thinking, for example,
‘A university degree will help me get a better job’). When we start to make con-
nections, we are able to know things of which we have no direct experience (and
which may not yet have happened). Of course, since we live in a society in which
reasoning is accepted as the main method of processing information, we already use
reasoning, but we usually do not think about it.

Often, we can feel reasonably certain about our knowledge because it is based
on evidence of things that we do know about. For example:

In the past, when driving down the freeway after work, | have found that
there is usually a traffic jam. Because of the traffic jam, it always takes a
long time to get home. So, today, because | need to get home quickly, |
had better leave work earlier.

The conclusion that ‘T had better leave work earlier’ follows from the evidence
or reasons given for it. We can say that it is a ‘reasonable’ conclusion. Using
reasoning requires us to look for and rely on structures of connections between
separate things or events in the world; it also requires us to make an active effort to
create these structures—to make the connections that we cannot easily see.

The two main kinds of relationships that underpin these structures are:

¢ how things relate to one another, at any given moment (syntagmatic relation-
ships such as ‘an orange is a citrus fruit’ or ‘citrus fruits are edible’)

e how things relate to one another, over time (paradigmatic relationships such
as ‘eating too many oranges made me feel sick’ or ‘if | want vitamin C, then |
should eat an orange’).

Working out the precise relationship requires attention to a number of
‘patterns’ that might help us to see how one thing is linked to another. These
patterns can be understood through concepts such as:

¢ similarity/difference
e commonality/inconsistency
* necessity and sufficiency.

When we make these connections, we are able to function much more
effectively and to make sense of the world around us. In particular, we are more
capable of communicating our ideas and discussing knowledge with other
people.

The things, then, that we do with reasoning, as a form of communication, are:

e arguing (‘You should not believe what you see on television because ... ')*

¢ explaining (‘Digital television has been introduced because ... ")

¢ making decisions (‘I think we should buy a digital television receiver because
)

¢ predicting the future (‘| expect digital television to make pay television better
because ... ")

¢ exploring issues (‘How will digital television link to the Internet?’)
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e finding answers (‘Why did the government decide on a higher-quality digital
television standard?’)

e justifying actions (‘When first introduced, | thought subscribing to pay tele-
vision was not a good idea because ... ).

So, smart thinking is about reasoning, which is about the use and communi-
cation of knowledge. Researching, reading, analysing, testing, checking, planning,
and writing all depend on understanding those interrelationships. Once you
understand that knowledge consists of innumerable interrelations between small
‘bits’ of information, then you will be able to find, shape, and use knowledge for
yourself.

But reasoning is also about people: the authors and audiences of arguments,
explanations, and so on. And it is in relation to the human, social aspect of
reasoning that we must really be ‘smart’. Reasoning is noz just formal logic; nor is
it an abstract way of thinking about ideas. It is always a social act. People always use
reasoning for particular purposes (be they economic, political, or whatever). They
all have different perspectives on the issues being debated. Their age, class, race,
gender, and ethnicity all influence the broad structures upon which they rely in
reasoning. If we forget that reasoning has this social aspect, then we will run the
risk of failing to think effectively (this point will be explored in more detail in later
chapters). The connections and relations between ideas, events, proposals, and so
on only become meaningful in the context of how, when, where, and why they are
communicated with others.

How do we study smart thinking?
Thinking about thinking

Reasoning is something we already do: all of us have learnt, in one way or another,
to think and to reason, to make connections and see relationships between various
events and attitudes in our world. So, being a smart thinker is not about becoming
a different sort of person, but about improving skills that you already have. The way
to achieve this goal (and the main emphasis within this book) is to become explic-
itly aware of the analytical processes involved in reasoning. If you do, then you will
be able to analyse complex issues more deeply, understand and process information
more effectively, and communicate your ideas convincingly.

In succeeding chapters, then, we will learn a way of talking and thinking about
reasoning that allows us to understand and use reasoning better. In particular, we
will learn about the ‘analytical structure’ of ideas, which is, essentially, the clearest
expression of reasoning. However, we usually encounter such structures ‘embedded’
in the words we read and hear, or in so-called ‘natural language’. We must learn to
distinguish more effectively between the structures and the natural language
through which it comes to us. We will also encounter the idea of ‘analytical
questions’, which can guide the way we think about and develop the relationships
that comprise our analytical structures.
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Thinkers with attitude

Remember, smart thinking always has a social dimension: we humans are doing the
reasoning. As a result, one of the key ingredients of successful thinking and analysis,
and of the effective use of reasoning, is our own attitude. For most (if not all) of us,
our knowledge will usually consist of both the basic information or ‘facts’ we know,
as well as a framework or structure of broader ideas with which we interpret these
facts. Many of us are quite capable of assimilating and ‘knowing’ the facts, but
smart thinkers constantly assess their structures and frameworks. In the process,
they develop a much deeper and more effective appreciation of situations and
events. Smart thinkers can be confident in their reasoning, precisely because they
do not rely on too many unexamined or unquestioned assumptions.

First of all, we should always be willing to reflect on our own views and
positions—to scrutinise the way we think about the world. We might ask ourselves,
from time to time:

¢ Are my views consistent with one another?

e What assumptions underpin my views?

e Am | open to new ideas and alternative conclusions?
e Can | look at this issue from another perspective?

We should also be constantly asking ourselves, in relation to the issues that
matter to us:

e  Why did this happen?
e  What should we do next?
e What does it mean?

As we will see, questioning is the key analytical skill that enables us to develop
complex knowledge about the world in the form of structures of related ideas, so as
to communicate with other people.

It is not the answers to these questions that matter, but the very fact that we ask
them of ourselves, the willingness not to ‘take things for granted’ or to be satisfied
with the ‘obvious answer’. Indeed, a great failure of our society is that, by and large,
we are people who believe that someone has the answer and all we have to do is
develop a clever way of finding that answer. In fact, the key skill that you need, to
be an effective and thoughtful adult who is able to engage with and understand the
world, is not an ability to find the answers: it is the ability to ask the right questions.
If you can ask the right questions, then most of the answers will come very easily.
Moreover, you will also be able to determine why others do not necessarily accept
your answers but have their own views. Questions are fundamental to reasoning.

Exercise 1.2

On a piece of paper, write down a key issue that you are dealing with at the
moment—at work, perhaps an assignment, or something significant to you; don’t
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choose a matter that is personal and emotional since these are often best
analysed in different ways. Then start to ask yourself, in your mind, questions that
will help to analyse that issue. As you go, write them down on the page, review
them, and add more questions. Try to ask questions that are prompted by the first
questions you thought of, questions that ‘connect’ the dots between the issue and
another question.

Why do we need to ‘think smart’?

Basically, unless we are smart thinkers, we cannot understand the world as well as
we should; we cannot solve problems effectively and consistently; we cannot be
successful in the areas of our life that concern information. Knowledge is the ‘stuff’
of everyday life in the early twenty-first century. We are always being asked to find
it out, develop it, communicate it, and think about it. Smart thinking improves the
ways in which we can work with knowledge and information.

First of all, smart thinking helps you to study. All academic work requires the use
of reasoning. You want to understand the content, to digest information, pick out
the key issues to learn, grasp the underlying concepts, and come to terms with un-
familiar ideas: reasoning is the way to go. Most teachers look for reasoned explan-
ations and arguments when marking assignments. More importantly, by using
smart-thinking skills to understand context—the situations in which we learn and
communicate knowledge—you can understand the system you are in, the expec-
tations and requirements on you as students, and then fulfil those requirements.

Second, smart thinking helps you at work. Work is, by and large, about decision
making. It involves initiating change, coping with new and unfamiliar situations,
finding better ways of doing things, finding out crucial information, understanding
the people and institutions you work with, and solving complex problems. You use
reasoning to accomplish these tasks, and if you have smartened up your thinking,
then you will have more confidence in your abilities and succeed more often. In
particular, the insights gained through smart thinking will assist in promoting more
effective communication. Such communication is essential to successful business
and professional life.

Third, and perhaps most importantly, smart thinking makes you an active
member of communities. We are all members of various local and national groups
and communities. While our membership of these communities gives us certain
rights (for example, the rights of citizenship), it also entails certain responsibilities.
It is our responsibility to understand what is happening in society and to act where
necessary to conserve or change, to get involved, to make things better, and to fight
injustice. We can only pick our way through the complex tangle of opinions, asser-
tions, ideas, and assumptions that make up the dominant social world in which we
live if we use the skills of smart thinking. Otherwise we are just going to be swept
along without any control over events, a situation that is unhelpful for us as
individuals but worse for the overall community, to which we owe the responsib-
ilities that come with our rights.
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Moreover, as the neo-punk band Bad Religion sing, there is an inner logic to
the events that surround and involve us and, very often, we are taught to stay far
from it. We often think that the best way to live our lives is to stay out of the way.
As the song ‘Inner Logic’ continues: ‘don’t ask questions, don’t promote
demonstration/don’t look for new consensus/don’t stray from constitution’. There
are two equally undesirable extremes in this refusal to think things through. At one
extreme, staying away from the ‘logic’ means putting too much faith in so-called
‘scientific’, ‘objective’ knowledge (which appears as if it can never be questioned).
At the other extreme, we shy away from complexity by putting too much reliance
on individual relativism, in which each person’s opinion is thought to be as good as
anyone else’s. We should never assume that there can be only one right view; we
should not, in turn, presume that 2/ views are right.

We do need to make the ‘effort to reveal’ the logic, to ‘pierce the complexity’,
not only for ourselves but for the common good. Smart thinking is how to do it.
Generally, knowledge is tied up in contexts of power and influence, and is hardly
ever ‘objective’ or ‘neutral’. Smart thinking can help empower us in the face of
knowledge, revealing its political and social purposes, its biases and consequences,
its exclusions and errors. Thinking smart is about recognising the contexts of power
and influence in which knowledge exists. Thinking smart is about using knowledge
within and against the constraints of these contexts. It also always involves remem-
bering that our own reasoning may equally involve the exercise of power and of

influence.’

Review exercise

There is no review exercise for this chapter—move on to chapter 2. Also, there is
no need to do a concept check now. When you have finished the book, however,
return to this chapter and revise it. I am sure you will read it with a very different
perspective.

NOTES

1 From Bad Religion, Stranger than Fiction (compact disc), Dragnet, 1994, MATTCDOO3.
Developed from Josina M. Makau, Reasoning and Communication: Thinking Critically
about Arguments, Wadsworth, Belmont, CA, 1990.

3 Stephen Toulmin, Richard Rieke, and Allan Janik, An Introduction to Reasoning,
Macmillan, New York, 1984, p. 6.

4 An argument, here, does not mean a ‘fight’ or ‘dispute’ but is the technical name for
reasoning that seeks to establish a conclusion on the basis of reasons.

5 These issues—objectivity, relativism, and so on—are complex. We will encounter them
again in later chapters (chapters 6, 8, and 9). You should also be aware that there are
legitimate differences of opinion on these matters among intellectuals.
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Claims:

The Key Elements
of Reasoning

This chapter begins our in-depth exploration of how to use reasoning more
effectively in order to make us smart thinkers. As suggested in chapter 1,
learning to use reasoning better requires that we be more aware of what we
are already doing. We need to learn some basic terms and concepts with
which to talk and think about reasoning. The aim of this chapter is to
improve our awareness of how we are actually doing reasoning. The focus in
this chapter is on claims. In the next chapter we look at the process of
linking claims together to form reasoning.
There are three main areas that we will cover in this chapter:

1 We will look at language, since reasoning is a way of manipulating and
using words and statements. Language allows us to make claims about
the world. Claims are the key component of reasoning.

2 We need to understand more about the significant properties of these
claims which affect how we use them in reasoning.

3 We see how claims function differently, as premises or as conclusions,
depending on how we link them together. The conclusion is what you are
arguing for or explaining. The premises are how you get to your conclu-
sion.
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Understanding language
A basic look at language

Every time we argue or explain something, we use language—regardless of whether
we are thinking to ourselves or communicating with others. As children, we learn
to use language so ‘naturally’ that we tend to take its use for granted. In fact, there
are many subtleties and complexities in language. Knowing something about these
can help our reasoning by giving us more conscious control over the material
(language) with which we are reasoning. There are four distinct ‘levels’ of language-
use that build together to create ‘language’ as we know it.

The first level is a word—for example, ‘student’ or ‘reasoning'—which is the
basic unit of language. Words have meanings, usually more than one, and often
multiple meanings are ‘denotative’ (that is, what the word explicitly says) or
‘connotative’ (the more subtle, ‘hidden’ meanings of words). We will see, through
this book, that definitions of words are important but, for the moment, we are just
interested in words insofar as they can form statements.

Wherl we put some WOrdS together, w¢e get thC SeCOﬂd leVel Of language: a
statement, such as ‘there are several hundred students who have studied smart
thinking at Curtin University’. We probably think of statements as being the same
things as sentences, but they are not. In the following example we can see how one
sentence can be made up of more than one statement: “We use reasoning everyday
of our lives, but most of us have no formal training, and the more practice and the
more training, the better we will be at it’. The first statement is “We use reasoning
everyday of our lives’; the next is ‘most of us have no formal training [in reasoning]’;
the third is ‘the more practice and the more training, the better we will be at it
[reasoning]’.

The third level of language-use is the ext, which is made up of any group of
statements, such as the sentence above. Now, usually, the texts we encounter are
much longer than just a few statements (for example, this book is a text, as is a
newspaper article). But, remembering that we are talking about something different
to ‘natural’ things we read and hear, we define a text as a group of statements that
is of any length, so long as there is more than one statement and these statements
are related to one another in some way. Texts are not just lists of statements; they
are groups of connected statements. In the example of a multi-statement sentence
from the previous paragraph, as well as in single statements, words like ‘but’ or
‘and’, and punctuation like commas and semi-colons, are not included in the
statements. They act both to distinguish one statement from another and, at the
same time, to join together the various statements to make a text. Practical com-
munication via texts depends on the way these words connect the statements.

Finally, the last level of language-use is the context, which consists of all the
elements outside a particular text that make it meaningful. Contexts cannot be ‘seen’
in the way, say, that the text you are now reading can be. A context for this book
would include (at least) the purposes and goals of its author and readers, the
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assumptions about the meanings of words and ideas that lie behind it, and other texts
that, though absent, are implicitly connected with what is being written and read
here. For example, a student who reads this book as the textbook for the Open
Learning Australia unit Applied Reasoning has a very different context to someone
who is just browsing through it, casually looking for quick ideas about critical
thinking.

Assumptions are a primary component of context. Assumptions are those ideas
or values that we ‘take for granted’ and do not question. To be smart thinkers we
must recognise the assumptions that surround us (including our own) and that
influence every argument and explanation. Reasoning involves making connections
between our ideas about the world, expressing them as linked claims, and
constructing a text to express that knowledge. Obviously this reasoning is a
conscious process, but it also draws upon a background of implicit or assumed
connections and structures. As we grow up and learn about our environment (from
parents, school, and so on), all sorts of connections are made for us and become
embedded in our minds, so that we do not even realise we are relying on these
structures when we think. For example:

In the nineteenth century, Australian children were often warned that the
‘black bogeyman’ would get them if they were naughty. This apparently
mild threat created an association in children’s minds between ‘Blacks’
(indigenous Australians) and something dangerous. Is it any wonder, then,
that when these children grew into adults they continued to act and think
about indigenous Australians in extremely racist ways?

What makes assumptions dangerous is not their content (unlike the
previous example, the content of assumptions may actually be correct) but,
rather, that they are not consciously considered and tested to see if they are
correct. What matters first is to be conscious of the assumption so we can ask
‘is this true?’.

Smart thinkers must be capable of understanding how each of these four levels
of language use relates to one another, and of how to write good statements, link
them together to make a text, and consider the contextual factors that bear upon
their text.

Statements that are claims

Our central focus for the moment is on a particular type of statement: the claim.
Here are two examples of claims:

e Prior to the war on Iraq in 2003, more Australians opposed the war
than supported it.

e John Howard, Australian Prime Minister in 2003, determined that
Australian military forces should be deployed to participate in the war
on Iraq.
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Although these statements differ in what they say, each is a claim. More
precisely, they claim to represent truly something ‘real” about the world. We could
test each claim to see if it is true or not (or at least get a clearer idea of whether or
not we can accept it as true). For example, if someone claimed that John Howard
had supported the war, we could check appropriate newspaper reporting of the
time. Opinion polls conducted at the time can test the first claim, to see if there
was such a majority. All statements that are claims assert the truth of some
information or knowledge about the world.

Claims are not, as you might think, the opposite of facts. Nor does a claim
‘become’ a fact once we know it is true. A claim is always a claim, but the truth of
some claims is established. And a claim does not necessarily involve some personal
advantage or bias. Although in everyday speech we often use the word ‘claim’ to try
to distinguish between statements whose truth is suspect or that are biased and
those statements (called ‘facts’) whose truth is established and that are unbiased,
these distinctions are dangerously misleading. All the statements that we think of
as ‘facts’ are, actually, claims; they are so widely and clearly accepted as true that
they seem different from claims that are not accepted. Put simply, claims are those
statements that express beliefs or views about the way the world is or the way the
world should be. Whether they are true or not is, of course, important, but it does
not determine whether or not they are claims. The reasonableness of claims (what
we think of as ‘truth’) does not change their status as claim or non-claim; but it does
help us to decide what to do with claims in our reasoning (as we will see).

To emphasise this point, here are three statements that are not claims:

¢ Do you think Australia should continue to support all American foreign
policy decisions concerning lraq?

¢ Tell me immediately what you think about Australia’s war on Iraq!

e G'day!

None of these statements expresses a view about the way the world is or should
be, and hence they are not claims. The first asks for information (a question);' the
second demands that a person do something (an order); and the third is an
exclamation. Note how we do not say ‘gday’ to claim that ‘this day is a good day’.
We say ‘g'day’ as a greeting, as a ritual use of language to begin a conversation.
Similarly, orders and questions are ways of initiating or concluding communi-
cation. A few statements may fall somewhere between the two groups (claims and
non-claims)—because they might be interpreted differently in different contexts—
but generally speaking, all statements can be seen as one or the other.

We cannot tell just from the written or spoken expression of a statement
whether or not it is a claim. Rather, we must look at the defining property of a
claim: that it asserts something to be true.? To distinguish a claim from other sorts
of statements, we simply need to consider whether it is possible to ask ‘Is this
statement true or false?’. A claim need not actually be true; it need not be false. It
just has to be possible to ask if the claim could be true or false. Consider the
following three statements. Which of them do you think are claims?
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¢ |s the world round or flat?
¢ The world is round.
e The world is flat.

The first statement is not a claim—we cannot ask ‘Is it true or false to say “Is
the world round or flat”?’. But it is possible to ask ‘Is it true or false to say “The
world is round”?”. Similarly we can ask ‘s it true or false to say “The world is flac”?”.
Hence the second and third statements are both claims, even though one is true
and one is false. Claims are about the possibilizy of truth or falsehood, not about
whether a claim really is true or not.

Exercise 2.1

Decide which of these statements are claims and which are not. Then write three
examples of your own of statements that are claims and three examples of
statements that are not.

Why did you do that?

There is a yellow marble on the table.
Get out of here!

Somewhere over the rainbow ...

We should always pay our taxes on time.
Cheese is made from milk.

~o oo oo

Claims as elements of reasoning

Effective thinking skills can be elusive. Reasoning has a structure and content that
can be hard to control (as an author) and hard to discern (as a reader) when it is
expressed in normal English (so-called ‘natural language’). We tend to assume that
claims are indistinguishable from their particular forms of expression, and it may
be hard to grasp just what claims do within reasoning unless we shake them loose
from their normal modes of expression. Claims may be expressed in natural
language. However claims are better understood as elements of reasoning: the basic
units of analysis in our arguments and explanations.

Written and spoken English does make claims, but draws them together and
expresses them in ways that are stylish, but which also make it harder to identify
and understand individual claims. In particular, sentences, which assist in
making English easy to write and read, can obscure the more analytical function
of the statements that these sentences express. Look, for example, at the
following:

Many Australians favour making the nation a republic. However, it is
unclear just how many Australians there are in favour of this, and until we
know and are sure that a very large majority of Australians want a republic,
we should not move too quickly to implement this change.
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How do we identify the claims? In the first sentence, there is just one claim. In
the second sentence, though, there are two claims. The first is ‘it is unclear just how
many Australians there are in favour of this’ (note the use of ‘this’ to mean ‘making
the nation a republic’); the second is ‘until we know and are sure that a very large
majority of Australians want a republic, we should not move too quickly to imple-
ment this change’. Note how tricky the process of identifying claims can be. In the
second sentence, the first ‘and’ indicates a break between two claims, but the word
‘and’ is later used differently to combine ‘know and are sure’. Similarly, the comma
after ‘however’ in the second sentence indicates that a claim is starting, but later on,
a comma proves to be part of a claim. Note, too, the use of pronouns such as ‘this’
and ‘it’, which are used as substitutes for the actual nouns that claims contain.

As another example of this distinction between ‘language for expression’ and
‘language for analysis’, claims are sometimes expressed as questions. They appear as
that special form of expression known as rbetorical questions, in which the answer to
the question is presumed. For example, ‘Isn’t it obvious that Australia should be 2
republic?’ is clearly different from ‘Do you think that Australia should be a republic?’.
The first question—a rhetorical question—is simply a clever way of saying ‘Australia
should be a republic’, whereas the second question genuinely seeks an answer. Hence,
to understand fully how claims are used in reasoning, we need to be aware of the
difference between making claims as part of writing or talking, and making claims as
part of the process of reasoning. Often, the claims we make in each context will be
similar—but we cannot rely on it. Natural language, when properly put together in
a narrative sequence, is an excellent tool for expressing our arguments and explan-
ations. A danger, however, is that the requirement for proper, readable expression can
confuse and mislead the unwary about the analytical units (claims) and structures
(connections between claims) which, actually, constitute the reasoning.

Exercise 2.2

Identify the claims in the following sentences. Then write three sentences of your
own, each of which expresses a number of claims in various different ways.

a. All that glitters is gold, and this nugget glitters.
Isn’t it obvious that this song is called ‘Diamonds are a Girl’s Best Friend'?
c. Silver jewellery is very common because silver is a cheap metal and it is
easily worked.

More about claims
Connections within claims

A claim provides an internal connection between at least two ideas. For example, the
claim that ‘Australia should become a republic’ provides an internal connection
between, roughly speaking, ‘Australia’ and ‘republic’. Similarly, ‘Australia should
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not become a republic’ also makes this connection, although the meaning of that
claim is completely different. The technical, grammatical names for the two
components within a claim are the ‘subject’ and the ‘predicate’ of the statement.
Roughly speaking, the subject is the main focus of the claim, and the predicate is
some property or consequence of, or notable point about, that subject and the way
the claim is made is to identify through the verb the link between the subject and
the predicate. Hence ‘Reasoning is a skill’ uses the verb ‘is’ to assert that reasoning
is a2 member of the larger set of things we know about called ‘skills’. As another
example, ‘Reading this book on critical thinking is no use if you are not practising
critical thinking exercises’ is also a claim with a more complicated link between the
subject ‘Reading this book on critical thinking’, and a predicate ‘not practising
critical thinking’.

Exercise 2.3

Identify the subject and the predicate in the following statements:

a. Drinking milk makes some people feel sick.
b. | do not drink milk.
¢. Milk drinking is not recommended for people who are lactose-intolerant.

This property of a claim—an internal connection between two or more ideas—
is fundamental. The internal connection underpins the external links between
claims that are necessary in reasoning. While reasoning does not consist simply of
one claim, it does occur when you take a number of claims and, by varying the
pattern of interconnections, produce a ‘link’ from the first interconnection to the
next. Here is a simple example (we will be doing much more on this concept in
later chapters).

Reasoning is a skill. Skills can be improved by practice. The book Smart
Thinking gives you a chance to practise reasoning. Reading Smart
Thinking and doing the exercises will improve your reasoning.

See how the same ideas get used, but in a different order? These claims, because
they share the same ideas even though in some the idea is the subject and in others
it is the predicate, are well on the way to being used for reasoning. So, to reason, we
always need more than one claim, all linked together in some way. It is this internal
connection within a single claim that allows these external links to be made.

Claims that include claims

One example of the importance of grasping this process of internal connection is
provided by a special kind of claim in which an entire claim serves as one element
of another claim. We find two main uses of this kind of claim-formation. First,
there are claims such as ‘George W. Bush said that Saddam Hussein was an evil
dictator’. In this claim, what is being asserted is that George W. Bush has said those
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words, and not that Hussein was such a person. The claim ‘Saddam Hussein was
an evil dictator’ here serves as the predicate to the subject ‘George W. Bush,
connected with the word ‘said’. Thus, if we were to assess the truth of the claim, it
would do no good to see whether or not Hussein was a dictator or evil (even though
we probably could find much evidence to support that point), because the claim is
about what Bush said. These claims, which are essentially concerned with what
others have already claimed, are vital: we often wish to reason about another’s point
of view and thus must understand how to make claims about that person and their
words.

A second and even more important use for claims within claims can be found
in claims that use propositional logic, that is, claims taking the ‘if..., then...” form
so common in contemporary philosophy and computer programming. Such a
claim is, for example, ‘If I am unwell, then I should go to the doctor’. Now it might
look as though there are two claims here: and, indeed, there are. However, by
placing two claims in an if/then relationship, each claim becomes a subsidiary part
of a single, much more powerful claim. What is actually being asserted in the
if/then claim is not the substance of one or the other claim but, rather, the
relationship between them. Hence ‘If I am unwell, then I should go to the doctor’
asserts that it is reasonable to do something (go to the doctor) when a particular
state of affairs (feeling unwell) occurs. We will see the importance of these special
‘if/then’ claims in chapter 3.

Exercise 2.4

Identify the claims within a claim here, remembering that an entire claim can
serve as either predicate or subject.

a. | have been told by my doctor that drinking milk makes some people feel
sick.
If | drink milk, then | feel sick.
If a person comes to a doctor and says ‘If | drink milk, then | feel sick’,
then the doctor will diagnose that person as lactose-intolerant.

Scope and certainty

A statement that makes a claim about the world allows us to judge the truth or
falsity of that statement. In making this judgment, we need to consider the scope of
the claim. For example, each of these claims has a different scope:

e A/l Australians think global terrorism threatens this country.
e Some Australians think global terrorism threatens this country.
e A few Australians think global terrorism threatens this country.

The claims are very similar, except in their reporting of the number of
Australians who believe global terrorism threatens their country. The scope, in each
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case, is determined by the different value of ‘all’, ‘some’, and few’. Scope is not just
about numbers. It can also be seen in claims about, for example, a geographic area
(‘Most of Western Australia is uninhabited’) or time (‘For much of its history,
Australia was not populated by white people’).

Certainty is another characteristic of all claims. Whether explicitly stated or
not, claims include a judgment about the likelihood or probability that what they
are claiming is true, or will become true:

e There is a high probability that Australia will suffer a major terrorist
attack in the next decade.

e There is some chance that Australia will suffer a major terrorist attack
in the next decade.

e There is virtually no chance that Australia will suffer a major terrorist
attack in the next decade.

In each case, the claims are saying something about Australia and terrorism;
they differ only in their explicit statement of the probability that the substance of
the claim will come true. Understanding how to include proper indications of
scope and certainty in the claims you write, or to recognise them in other people’s
work, is crucial to being an effective reasoner. Remember, scope and certainty are
tied in with the idea that claims are asserting the truth of something. If you limit
or qualify your claims by appropriately indicating scope and certainty, then you are
thinking more clearly and therefore can write better claims.

Exercise 2.5

Identify the two components that are internally linked within each of the following
claims. Then rank claims a—c in order of scope (from widest to narrowest) and
claims d-f in order of certainty (from most certain to least certain). In each case
identify the word or words that lead you to your judgment. Then write a list of some
of the other words that can be used to indicate the scope and certainty of a claim.

Sometimes, when | drink milk, | feel sick.

Whenever | eat cheese before sleeping, | have dreams.
Occasionally, after eating rich food, | get indigestion.

It is probable that humans will live in space.

There is no way that humans can live in outer space.

I'd say the odds are 50:50 that humans will live in space.

o a0 oUW

Descriptive and value claims

Some claims assert that things are, or have been, a certain way; and some claims
make judgments about the way things should or should not be. These are
respectively called descriptive claims and value claims. For example, “This book is
printed on white paper’ deseribes the type of paper, whereas “We should use less
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paper to save trees’ expresses a value judgment (‘it is good to save trees’). But, to
complicate matters many, and perhaps even all, claims have some implicit value
judgment. Often we find an implicit value judgment in the words that make up the
claim. For example, ‘This book is comprehensive’ implies some positive value
judgment, whereas “This book provides only an outline of reasoning techniques’
implies a more negative value judgment. So, really, there are two main sorts of value
claims: those that explicitly declare a value judgment, and those whose value
judgment is hidden in the choice of words.

There are also some claims that can legitimately be called descriptive claims.
Yet, even then, claims are almost always found in combination with other claims.
So, if there is one value claim among a series of claims, then all of them tend to
create an implied value judgment. Here we can see that the context in which we
find a claim—the purposes and processes by which a text, containing many linked
claims, is produced and received—plays a very significant role. Claims that appear
to their author as descriptive may, in the context provided by their readers,
suddenly acquire value judgments. Hence, judgments of value can rarely be made
solely on the basis of one claim; they depend on the other claims with which the
claim is linked (the text) and the circumstances in which that text is presented (the
context). Being alert to the value judgments that you read and make is a skilled
smart thinking attribute.

Exercise 2.6

Decide which of these four claims are explicit value claims and which are implicit
value claims that appear to be descriptive claims. You may also decide that some of
the claims are purely descriptive and contain no value judgments. Then write three
claims of your own, one of which is explicitly a value claim, one of which has a clear
implied value judgment, and one of which is, in your opinion, clearly descriptive.

a. Fatty foods are bad for you.

b. Regular cows’ milk contains fat.

¢. You should drink milk each day.

d. Regular cows’ milk is a white liquid.

Claims and reasoning
Using claims as conclusions and premises

We know that reasoning is, put simply, giving reasons for one’s views. We reason,
therefore, by linking claims together to form a text in which most of the linked
claims provide a reason or reasons for accepting another claim, or the linked claims
explain why another claim can be made. For example, if I said ‘Australia should
become a republic’, it would only be natural for you to ask ‘why?’, which would
prompt me to give you a reason: that ‘Australia’s economic relationship with Asia
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would be strengthened if Australia declared its final independence from its
European origins by becoming a republic’.

The claims that act as reasons are ‘premises’ and the claim that is being
supported or explained is the ‘conclusion’. When reasoning, we will always be
dealing with at least two claims: the claim we want people to accept and the claim
we are using to support the first claim. Almost always there are a number of
premises supporting one conclusion, but the minimum requirement is one premise
and one conclusion. A fundamental skill in reasoning is to be able to identify, in
our own and in others’ work, those claims that are serving as premises to support
the claim that is acting as a conclusion. Thus we need to understand how claims
can be used as conclusions and premises.

To do so, we must remember that, before we use them in reasoning, all premises
and conclusions are the same thing: they are claims. There is nothing about a claim
on its own that makes it a conclusion or a premise. Until we decide, in our
reasoning, that claim Z will be the conclusion and claims X and Y will be the
premises, X, Y, and Z are all just claims. They only become premises and con-
clusion through the act of linking them together, as in ‘Because of X and Y, my
conclusion is Z’. The difference between premises and conclusions is not
dependent on any essential qualities of the claims; it is, instead, a functional
difference. Whether a claim is a conclusion or a premise depends on the function
that the claim performs in any particular argument or explanation. What
determines that function is the relationship between one claim and another.

Let us use the following claims to demonstrate this point:

e Your car is dirty.
* You drove the car through some mud.
* You should wash your car.

And here are two very simple examples of the way we can use these claims in
reasoning, with the claims marked as [¢c] (conclusion) or [p] (premise) to show how
they perform different functions:

e Your car is dirty [c] because you drove through some mud [p].
¢ You should wash your car [c] since your car is dirty [p].

The same claim—Your car is dirty’—is used in two different ways: first, as a
conclusion being explained and, second, as a premise. The general rule, thus
demonstrated, is that any claim can be either a conclusion or a premise depending
on how it is linked with other claims and the context in which it is used.

Conclusions and premises are very similar because both are claims. However,
within reasoning, some claims serve a different purpose to other claims. The nature of
premises and conclusions is not already laid down, magically, in the words we use to
express them, but is something that we can actively control and alter. For example, we
may read someone else’s conclusion and then use it as a premise in our own reasoning.
Or, we see that the premises of someone’s argument need further explanation and, by

using them as conclusions, proceed to give that explanation with our own premises.?
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Exercise 2.7

Make up four short examples of reasoning using the following claims. Make sure
that you practise using the same claim as the conclusion in one example and as
a premise in another.

e The road is wet.

® You need to drive more carefully.

* You should pay attention to what you are doing.
e \Verity has just come home soaking wet.

e There was a rainstorm a few minutes ago.

More on conclusions

So, when we reason, we first of all have to decide which is the claim we are trying
to argue for or explain. This claim is the conclusion. It is not a summary, but a new
statement altogether, which may be linked to the premises but goes beyond them
to give some further information, the ‘truch’ of which becomes clearer because of
the premises given. The conclusion is a claim in its own right, and not merely a
restatement of the claims already made as premises.

The sclection of a conclusion is dependent on the purpose of our overall
argument or explanation. First, we can use claims about the future as conclusions.
These sorts of conclusions are required when we are making a prediction, as in ‘In
the future, the world will be much warmer [c] because of the effects of industrial
pollution [p]’. Predictions are always doubtfu!l since the events they predict have
not yet happened, and thus their truth can never be established except as a
prediction. Hence they require supporting argument to make them acceptable. We
can also use claims about the past or the present to establish what is the case. Often
there are doubts about what has happened or is happening (for example, in a
criminal investigation), and argument can be used to support our conclusions on
these matters.

Second, we can use as a conclusion any claim that makes an appeal for people
(whether an individual or group) to act in a certain manner, as in the argument that
“We should reduce the production of carbon monoxide [c] because this action will
reduce the rate of global warming [p]’. Such arguments, the conclusions of which are
appeals to action, are designed to convince people to do something. Sometimes the
action required is for us to think differently, as in an argument that demands that “You
should not think highly of governments that are reluctant to stop global warming [¢]
since these governments are risking the future prosperity of all humanity [p]’.4

Conclusions such as those just discussed require arguments to convince audiences
to accept them. In both cases, it is the conclusion that is in doubt (remember that
claims are statements that may or may not be true). But other conclusions, often
about events happening in the past, are not in doubt, but still involve reasoning that
explains why the conclusion can be made. In the sentence “We now have a problem
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with global warming [c] because previous governments were blind to the con-
sequences of industrial growth and technology [p]’, the conclusion reports that there
is now a problem with global warming so that the premise can explain why this has
happened. Some explanations can be characterised as justifications, as in ‘I decided to
vote for the Greens at the last federal election [c] because I am very keen to see
Australias environment protected [p]’. In this example, the conclusion reports
something that happened so that the writer can justify why they did it.

Exercise 2.8

Try to work out what sort of conclusion is used in each of the following. Remember
to think about the purpose that the conclusion is designed to fulfil. In each
example the conclusion is the second claim in the sentence.

a. Since the bushfire threat is high in the next three months, we should
improve our fire-fighting service.

b. Since there has been no rain recently, | forecast that there will be a high
bushfire threat this coming summer.

c. Because the government failed to improve the fire services, the bushfires
that occurred in 2001 were much harder to control than in previous years.

d. The government has not done much to improve the fire-fighting service—
don't you think that it is inefficient?

e. Because the budget deficit has required the government to make many
cut-backs in spending, we have done little to increase available fire-
fighting resources [assume that a government representative is speakingl.

More on premises

While a basic outline of the different types of conclusions is relatively straight-
forward, there is no similar, straightforward approach for different types of
premises. Virtually any claim you can think of can serve as a premise. Even claims
that we might normally think of as conclusions can be premises. All that premises
have to do is to be able to provide support for the conclusion (either in explaining
it or arguing for it). Thus, premises tend in most cases to be initially more accept-
able than the conclusion (though not always—see ‘Strength of support’ in chapter
6). Furthermore, it is misleading to think about individual premise ‘types’; instead,
we should look at the way in which premises connect with one another. In short,
premises function in three ways: they make a substantive point (i.e. report
something, or provide some kind of evidence), they can define some term in the
argument, or they can frame the other premises, demonstrating more clearly the
relationship of all the other premises to the conclusion (see chapter 4 for more
details on how premises function).
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Review

Words combine to form statements, which in turn combine to form texts. No
text can be understood outside its context of use and interpretation. The most
important statements for us to consider are claims. When properly linked
together, they form a text, which is either an argument or an explanation.
Claims state, in language, the events, ideas, and things that make up our
world, asserting that what they represent is true. Claims are the key elements
from which we build our arguments and explanations. The analytical function
of claims is, however, often obscured by their mode of expression.

By understanding what claims are and what their properties are, we can
better understand how to use claims as premises and conclusions in our
reasoning. Claims have three significant properties. First, a claim always
contains an internal connection between two or more components. One or both
of these components can be a claim in its own right, but functioning differ-
ently—as an element within a claim. Second, claims always include some indi-
cation of scope and certainty, though often they are implied. Third, claims are
either descriptive (what is) or are value judgments (what ought to be). Many
claims appear to be descriptive but either contain implicit value judgments or
become value-laden when read in combination with other claims.

Claims are used as either premises or conclusions; the difference
between them is determined by how we use them in any particular act of
reasoning. Any claim can serve as a premise or conclusion. That said, we can
see how conclusion-claims must relate to the particular purposes of the
reasoning: predicting, establishing, or appealing for action, and explaining or
justifying. In the last case, the reasoning involves an explanation, whereas
the other purposes require an argument.

CONCEPT CHECK

The following terms and concepts are introduced in this chapter. Before checking
in the Glossary, write a short definition of each term:

argument
assumption
audience
certainty
claim
conclusion

connotation



context

descriptive claim
exclamation
explanation
internal connection
order

premise

purposes of reasoning
question

scope

statement

subject

text

value claim

word

Review exercise 2
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Answer briefly the following questions, giving, where possible, an example in your
answer that is different from those used in this book.

a. Is a statement the same as a sentence? Why should we distinguish

between the two?

b= B BN O o B e B o

NOTES

What distinguishes claims from statements that are not claims?
Why are some claims thought of as ‘facts’?

What are the three crucial properties of claims?

What is special about if/then claims?

What is the difference between a premise and a conclusion?

Are all conclusions the same? If not, why not?

What determines the ‘type’ of a particular premise?

What happens to claims when we express them in natural language?

1 As we will see in chapter 8, questions can also be thought of as ‘potential’ claims or
‘claims in question’. Here, for example, the claim ‘Australia should continue to support
all American foreign policy decisions concerning Irag’ has been put under scrutiny by

turning it into a question.
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2

There is considerable philosophical argument concerning the notion of truth. Some
philosophers might wish to substitute words such as ‘valid’” or ‘sound’ in this test of a
claim, but for the practical purposes of this book, ‘truth’ will suffice. In particular,
however, we should recognise that value claims (described a little later in this chapter)
cannot really be true or false, but they can be judged in terms of whether or not they
are reasonable.

We cannot simply interchange conclusions and premises as we like and still be confi-
dent of being correct. It would, for example, be incorrect to say that ‘because you
should wash your car, your car is dirty’. We need to think much more carefully about the
relationships we are asserting to be true when we decide just what exactly our premises
and conclusions are. For example, the following would be good reasoning: ‘I know that
if you are told to wash your car, then it is more than likely that the car is dirty; | have
just heard someone tell you to wash your car; therefore | can infer that your car is dirty
(otherwise that person would not have told you to wash it)’. We should note here, too,
that giving premises to explain a known conclusion is contextually different from giving
premises to establish by argument the soundness of an unknown or doubtful conclu-
sion. The term ‘conclusion’ here merely indicates the logical function of the claim we
are explaining, and not its importance or significance. In an explanation, and from the
point of view of our audience, our premises and how they explain the conclusion are
more important than the conclusion itself.

Because group and individual decisions carry with them the requirement that we be
able to justify and explain our decisions to others, decision making also involves
reasoning.



3

Linking:
The Key Process
In Reasoning

Claims are the basic material of reasoning, but they must be linked together
if we are to argue and explain our points of view. We have already seen that
claims that are linked to a conclusion by supporting it or explaining it are
called premises. A conclusion, therefore, is a claim that is supported or
explained. In this chapter we investigate this linking process in more detail.
My principal goal, again, is to give you greater awareness of how you reason,
in order to improve what you actually do.

1

There are four main areas we will cover in this chapter:

We will examine natural language for the fraces of this linking. Traces are
the signals in natural language that we only half-consciously use to
develop our reasoning within a narrative-flow format (what you normally
read and write).

We will look at the process of linking analytically, introducing the idea
that all important relationships between claims can be shown in a
diagram. Combining the diagram with a list of claims provides a clear,
analytical structure format without the confusions of natural language.
To assist in understanding the analytical structure format, we will learn
about casting the reasoning of others, as a useful exercise for skill devel-
opment.

We consider in more detail what we need to know in order to be comfort-
able expressing our critical thoughts in such a format, including the way
in which complex argument forms can be shown using a diagram.

25
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Links between claims
Evidence of the linking process

We can directly ‘see’ claims in natural language, but /linking, the process of
reasoning, can only be inferred, indirectly.! In any argument or explanation in
natural language we can find the evidence of this linking process in the words or
phrases that show or signal how one claim relates to another. We have already come
across these words. Remember these examples?

e Your car is dirty [c] because you drove through some mud [p].
¢ You should wash your car [c] since your car is dirty [pl.

The words ‘because’ and ‘since’ do ot form part of the claims (the premises and
conclusions) but link them together, signalling which claim is the premise and
which the conclusion. These signal words are the visible traces of the mental process
of linking.

Because of the richness and complexity of the English language, we rarely find
evidence for every act of linking. Sometimes no link words are used because the
sense of the reasoning is clear just from the arrangement of the claims; sometimes
punctuation does the job. At other times, when it is stylistically appropriate,
phrases or even sentences signal the linking process. Link words are not necessarily
written directly between the premises and the conclusion, but since their function
is not determined by their position in a text, they can nevertheless still signal which
claim is which. In all cases, the linkages are between two or more claims, so that
any link words can signal that both a premise and a conclusion are present and can
distinguish between them.

Here are some examples:

e | found out today that | had passed my exam. | was elated. [The order
of the sentences signals that the first claim is linked to the second
claim as premise to conclusion.]

e Because | felt 1ll, | went home from work. [‘Because’ signals that ‘I felt
ill' is the reason that explains the conclusion ‘Il went home from work’;
the comma serves to show that there are two claims here and, hence,
that some link can be inferred.]

¢ We need to learn to think: it helps us to do better at work and to do
better at university. [The colon separates the claims and, at the same
time, links them. The sense of the sentence signals the link between
the first part (the conclusion) and the second part (the premises).]

¢ John has passed his final exams. This means that he is a fully qualified
lawyer. [The phrase ‘this means that' is the linking element here: ‘this’
refers to the first claim and ‘means that’ signals that the second
sentence contains a conclusion. Because the second claim is identi-
fied as a conclusion and s linked to the first, we know that ‘John has
passed his final exams’ is a premise.]
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¢ Everyone knows that Australia has great natural beauty and a marvel-
lous climate, and that makes it clear why many tourists come here.
[‘Everyone knows that’ signals that a premise or premises are following
it, and ‘that makes it clear why’ links these premises to ‘many tourists
come here’'—the conclusion that these premises explain.]

Exercise 3.1

Here are the five examples from above. Rewrite each of them so that the
reasoning is the same (i.e. the same premise and same conclusion) but in a
different way, thus helping you to see how natural language can vary widely and
that there is an underlying logic which can be expressed in various ways.

a. | found out today that | had passed my exam. | was elated.

b. Because | felt ill, | went home from work.
We need to learn to think: it helps us to do better at work and to do better
at university.

d. John has passed his final exams. This means that he 1s a fully qualified
lawyer.

e. Everyone knows that Australia has great natural beauty and a marvellous
climate, and that makes it clear why many tourists come here.

Exercise 3.2

Here are three claims. Using the last claim as your conclusion and the first
two as premises, write three different arguments in natural language and
using a variety of different linking formations. Monitor the way in which the
words reflect and signal your mental processes of linking premises and
conclusions.

e The road is wet.
e Wet roads increase the risk of accident.
* You should drive more carefully.

The problem of understanding linkages

There are many different words and phrases that appear in natural language to
link claims together explicitly. There are also many ways of writing claims so they
are clearly linked. But the linkages are not dependent on having the link words
there in your writing. If you think, for example, that ‘Australia should become a
republic because this change will make Australia a more independent nation’,
then the linkage of this conclusion with this premise occurs because you think it
is so (so long as you have sound reasons for that thought). Link words such as
‘because’ are very useful as signposts, which you can use to help others follow
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your reasoning, but they are the result of your thought processes. Simply putting
in a word such as ‘thus’ or ‘because’ cannot make unlinked claims magically
become an argument.

In other words, we must think through the analytical structure of our ideas
before we express them in words. If we do this, and have some proficiency in
writing, then the proper signals and traces of our analysis will emerge through our
texts. If we simply learn to ‘write’ (rather than ‘think’), then it is unlikely that our
analysis will improve. No matter how hard we try to ‘write better’, we will often
fail.?

The complex ways in which we signal the links in language are well suited to
the requirements of naturally expressing our arguments and explanations. But they
impede us in trying to understand and control our reasoning processes. First of all,
links between claims precede and exist independently of their written expression.
Because of the ways in which we use language, it is often hard to see the ‘logic’ in
what someone is saying or writing, and probably harder still to write and speak
ourselves in ways that make clear to our audience just what the reasoning is behind
our views. The solution is to find a format or way of writing that breaks reasoning
down into two components: first, the claims and, second, the way in which they
are linked together.

The analytical structure of reasoning
Representing the analytical structure

There two ways of understanding what we read and write. First, there is what I am
calling the narrative flow, that is, words arranged into sentences, and then divided
into paragraphs. Second, there is the analytical structure, which is expressed in a list
of claims and a diagram or picture showing how they are related to one another.
Imagine that we have been asked to give our views on the environment by stating
one action that people should take to help improve the world’s environment. The
following is an argument on this topic in the narrative flow format:

All motor cars should be fitted with devices that reduce the pollution
caused by their exhausts. My reasoning for this view is as follows. Car
exhaust emissions are one of the most significant causes of air
pollution, and if we are going to tackle the problem of improving the
environment, we should concentrate on the major causes of pollution.
Also, it is relatively simple to fit the appropriate anti-pollution device
and will not cause dramatic social and economic upheavals in the way
people live.

But there is another way to express the argument, picking out the key claims
and the links between them:

1. All motor cars should be fitted with devices that reduce the pollution
caused by their exhausts.



LINKING: THE KEY PROCESS IN REASONING 29

2. Car exhaust emissions are one of the most significant causes of air
pollution.

3. If we are going to tackle the problem of improving the environment,
we should concentrate on the major causes of pollution.

4. It s relatively simple to fit the appropriate anti-pollution device.

5. Fitting appropriate anti-pollution devices will not cause dramatic
social and economic upheavals in the way people live.

ONONONO

Can you see how the two forms (narrative flow and analytic structure) say
roughly the same thing? In the narrative flow, the linking phrase ‘My reasoning for
this view is as follows signals that the following claims are premises for the con-
clusion before them. In the diagram, this connection is indicated by the arrow
symbol ] connecting claims 2—5 with claim 1. In such a diagram we always put
the conclusion-claim at the bottom (no matter what number we give it). We do this
because, logically, the premises lead to the conclusion, and positioning the con-
clusion at the bottom reminds us of this crucial process. So, obviously, the premises
go above the conclusion.

Certain words in the narrative flow, such as ‘and’ and ‘also’, are not included in
the numbered list of claims. Why? Well, because the work that those words do
(tying the premises together) is shown in the analytical structure diagram by the
plus symbol (+). Furthermore, to indicate that all four premises work together to
support the conclusion, the diagram uses a horizontal line to ‘group’ these premises
(__). Finally, note that claims explicitly state the missing subject which was not
included in the narrative flow.

What the analytical structure format offers

The analytical structure format, then, is a much clearer way of showing the exact
claims being made and the ways in which they relate to one another. This
format, by representing the connections between claims through the standard-
ised form of the diagram, avoids all of the vagaries of the English language that
we have already seen, with its myriad ways of signalling what is the conclusion
and what are the premises. By listing the claims as distinct entities, it also over-
comes complex sentence formations, with multiple claims within sentences,
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claims within claims, half-expressed claims, and so on. All the potentally
confusing ‘short-hand’ use of pronouns, such as ‘this’ and ‘it’, and implicit cross-
referencing is removed in favour of precisely written claims. Finally, the
diagram, with grouped premises, clarifies all of the clever ways of writing that
make English interesting to read but that mean it is hard to recognise just
exactly which premise leads to which conclusion, and in combination with
which other premises.

Here is a more complex example of how one argument can be expressed in
two different formats—as narrative flow and as analytical structure. While
there is much about this argument that you may not yet understand (and we
explore the details in later chaprers), for the moment, just use it as a point of
comparison between the two formats. First, here is the underlying structure,
expressed as a list of claims and a diagram to show how they relate to one
another.

1. The Internet has no single regulatory
body to impose censorship.
2. The Internet is hard to censor consis-
tently and reliably.
3. The Internet 1s a new communications
medium that is available for anyone to @ + @
use.
4, Vast amounts of violent and porno-

graphic material are available on the
Internet. +

5. Children often have access to the
Internet.

6. Children will, sooner or later, view
violent and pornographic material on
the Internet.

And here is how we might write this argument in natural language.

We need to be keenly aware that children will, sooner or later, view violent
and pornographic material on the Internet. It is a new communications
medium that is available for anyone to use. The ‘Net’, since it has no
single regulatory body to impose censorship, cannot be consistently and
reliably censored, meaning that vast amounts of violent and pornographic
material are available on it, and as we know, children often have access to
the Internet.

Exercise 3.3

Using the above example about the Internet, briefly list the differences and
similarities between the two formats. Check the answers carefully.
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For simple examples, such as the first one 1 gave, it may seem foolish to use
another format when the narrative flow (with which we are all more familiar) seems
to work well enough. Equally it may seem that, in longer examples, such as the
second one, the analytical structure only complicates the business. These obser-
vations miss the point: we need to be able to see the content and structure of
reasoning (claims and a diagram) clearly before we can learn about, and thus
smarten up, our thinking.

Learning more about the analytical structure
The analytical structure behind narrative flow

The primary purpose of the analytical structure format is to assist you in planning
your own writing. However it is very useful to look at other people’s reasoning as a
way of learning about it. We can recover this analytical structure by, first, finding
the claims being made and, second, grasping the connections between them (some
signals of which can be found in the traces of reasoning represented by any linking
words or phrases). Before moving on to look at how we can use the analytical
structure in our own writing, let us use it as a tool to understanding other people’s
reasoning.

Casting

The process by which we recover an analytical structure from a written argument
is called ‘casting’.” 1 will work through an example, step by step, and then provide
some practice examples. We will use the following natural argument—a very simple
one that ] have constructed to help demonstrate this process.

Let's consider the facts. Chemical factories are very dangerous to live
nearby and one has been built near your house. You'd be crazy to put
yourself in danger, no? That's why you should move and live somewhere
else.

Before beginning, make sure you understand what you are reading and
remember that you are not doing the reasoning here and must try to stay true to
what is written, even if you disagree with it.

So, what is the first step? Earlier in this chapter, we looked at how natural
language contains ‘traces’ of reasoning—words that are not part of the claims, but
which represent the way the author is linking those claims together. 1 will under-
line the words that signal reasoning:

Let's consider the facts. Chemical factories are very dangerous to live
nearby and one has been built near your house. You'd be crazy to put your-
self in danger, no? That's why you should move and live somewhere else.
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The second step is the crucial one: identify and mark the claims that are being
made. We have already looked at the properties of claims in chapter 2 and here you
see why that discussion is so important. The easiest way to mark these claims is by
putting them in parentheses. I have also numbered the claims because we need to
diagram their interrelationship later.

Let's consider the facts. (Chemical factories are very dangerous to live
nearby) 1 and (one has been built near your house) 2. (You'd be crazy to
put yourself in danger) 3, no? That's why (you should move and live some-
where else) 4.

Finally, we need to draw a diagram that shows how these claims link together.
The conclusion always comes last and the premises go above it.

ORONO

How did I work out what the conclusion was? Look at the linking phrase
“That’s why’ in the last line. “That’ refers to all the things previously said and ‘why’
here means ‘these are the reasons that explain or justify why something else is
reasonable’. So, on that basis, I have determined that the author intended the last
claim as the conclusion, with the other claims being the premises that form one
reason why that conclusion is justified.

Also, note that I have had to deal with a contracted claim: ‘one has been built
near your house’. If we were writing this claim out formally, it would be ‘A chemical
factory has been built near the house where you live’ but, in natural language, the
narrative flow means the author instead has written ‘one’, referring back to ‘a
chemical factory’ in the first claim and ‘your house’, implying a connection to ‘live’
in the first claim. A key part of good casting (and indeed good reading) is to be able
to see the contractions necessary for good narrative flow and yet recognise the
substance of the analytical claims being made.

Exercise 3.4

Now you practise it. Here are four short arguments or explanations, each with a
different structure, and each with a little ‘trick’ to watch out for. Try underlining
the signals of linking, delineating the claims, and, using a diagram, show how
they relate to one another. Check the answers carefully for more advice on casting.
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Remember, what matters most here is correctly identifying the claims—and
claims may not be written out as ‘neatly’ as you would like.

a. | should not buy a car at the moment. | have just lost my driver’s licence,
and besides, | can't afford it.

b. Nicole Kidman is an international movie star, and | know that, as a general
rule, international movie stars get paid a lot of money. Therefore, it is
obvious that Nicole Kidman is well paid.

c. | have not got a university education, whereas several of my colleagues do.
All of them have recently received promotions, but | did not receive one.
Given that we are all roughly equal in our job performance, | would have
to conclude that a university education really helps one to get ahead in a
career.

d. What was the explanation for Sydney beating Beijing for the 2000
Olympics? There were two main reasons. The Sydney organisers did a
better job of lobbying the International Olympic Committee delegates and,
because of political crises in China at the time and perceived doubts about
Beljing's quality of services and venues, Sydney offered a much safer
venue for a successful Olympic games.

If you have checked the answers to these four problems, you will realise that
there is a lot more to learn about exactly how reasoning works in linking claims
together. It is not simply a matter of working out which claims are the premises and
which are the conclusions. You should also realise that casting is not an exact
science—it is a tool to help you unpick the reasoning of others and, for our
purposes, is mainly designed to help you get better at your own use of analytical
structures.

Using the analytical structure for planning

Communication involves much more than just reasoning, and that is why we do
not usually communicate via diagrams and lists of claims. But, that said, when we
want to express our arguments and explanations clearly and effectively, we need to
think carefully about the analytical structure that lies behind the narrative ex-
pression of reasoning. It is hard to recover this structure precisely from what you
read because authors themselves are often not in control of their reasoning. It is also
tricky simultaneously to write a narrative flow and reason analytically. So, before we
write, we should plan our work on the basis of the reasoning that we wish to
‘embed’ within our written expression. A very effective way to do this planning is
to use the analytical structure format. And, by properly planning our work, we will
dramatically improve the quality and readability of our written and oral com-
munication.

How do we develop an analytical structure format? First of all, start thinking
about structure and the logical connections between your ideas, rather than how
you will actually write them.
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Decide what your conclusion will be. Write this claim out carefully,
expressing exactly what you mean. Number it ‘1.

Then think about the reasons that you are giving for this conclusion. These
reasons must be written as proper claims, this time serving as premises that
either explain how that conclusion comes about or show why it should be
accepted. "Ity to keep related premises together, but as the diagram will show
these relationships clearly, it is not essential to group them perfectly. Write
them out, making sure that you do not use pronouns but express each claim
so that it makes sense in and of itself. Number them from 2" onwards. Focus
on giving the main reasons for the conclusion at this stage.

Begin to draw the diagram to show the relationships between the claims. Ac
this stage the key point is to realise that the symbols you draw in the diagram
do not make the reasoning. They are, instead, a representation of the implied
links that come from the way you have constructed your claims. Use the line
underneath a group of related premises; use the arrow to show a premise-to-
conclusion relationship.

Stop and think: are you missing any claims? do you need more premises? have
you got the relationships the way you want them to be?

Make changes if required, adding claims and redrawing the diagram if need
be. If necessary, repeat step 4.

Here are five important points to remember when doing this process:

Each claim must stand on its own. Do not include pronouns that refer to
nouns elsewhere in the argument. Thus, ‘Illegal immigrants are treated badly
in Australia’ is a well-written claim, whereas ‘They are treated badly in
Australia’ is not—who are the ‘they’ referred to here?

Do not include signals of reasoning in claims: “Therefore illegal immigrants
are treated badly in Australia’ is not a proper claim—the word ‘therefore’ does
not belong since the diagram will show that this claim is the conclusion.
Each claim must imply links to other claims which, when added together,
show the reasoning. ‘Refugees are treated badly in Australia’ and ‘Australia
violates international human rights treaties’ don’t connect with one another
unless there are other claims. The word Australia appears in both, but other
claims involving internal connections between, say, refugees and international
human rights must also be included.

You cannot use the symbols (the line and arrow) for just any purpose.
Simply drawing extra arrows or lines does not work: the relationships
signalled by these symbols must be there already in the claims.

Do not be afraid to revise and rewrite. Changing the wording of the claims,
moving them around so they fit together logically is the reason you do this
process. It is called ‘iteration’—you do one version, review it, see if it makes
sense, and, if not, you change it and review again.

In later chapters we will explore the subtleties of this process; for now, practise

the method as you understand it at the moment.
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Exercise 3.5

Choose an issue or topic about which you have some knowledge. If possible,
choose a topic that relates to something you are studying; alternatively, use as the
basis for your argument some topic that is important to you at the moment. Follow
the method outlined above, concentrating on writing clear, single claims and
using the diagram to show their interrelation. Then check the answers for a
discussion of common mistakes that people make. After you have checked for
mistakes, try again.

Complex analytical structures

A simple argument or explanation is one in which one ‘layer’ of claims (the
premises) links to another claim (the conclusion). In a simple argument the
premises are on one level and the conclusion on a second. There may be more than
one arrow in the diagram for a simple argument, but each arrow marks out a
separate reason that is directly connected to the conclusion. A complex argument or
explanation (such as that in exercise 3.3), on the other hand, has an analytical
structure with more than two levels of connection. The purpose of each layer of
claims is to show or explain the claim to which they lead via the arrow. As we will
see in chapter 5, such structures make our reasoning more effective.

A complex structure is casy to understand once we realise thac it is ‘built up’
from a group of simple arguments. Here are two simple arguments; the important
thing to note is that they share a common claim:

1. Austraha is a multicultural society.

2. There are people from many different ethnic communities living in
Australia.

3. Different ethnic and racial communities contribute different cultures
to a society.

4. Government policies and widespread community attitudes encourage
these different cultures to mix together and flourish.

5. Australia is a tolerant and interesting nation.

6. Multicultural societies show more tolerance towards different groups.

7. Multicultural societies are more interesting than those in which one
culture dominates at the expense of other possible cultures.

1. Australia is a multicultural society.

Claim 1 appears twice. In the first example it is being used as the conclusion
(and thus will come below claims 2—4 in the diagram). In the second example,
claim 1 is functioning as a premise and, thus, goes with the other premises above
claim 5. Because of the common claim, we can combine the two simple examples
to produce a more complex structure, whose relationship would be easily
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diagrammed. Because the first layer of the diagram does not lead directly to the
conclusion, but instead to claim 1, we can call the argument supporting claim 1 a
sub-argument. It is subsidiary (though still important) to the main argument for
claim 5. We just add one diagram to the other, overlapping the common claim:

Theoretically, there is no limit to the ways that simple arguments can combine
in this manner, but for practical purposes, we may want to limit ourselves to no
more than three or four levels of claims, so that the process does not become
unwieldy. But it is crucial that we understand the basic idea behind complex
structures. Any conclusion is, at base, a claim for which premises are being given.
There is nothing to stop that claim from simultaneously serving as a premise itself,
which leads to another conclusion.

Exercise 3.6

Let us return to casting to assist our examination of complex structures. To help
you understand them, work through the following exercise and then refer to the
answers. There is more guidance there about how to cast but, until you have tried
it yourself, you will not be able to understand that assistance. You must cast this
argument, realising that it has a complex argument structure.

The current Australian government is, in many ways, challenging the role of
the United Nations as a body that promotes action by member nations to
maintain and extend human rights within those nations’ own jurisdiction.
This challenge has a distinct and dangerous consequence for Australia
(quite apart from arguments about its dubious morality) because the chal-
lenge puts Australia in conflict with most other nations of the world over
human rights and Australian trade and foreign relations are likely to suffer
in the long run. By definition, this long-term result is dangerous. | believe
that the government’s role should be to work to avoid danger and, therefore,
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| believe the government’s current approach to the UN over human rights
is incorrect.

Review

In this chapter we have looked at the key process of reasoning: linking. When
developing arguments and explanations, we link information expressed as
claims. In naturally expressed reasoning, the evidence for this process can be
found in certain words and phrases, or even in the arrangement of the claims.
But, to understand and control reasoning better, this natural expression is
inadequate. It is better to work with a format that shows the analytical
structure of reasoning more accurately and consistently. This format may not
be suitable for communicating, but it is a tremendous tool for understanding
and controlling reasoning in our minds.

The analytical structure of reasoning can be shown by separating an
argument or explanation into a list of claims, the interrelationships of
which are represented in a diagram using standardised symbols. We can
combine a number of simple structures into complex, overlapping, and
more effective reasoning. All the intricacies of reasoning can be reduced
to a much simpler format. QOur initial puzzlement results, not from the
complexity of the structured format, but from our unfamiliarity with it. The
analytical structure of other people’s arguments and explanations can, if
we wish, be recovered by ‘casting’ them into the structured format.
However, the analytical structure format is more useful as a tool for plan-
ning and thinking about our own reasoning than as a means of direct
communication.

CONCEPT CHECK

The following terms and concepts are introduced in this chapter. Before checking
in the Glossary, write a short definition of each term:

analytical structure
casting

complex structure
link words

list of claims
narrative flow

simple structure
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structure diagram

sub-argument

Review exercise 3

Answer briefly the following questions, giving, where possible, an example in your
answer that is different from those used in this book.

a.

oo

What happens to claims when they are linked together so that one gives a
reason for the other?

What traces of this linking process can we find in natural language?
What are the symbols in a structure diagram used for?

Are claims, when written in the analytical structure format, expressed
differently from those in natural language?

What are the similarities and differences between narrative flow and
analytical structure?

How do simple and complex reasoning structures differ?

Can a claim, in one example of reasoning, serve (in relation to a number
of claims) as both a conclusion and a premise at the same time?

What advantages and disadvantages are there in learning to use the analyt-
ical structure format?

NOTES

1 There is disagreement among philosophers about whether reasoning takes place directly
in language, or indirectly in the concepts that are expressed through language. For the
purposes of this book, | will take the second position. Of course, if an argument is well
written, then the indirect structure should be very clear. However, such clarity is rare in
most commonplace language.

2 While | focus on analysis in this book, | do not wish to understate the importance of
clear written expression. For more information, consult any of the many good books on
written communication that are available.

3 The casting method is commonly used in reasoning textbooks. It was developed princi-
pally by Michael Scriven. For an excellent, in-depth look at casting, see J. Rudinow and
V. Barry, Invitation to Critical Thinking, Wadsworth, Belmont, CA, 2003.
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Understanding the
Links between Claims

Linking claims involves two distinct processes, as signalled by the + and {
symbols used in analytical structure diagrams. The first process involves con-
nections between premises and other premises; the second between premises and
a conclusion. We must explore these links in more detail in order to understand,
first, the analysis that lies behind such connections and, second, how to represent
them accurately in the analytical structure format. Of course, in practice, the
process of representation often allows us to clarify what we are thinking.
This chapter will cover three main issues:

1 We will look at the way premises almost always work with other premises
in providing a reason for a conclusion. What we think of as ‘a reason’ may,
in the analytical structure, require many claims to express all its complex-
ities. These claims add together to form a chain of dependent premises.

2 We will extend this discussion by exploring the way in which, within a
group of premises, there can be a premise that links the rest of the prem-
ises to the conclusions, and/or a premise that states a definition, making
the other premises explicable.

3 We will look at the way links are made between premises and conclusions
to better understand the process of making premises support a conclusion.

Dependent premises
Using a group of premises

A ‘reason’ for a conclusion usually involves many complex ideas. It will
y Y p
probably require more than one premise to express all of these ideas. All such

39
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premises relating to a particular ‘reason’ are dependent on one another and thus are
shown, in the diagram, as being linked along the same line. Dependency involves
one of the key qualities of claims that we looked at in chapter 2: that within a single
claim there is an internal connection between two (and, occasionally, more than
two) ideas.

In the following claim, the two component parts are (a) and (b):

The Internet (a) has greatly increased the amount of information readily
available to researchers (b).

Imagine we are using it to argue for another claim:

The Internet (a) has increased the amount of work that researchers need
to do (c).

The first claim only relates to the conclusion via a third claim:

The more information available to researchers (b), the more work they
must do (c).

By adding these two claims together, the internal connection between the
Internet and more information (a—b) is combined with the connection berween
more information and more work (b—c) to establish the conclusion’s claim that the
Internet leads to more work (a—c). The significance of these two premises working
together is clear: most people would assume that the /ikely conclusion to a claim
that “The Internet has greatly increased the amount of information readily available
to researchers’ is that it has made their job easier; only by combining premises can
we support the opposite view.

Here is another example, this time written in the analytical structure for-
mat:

1. Australia’s natural environment should be protected.
The Australian natural environment is very beautiful.

3. Beautiful natural environments make a country a popular site for
international tourism.

4. International tourism is very beneficial to a nation's economy.

5. If something is of benefit to the national economy, then 1t should be

protected.
OROROHO
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If you look carefully, you will see that, individually, none of the premises
support the conclusion. How, for example, does a claim about the economic
benefits of tourism help us to accept that Australia’s natural environment should be
protected? It does not, unless it is combined with all the other premises. In adding
all four premises together in this manner, there is a process of cross-linking going
on, in which a connection between two ideas in one claim is extended to a third
idea via another claim, and so on, through to the conclusion. This argument is
giving one reason—regarding economic benefit—for protecting the Australian
environment. The way this reason leads to the conclusion is too complex, however,
to be handled by just one or two premises. Instead, to make sure that the relation-
ship of economics to the environment is made clear, four premises are added
together in a group.

Exercise 4.1

Write two arguments or explanations (expressed as a list of claims) that match the
following generic argument structure. Choose issues about which you have some
knowledge or that are important to you at the moment.

ONO,

Using independent premises

There is nothing in the analytical structure as such that prevents us from using
single, independent premises where each premise offers a reason for the con-
clusion that is independent of other premises. Here is another version of the
example about the environment, but this time none of the premises are
dependent on one another. Note the three arrows, one for each ‘reason’, in the
diagram.

1. Australia’s natural environment should be protected.

2. Environmental protection improves the quality of life for all
Australians.

3. Protecting the natural environment will benefit the economy.

4. If Australia’s natural environment is looked after, then other countries
might follow our example.
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While, obviously, these three reasons are broadly concerned with the same issue,
in this argument they are offered independently: no one claim needs any of the
others for the argument to make sense. I could, quite legitimately, find out that
claim 3 is wrong and yet still be convinced by claims 2 and 4 to accept claim 1. In
a dependent chain, if one of the three claims were to ‘fall out’ in this way, then the
entire reason expressed by that chain would be invalidated.

Now compare the previous example to the following variation on our argu-
ment, which demonstrates how to use, in one analytical structure, a combination
of dependent and independent premises:

Australia's natural environment should be protected.

Protecting the natural environment will encourage tourism.

Increased tourism will benefit the economy.

Environmental protection improves the quality of life for all

Australians.

5. If Australia’s natural environment is looked after, then other countries
might follow our example.

6. It would be very good if other countries also protected their natural

environments.

ONOJOION0

PN

Exercise 4.2

Write two arguments or explanations (expressed as a list of claims) that match the
following generic argument structure. Choose issues about which you have some
knowledge or that are important to you at the moment.
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The weakness of independent premises

Independent premises are casier to generate, because we can quickly think of a
reason for our conclusion and then jump to expressing it as a single claim. But the
resulting independent premises are not strong. They reflect either a lack of insight
into the complexity of (most) problems or a failure to recognise that our audience
may not be as clever as us at grasping these complexities implicitly. Indeed, there
are no genuinely independent premises. What we tend to think of initially as being
a single, independent premise is often two (or more) dependent claims; alter-
natively it may well be a single claim, but one that is dependent on another claim,
which we have failed to recognise.

In the following argument, claims 2 and 3 are offered as independent premises:

1. Australia’s natural environment should be protected.

2. Tourism will benefit the economy.

3. Environmental protection improves the quality of life for all
Australians, which is something we all want.

However, claim 2 only supports the conclusion when it is read together with
the implied (that is, unstated) premise that:

4. Protecting the natural environment will make Australia a popular
tourist destination.

Claim 3 is, when we look closely, a clever way of adding together, in written
form, two dependent claims:

3. Environmental protection improves the quality of life for all
Australians.
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5. All Australians want to improve their quality of life.

OHOBNONO
O

In technical terms, these ‘extra’ premises explicitly state the necessary cross-
linking between the claims’ internal connections. More generally, the premises
make clear implied information, which in the original argument would have had
to be inferred by its audience for it to make sense. In other words, adding these
premises moves the information they contain from the implied context to the
actual text. In practice, we can produce and use analytical structures with in-
dependent premises, but it is rare that these structures will be well thought out and
careful. They are, more usually, a sign that we have not explicitly considered some
further connection that should be shown in the analytical structure as a chain of
dependent premises. We will return to this issue in chapter 6, where we consider
how independent premises can only work effectively when their audience can

readily supply the hidden, implied extra premises on which they are dependent.

Special functions of premises

In the groups of premises that we have explored in the first section of this chapter,
not all premises will perform the same function. Basically, there are three functions
for a premise: to make a substantive point, to provide a framework by which
substantive premises can be shown to relate to the conclusion, or to define a term
in such a way that premises make sense. We will now look in detail at the latter two,
special functions of premises.

Premises that provide a framework

When premises combine to form one reason, they usually perform different
functions: each premise provides one part of the reason, but is a different type of
component. Very often, one claim in particular in a chain of dependent premises
will serve a special role in supporting the conclusion. Consider the following
argument:

1. Australia’s education system should be properly funded by the
government.
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2. Australia’s education system is vital to the future well-being of the
nation.

3. If something is vital to the future well-being of the nation, then it
should be properly funded by the government.

The premises, claims 2 and 3, are dependent on one another. But each
performs a different function as they work together to establish the conclusion.
Claim 2 is about a specific item (‘Australia’s education system’); claim 3, in
contrast, is much more general (‘something vital to the future well-being of the
nation’).

I could change the specific focus of the argument, and yet this general claim
would remain the same:

1. Australia’s defence forces should be properly funded by the
government.

2. Australia’s defence forces are vital to the future well-being of the
nation.

3. If something is vital to the future well-being of the nation, then it
should be properly funded by the government.

Although the substance of the argument has changed, claim 3 remains the
same. This situation prompts us to ask what task claim 3 is performing in each of
these arguments. Through the cross-linking of ideas within each claim, claim 3 is
showing why it is that the specific premise stated should give rise to the particular
conclusion. In effect, claim 3 answers the implicit question ‘why does the first
premise lead me to the conclusion?’. We can call claims that function like claim 3
‘framing premises .

A framing premise shows how or why a particular case or piece of evidence
relates to the conclusion, usually by claiming that there is some ‘general rule’
guiding what to do in the sort of case raised by the other premise(s). A ‘reason’
will, almost always, consist of at least two premises performing two different
functions. One or more premises function to give some important information or
evidence that, on its own, is not necessarily related to the conclusion; another
premise gives the framework that shows why the information given does indeed
lead to the conclusion. The precise function of a framing premise, however,
cannot be determined in isolation. It is always dependent on the way in which the
other premises are trying to establish the conclusion. The relationship between a
premise and another premise, then, can only be made by also thinking about the
relationship between a// the premises and the conclusion. Smart thinking is only
possible when we recognise the frameworks on which we and others rely.

Exercise 4.3

Identify the framing premises in the following natural arguments (the conclusion
is italicised, but you will need to identify the premises and think about how they
relate to one another and to the conclusion). Then go back to the arguments you
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wrote in exercise 4.2: what framing premises should be added to the premises
you have already written?

a. Theresa is ill today, and as a result, she is off work. | mean, if one is sick,
then one should not come to work.

b. When the voters elect politicians, they are, essentially, placing their trust
in those politicians. Corrupt politicians have abused the public’s trust in
them, and when someone abuses your trust, they should be punished.
That is why corrupt politicians should be sent to jail.

¢. All human life is worth protecting, and capital punishment involves taking
a human life. Hence we should oppose capital punishment.

Premises that provide a definition

In a dependent chain, we sometimes need to include a premise that provides a defi-
nition. Definitions tell the audience the meaning of a particular word or phrase
found in the other premises and/or conclusion. Definitions are only meaningful in
concert with the other claims in the argument or explanation (the ones that actu-
ally use the term being defined by the definition). There is little value in simply
giving a definition for its own sake; it must be linked in with other premises that
depend on that definition. For example:

1. Australians are likely to win more Academy Awards in future.

2. ‘Australians’ means actors, writers, directors, and so on who have
lived and worked in Australia, even if they now live overseas.

3. Australians are increasingly involved in making successful films.

4. Successful films attract the most Academy Award nominations.

ONONO

Claim 2 provides the definition. It is necessary to give it in this argument
because many people might imagine that ‘Australians’ means people actually living
and working in Australia, whereas the person making this argument is simply
talking about a more general category of Australians (for example, the actor Nicole
Kidman or the director Bruce Beresford). Claim 2 is only meaningful as a defini-
tion because of the way it relates to the other claims.
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Definitions are often crucial in reasoning. While many words that we use are
‘obvious’ in their meaning, others are more complex. Sometimes we want to use
words that have a ‘common-sense’ meaning that is different from the meaning we
want to convey in our own argument or explanation (like ‘claim’ in chapter 2).
Good definitions ensure that the other premises relying on a definition can be
understood by our audiences when, without the definition, there would be a risk
of the premises being misinterpreted. There are four types of definition. Here are
some examples:

By ‘regulate the free market’ | mean:

e action taken by the government such as requiring that accounts be
lodged with the Australian Securities and Investments Commission

e something like placing a speed-limiting device on an engine to stop it
going too fast

e government actions requiring businesses to perform according to
policy rather than market forces

e the opposite of letting innumerable individual decisions about demand
and supply determine market interactions.

The first case is a definition by example. Such definitions are useful only where
the audience will understand the connection between the general definition and
specific situation in the example. In the second case, the definition becomes clear
via a comparison to a similar situation; these definitions are very useful where the
intended audience does not know enough about the topic to be given an example
but can, through an appropriate comparison, draw upon their knowledge of other
topics. The third case gives an analytic definition, which uses many words to define
some smaller phrase. Here the advantage is that you do not need to keep repeating
the longer and more precise definition; instead you can rely on the smaller phrase.
The final definition is by negation, in which a term’s definition is established simply
by saying what it is not.

Exercise 4.4

Use each of the four methods to provide a definition for the phrase ‘studying
critical thinking' in the claim ‘studying critical thinking should be part of all
university curricula’.

The link from premises to conclusion

In chapter 2, we identified a number of properties of claims that help us not only
to determine what a claim is, but also then to write them properly. We have already
scen how, in forming groups of dependent premises, what makes these groups work
are the similarities and differences in the way we can form claims with these
internal connections. We will in this section continue to look at this property of
claims, as well as return to a consideration of questions of scope and certainty, and
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also of value judgment so as to learn better how to make a good link from premises
to conclusion. In this section, I will try to model for you the process of writing an
argument in the analytical structure format so that you can see how understanding
the links between claims also depends on understanding what those claims are

saying.

The importance of internal connections

Let’s begin by thinking about the following simple claim, which we will use as our
conclusion: ‘Australia is a good country in which to live’. Now the reason I am
asserting this conclusion is that I believe ‘Countries that permit freedom of
religious expression are good places to live’. So, in theory I could create a structure

like this:

1. Australia is a good country in which to live.
2. Countries that permit freedom of religious expression are good places

to live.

My knowledge that independent premises are a sign that another, dependent
premise is needed cues me to think ‘what is missing here?’. The answer comes
from the fact that claims 1 and 2 both share the same predicate (good places to
live) but have a different subjects: Australia (1) and Countries that permit freedom
of religious expression (2). While it might seem obvious, the problem here is that
you cannot move from claim 2 to claim 1 logically without providing an
additional claim in which the two different subjects in claims 1 and 2 are them-
selves placed in a relationship. Such a claim would be ‘Australia permits freedom
of religious expression’. Thus, by thinking about the internal connections of the
claim that is my conclusion, and the first premise I thought of, I have identified

an extra premise that is needed in my analytical structure, which now looks like
this:

1. Australia is a good country in which to live.

2. Countries that permit freedom of religious expression are good places
to live.

3. Australia permits freedom of religious expression.
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ONO

Let us consider another example: I know that Australia has no laws that forbid
any religion, and that, by and large, the people who live in Australia let others
practise their religions peacefully, even if they do not agree with them. These in fact
are the reasons why I had assumed it was obvious that ‘Australia permits freedom
of religious expression’. But we should not assume our readers know this, or that
we are in fact right: we better write in those ideas to make sure the logic is correct.
So, now, | am constructing a different argument:

3. Australia permits freedom of religious expression.

4. Australia has no laws that forbid any religion.

5. The people who live in Australia let others practise their religions
peacefully even if they do not agree with those religions.

ONO,

But once again, | can see there is something missing, because of internal
connections. The conclusion has, as its predicate, freedom of religious expression’.
But this term in the argument is not mentioned in either of the two premises, 4
and 5. Hence, | have not yet represented accurately what I am thinking. I should
add a claim which will function as a framing premise, and incidentally is an
example of the value of the super-claim that has the if/then form: ‘If a country has
no laws against individual religions and the people of that country do not object to
any religious practices, then freedom of religious expression exists in that country’.

3. Australia permits freedom of religious expression.

4. Australia has no laws that forbid any religion.

5. The people who live in Australia let others practise their religions
peacefully even if they do not agree with those religions.

6. |If a country has no laws against individual religions and the people of
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that country do not object to any religious practices, then freedom of
religious expression exists in that country.

As we can see here, the very fact that you could probably guess what was missing
is a sign that the pattern of interconnections in premises and conclusions is impor-
tant: we are able, often, to see what is missing but should, always, make sure that it
is written in explicitly when we are constructing these claim/diagram structures.

Making a real connection

There are times when people make the mistake of circular reasoning: that is, they
provide a premise or premises that are, effectively, the same as the conclusion. A very
obvious example is ‘I have failed my exams because I have failed my exams’. No one
is foolish enough to actually use such an example. However, we can use different
words to say the same thing. Hence, sometimes, people argue in ways that are
circular because they present as their conclusion a claim that is the same, logica”y,
as their premise, even though the wording is different. For example ‘Socialism is not
a workable economic system, because an economic system in which the means of
production is collectively owned cannot work’ is circular because the claim
‘Socialism is not a workable economic system’ means the same thing as ‘an economic
system in which the means of production is collectively owned cannot work'—you
can substitute the word ‘socialism’ for ‘an economic system in which the means of
production is collectively owned’ and not change the meaning of the second claim.

When making your link from premise to conclusion you are relying upon the
internal connection between subject and the predicate in the conclusion claim, but
you must not have the same connection in a single premise. Instead, you must have
the separate elements of the conclusion (the subject; and the predicate) each
appearing in diﬂérent claims that serve as premises. Basically, you can only use a
claim once within its own argument, not twice; but the constituent components of
each claim can appear (and indeed should appear) more than once.

Covering scope and certainty

We also know that claims always imply or state their scope and certainty and
attention to this point will permit us to avoid one of the great errors in reasoning:
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the sweeping generalisation. Often people will make a conclusion that is far too
general, or definitive for the reasons they are presenting to support it. An example
would be: ‘Australia has a good education system with strong programs to teach
literacy, and thus all Australians know how to read and write.” It is true that
Australia has a good education system with such programs but it is not true,
consequentially, that @// Australians know how to read and write. First, some
Australians have learning difficulties or other impairments that prevent them from
benefiting from those programs; a few Australians—usually those from dis-
advantaged backgrounds—face problems in attending school, being able to
function effectively there, and so on that again vitiate the impact of those programs.
But, logically, the mistake made here is that the scope and certainty of the con-
clusion is not in step with the scope and certainty of the premise. Therefore when
making the link between premises and conclusion, we need to align the scope and
certainty so that one can support the other. A better argument would be: ‘Australia
has a good education system with strong programs to teach literacy, and thus it is
very likely that Australians will leave school knowing how to read and write’. The
change is in the claim that serves as the conclusion: but the consequence of the
change is in fact to strengthen the link between the claims.

Thinking about values

I argued above that ‘Australia is a good country in which to live’, a claim that is
obviously making a value judgment. Let us assume, for a moment, that my initial
thought as to why this claim is true was ‘Australia permits freedom of religious
expression’. The mistake here of just having one premise is compounded by the fact
that this premise does not make an explicit value judgment and thus suggests
somcthing is very wrong with my thinking. Returning to the example above, we
can see that part of the job done by the claim ‘Countries that permit freedom of
religious expression are good places to live’ is to place in the premises a claim that,
like the conclusion, also asserts a value judgment.
Here is another example concerning value judgments:

1. lan will be imprisoned.
2. lan has been convicted of defrauding Michael.
3. The penalty for someone convicted of fraud is imprisonment.

In this analytical structure, the conclusion does not make a value judgment—it does
not explicitly state that lan should or should not be imprisoned. It simply predicts the
future based on the premises given. But imagine the argument is concluding ‘It is right
that lan should be imprisoned’: the premises 2 and 3 do not, in this case, support the
conclusion because there is no value judgment there. We would have to add a premise
such as “The penalty of imprisonment for the crime of fraud is a good penalty’ to make
the structure logical. Of course, the value of being accurate like this is to expose the need
for an argument to support this added premise. While it is probably not necessary, in
most everyday arguments, to prove lan’s conviction, or that the penalty is imprisonment
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(these claims, while not self-evident, are reasonably straightforward), I can imagine

some situations in which we might want to dispute the rightness of that penalty.

Exercise 4.5

In the following complex argument, identify how the wording of the claims helps
you to see the logic of the five arrows which represent the movement from premise
to conclusion.

1.

oR®D

lan should be jailed for between three and six months for assaulting Michael.
lan threatened to attack Michael.

By law, threatening to attack someone is known as ‘assault’.

lan assaulted Michael.

A recent survey of 200 assault victims found that, for over 150 of them,
the assault adversely affected their lives for between three and six months
after the incident.

In most cases of assault, victims suffer for at least three months after the
actual assault has ended.

Michael will most likely be adversely affected by the assault for at least
three months.

Michael was relaxed and happy before the assault.

Now, after the assault, Michael is depressed and fearful.

Nothing other than the assault has happened to Michael that would cause
him to be depressed and fearful.

lan’s assault on Michael has caused him to be depressed and fearful.

If Michael is suffering fear and depression, then it is only right that lan
suffer similarly for a similar period of time.

Imprisonment is the only way in which suffering similar to that of
Michael's can be inflicted on lan.
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Review

In this chapter we have explored, in considerable depth, how linking between
claims works in practice. Links between premises allow us to express the
complexities that underlie any summary ‘reason’. The key property of claims
to be noted here is that a claim contains an internal connection, which then
is used as the basis for a chain of external links. Sometimes, a premise
functions to frame our argument or define some key term. Sometimes we will
encounter a single independent premise, but the connection between this
premise and its conclusion is weakened by the absence of explicit claims,
which are needed to make that connection clear.

The central idea behind developing our use of dependent premise chains
is that, when premises add together [+], they do so in relation to the next
logical link, from premises to conclusion [L1. This arrow is used, in the
analytical structure, to represent a relationship that is not just plucked from
thin air but which exists implicitly in the claims that are the premises. In
making this link, we must be careful that there is a consistency in the scope,
certainty, and value between premises and conclusion.

CONCEPT CHECK

The following terms and concepts are introduced in this chapter. Before checking
in the Glossary, write a short definition of each term:

circular reasoning
defining premise
dependent premise
framing premise
independent premise
reason

sweeping generalisation

Review exercise 4

Answer briefly the following questions, giving, where possible, an example in your
answer that is different from those used in this book:

a. What distinguishes a ‘reason’ from a premise?
b. What is the difference between a dependent premise and an independent
premise?
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Why should we avoid using independent premises?

What does a framing premise do?

Why are definitions important?

How do we use internal connections to make sure we have the right claims

in our structure?

g. How do scope and certainty matter in an argument, not just in a single
claim?

h. How do conclusions that make value judgments need to be supported by

their premises?

- ® a0
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More Effective
Reasoning |: Better Claims

We have not yet discussed the question of how to reason more effectively.
The analytical structure format allows us to see more clearly what we are
doing and, thus, gives some basis for improvement. But of itself, the
format is not really much help: we must also know how to make our
reasoning strong and effective while planning and revising our work. This
chapter and the next discuss the ways in which we can avoid errors in
reasoning, both initially, in developing our ideas, and then when planning
them using the analytical structure format. This format, therefore, can be
regarded as a ‘checkpoint’ at which we can stop and evaluate the strengths
and weaknesses of our own arguments and explanations, and then improve
them, before fully expressing them in a narrative flow. Remember, the
analytical structure itself does not ‘make’ the reasoning work. It is simply
a way of putting your ideas on paper, logically, so you can check and revise
them.
This chapter will cover two main areas:

1 We will learn that the claims in our arguments and explanations need to
be well formed. A well-formed claim clearly states what it means in a way
that allows its truth to be evaluated. A poorly formed claim may or may
not truly state something about the world, but its weakness is that we
cannot judge its truth.

2 We will look at well-founded claims. Such claims are likely to be
accepted as true by people reading or hearing them. As we might
expect, we need to be sure that the claims we are using are true.
However, an effective argument is based as much, if not more, on
whether such claims are demonstrably true. Poorly founded claims may

55
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be well formed, but they make claims about the world that our audience
finds hard to accept precisely because they appear to have no foun-
dation.

Well-formed claims
Writing clear claims

Smart thinking requires, first of all, that our claims be well formed. Before we
even think about how the links between claims might develop—and before we
even consider whether or not our claims are acceptable—we need to write or
speak clear claims. While this task is similar to all clear writing or speaking, it is
not exactly the same. Some of the rules of narrative exposition (such as not
repeating words too frequently, the proper use of clauses within sentences, and so
on) do not apply at this stage. Most of these rules generate implied links between
clauses and sentences; but since your analytical diagram clearly shows these links,
we do not need to complicate the claims in this way. Remember, the analytical
structure format is designed first and foremost for planning; the good exposition
will come later.

So, the primary aim in writing well-formed claims in an analytical structure
format is to make each a separate statement that contains all the information
necessary for it to express what we mean. The very act of writing the claim
carefully will, of itself, help us to understand better what it means. For example,
the claim ‘Violence against indigenous Australians is wrong’ is unclear and
vague—even though we would all agree with the sentiment, it is not a ‘good’
claim. If it is rewritten (for example, to read ‘Violence against indigenous
Australians by white settlers colonising Australia had and continues to have a
negative effect on the moral order of the nation’), then the claim is not as easy
to read but clearly shows the meaning of the claim, ready for linking analytically
to other claims.

Even at this first stage, as we put together our claims as the basis for our text,
we cannot avoid the role of context. The meaning of every word we use is not a
fixed absolute, but a socially and culturally constructed convention. By this I mean
that the meaning of a word is always determined in relation to all the other words
and meanings that are in use within a particular society.! Though, for most
purposes, the words (and hence the claims) we use seem to be clear in what they
mean, we can never simply assume that our audience will always grasp our exact
meaning. In particular, while the surface meanings of various words are usually
commonly accepted, the connotations (or hidden implications and understand-
ings) of words can vary subtly between different groups of people.

For example, many people in Cuba (still governed within a Marxist system)
would not consider the USA a democracy, since people in the USA do not have
equal access to education, health, and welfare, whereas in Cuba they do (and thus
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Cuba is a democracy). An American would probably regard Cuba as undemo-
cratic in that it only has one political party—the Communist Party—whereas the
USA has two major parties. A Cuban might respond by pointing out that the
Democrat and Republican parties in the USA are so similar that there is litte
choice between them. Obviously our hypothetical American and Cuban debaters
have different definitions of democracy. Yet, if we asked them to spell out their
definition, they might both respond by saying the same things: ‘all people have
the right to vote’; ‘all people are equal’; and so on. The meaning of the word
‘democracy’ simply depends on more words, which themselves require definition.
(What do we mean by ‘all people’, for example? In the USA, most poor African-
American and Hispanic citizens do not vote because they believe it will not
change the system that, by and large, has failed to benefit them. Do they fall
within the definition ‘all people’?)

Hence, writing well-formed claims will always require some consideration of
both the surface and hidden meanings of the words from which these claims are
constructed—meanings that are created differently in different contexts.
Connotations can never be controlled completely. We could try to use
‘definitions’, but definitions themselves give rise to even more connotations
(since they, too, are made up of words). One trick is to align your choice of
words with the understanding of the intended audience so that you can be
confident that what yox mean will be reasonably similar to what your audience
might think. And, to be even safer, you can actually discuss possible conflicts of
connotations. Alternatively, you can establish (to a large extent) the interpretive
context within which you want the meaning of your words to emerge. Either
way, you need to consider the possible interpretive contexts that affect your
choice of words.

Controlling the key properties of claims

Because a claim makes an internal connection between two ideas, we need to make
sure that this connection is expressed as we want it to be. Again, by writing
carefully, we also improve our ‘analysis’ of the issues. Look at the following claims:

a. Many colonial Australian settlers took part in military-style operations
against indigenous Australians throughout the nineteenth century, in
different parts of the country.

b. The violent conflict between white settlers and indigenous Australians
was wrong.

c. Some Australian political and religious leaders in the nineteenth
century wrote at the time that the violent conflict between white
settlers and indigenous Australians was wrong.

d. Historians should continue to debate the extent to which
indigenous Australians fought back against the process of
European settlement.

e If Australians do not come to terms with the violent events associated
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with the nation’s colonial foundation, then Australians today will
continue to experience unease and guilt about race relations with
indigenous Australians.

f.  The history of the war against indigenous Australians continues to be
a political issue in the current era.

These claims might all concern the broad topic of the violence attendant on the
arrival of European settlers in the country we now call Australia, but in each case,
the primary focus of the claim is different.

e Claim a is about the actions of white settlers in the nineteenth century.

e Claim b is about the conflict between settlers and indigenous Australians.

e C(Claim c identifies the views of some Australian political and religious leaders
in the nineteenth century.

e Claim d concerns what historians should be debating.

e Claim e predicts the consequences that will flow from some action concerning
the history of violence in Australia, which may or may not happen (as
indicated by the ‘if").

e Claim f concerns the current status of the history of the war against
indigenous Australians, about which many of the other claims might be
made.

The differences also show us that there are a variety of different uses for
claims. Claims a and b are direct claims, in the first case describing some event
and in the second case directly expressing the author’s own moral judgment.
However, ‘Some Australian political and religious leaders in the nineteenth
century wrote at the time that the violent conflict between white settlers and
indigenous Australians was wrong’ is indirect, for it concerns what other people
think. There is no indication that the author of the claim either agrees or
disagrees with the ‘political and religious leaders’ who thought this way.
Arguments and explanations often require not just our own views on a particular
issue, but also our analysis of others’ views. We need to make sure that our
claims are well formed so that there is no confusion between what we are
directly claiming and what we are reporting about other people’s views. Claim e
demonstrates another crucial type of claim, often used in hypothetical reasoning
about a possible future event. To argue in this manner does not necessarily imply
that the effect (the ‘then’ part of the claim) has happened, but simply that it
probably will happen in the future. It may even be part of an argument aimed at
stopping some action from happening. We might also find such hypothetical
elements in claims such as ‘Let us assume for a moment that the violence
between whites and indigenous Australians did not occur’: such claims do not
propose that it did not happen, but simply develop a hypothetical situation that
might enable a clearer analysis to proceed. The key point here is to recognise
that claims can say and do all sorts of things, and if you are not careful in how
you write them, then they will provide a very weak foundation for your
analytical structure.
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Making claims also involves deciding between values and descriptions. We can
think abourt the six examples just given from this perspective: claims a, c, and f
describe some state of affairs; whereas claims b and d make explicit value
judgments about the goodness or otherwise of some state of affairs; claim e sits
uneasily between these two alternatives; and while claim e appears to be free of
values, most of us would probably see in it some implicit value judgment, probably
because of the implication in the first half of the claim that we should do the
opposite of the ‘if”. Yet it is unlikely that we will ever be able to write many claims
that are completely free of value judgments. An individual claim may be
descriptive, but it can only be understood in relation to other claims and other
words. What appears, to us, to be a description will, necessarily, appear to others
as a judgment of value. For many years, the word ‘violence’ was never used to
describe white settlement in Australia. Thus, when historians began to uncover the
evidence of violence, their claims appeared in comparison to be distinctly value-
laden. So we must simply be aware of the value judgments in our claims in order
to understand what we are saying.

Claims always involve, implicitly or explicitly, some statement of the scope and
certainty of the information they contain. Well-formed claims always state their
scope and certainty explicitly. For example, ‘Australians took part in military-style
operations against indigenous Australians” is unclear. How many—all of them,
some, a few? Where did this occur? And for how long? Whatever you wish to say
about this issue (and there are competing views among historians), a well-formed
claim should try to make clear what you are asserting. Hence, (for example) ‘Many
colonial Australian settlers took part in military-style operations against indigenous
Australians throughout the nineteenth century, in different parts of the country’ is
a better-formed claim.

Exercise 5.1

Identify, in the following claims: (i) the two components of the claims, paying partic-
ular attention to claims that state someone else’s views or that employ the ‘if ... then’
form; (ii) the value judgments that some of them are making (explicitly or implicitly);
(ii1) the explicit or implicit markers of scope and certainty that are essential to the
claim’s proper functioning; and (iv) any words that might appear to have interesting
connotations.

a. Some years ago, the Northern Territory passed legislation allowing some
people to commit voluntary euthanasia.

b. Most religious leaders at the time, and now, claim that legislation
permitting voluntary euthanasia is immoral.

c. If a state government passed voluntary euthanasia laws, then the Federal
Government would not be able to stop that legislation in the same way that
it did for the Northern Territory.

d. Several terminally 1ll people were reported in the media at the time as
saying they were moving to the Northern Territory.
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e. | imagine that if another state or territory were to pass similar laws, then
media reporting of the legislation would be very extensive.

f. Some politicians argued that media reporting at the time of the
Northern Territory legislation encouraged some terminally ill people to
move there.

Well-founded claims
The problem of ‘true’ claims

A claim, whether it is a conclusion or a premise, has one essential property: that it
claims to be a true statement (either actual or possible—what is or what ought to
be). Hence, while claims must first be well formed, so that we can express this state
of affairs precisely, claims must also be well founded, so that their truth is not too
easily called into question. If I were to say, “This book will totally change your life!’,
you would probably not accept this claim, because as it stands, this claim is
unfounded (not based on believable intellectual foundations) and is thus of
doubtful truth.

The whole purpose of using reasoning is, in fact, to give foundations (via the
premises) for the conclusion, to show that it is acceptable, or to establish an accept-
able explanation of it. Obviously, then, the ‘well-foundedness’ of the premises
becomes equally (if not more) important than the well-foundedness of the con-
clusion. How can an audience assess our conclusion except by first considering the
premises? Indeed, for any claim to be well founded, whether it be conclusion or
premise, there must be some reason(s) for the audience accepting it. Every claim,
in this sense, must be treated as a conclusion in need of premises. Every argument
or explanation in which we use premises to prove a conclusion depends, therefore,
on other arguments or explanations, which establish those premises. We have seen
this situation in some of the examples in previous chapters, in which a conclusion
is reached only after a series of arguments (arranged in a complex structure) have
been developed.

Here is an example:

1. Australia is a good country in which to live.

Countries that permit freedom of religious expression are good places

to live.

Australia permits freedom of religious expression.

Australia has no laws that forbid any religion.

5. The people who live in Australia let others practise their religions
peacefully even if they do not agree with those religions.

6. If a country has no laws against individual religions and the people of
that country do not object to any religious practices, then freedom of
religious expression exists in that country.

B w
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Claim 3 is being supported by an argument provided by 4, 5, and 6. Of course, we
might also ask what claims should be there to support 4, 5, and 6.

Theoretically, if all claims must be supported by reasons, then there would be
no guaranteed starting points to any process of reasoning. In structural terms, every
claim that we use at the top of a diagram would always appear to need a further
argument above it to show why that claim was acceptable. In such a situation,
reasoning would be impossible—the very ideas of ‘foundations’ would go out the
window.

In practice it is much simpler. We take for granted that many, perhaps most,
claims we use are nor going to have explicit reasons, but instead will be presented
as being ‘self-evidently’ acceptable (that is, without any evidence but themselves).
Societies, and particular knowledge groups (such as a profession or academic
discipline) within them, have many agreed conventions and assumptions that
short-circuit the need to justify in detail every single claim they use; there are also
many legitimate, accepted starting points provided by claims for which no further
reasoning is required (because the argument for them exists implicitly in the
surrounding context of knowledge and audience).

Now, strictly speaking, very few claims are Jogically self-evident. One that is,
for example, would be the claim that ‘Either you are pregnant or you are not’. No
matter who this claim is applied to, no matter what the situation, it is self-evident.
There is no category of ‘a little bit pregnant’. But such claims are actually quite
rare: their function in argument is simply to define a term in such a manner as to
make clear its exclusivity. Such claims do not actually refer to the world, but to the
words we use in the world—the claim ‘My sister is pregnant’ is not self-evident.
However, many claims which are not self-evident are treated as if they are self-
evident, revealing the social dimensions of reasoning. In the world of strict logic,
outside of common practice and normal human interactions, virtually every claim
must be supported by evidence; in the everyday world of reasoning, many claims
are assumed to be self-evident. They must be regarded as such. There would be no
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way for reasoning to proceed if we did not make these assumptions of self-
evidence.

Arguments begin with claims that are more acceprable (that is, well founded
without the need for argument) and move onwards to claims that are less
acceptable (that is, most in need of an argument to justify them). An explanation
may end with a well-known claim as its conclusion but should begin with the more
readily accepted explanatory premises. Not only must the starting claims be well
founded as far as we are concerned, but we also need to be reasonably sure our
audience will concur with us. Some claims, perhaps even just one, will need to be
presented as sclf-evidently well founded. But many other claims will only become
effective when properly founded by something we do to support them, showing
our audience why and how they are well founded. Let us then look at the ways in
which we might do this. First of all we will consider why it is that some claims can
appear, on their own, as well founded, and then examine two ways in which we can
present extra information to our audience to support those claims that cannot
stand on their own.

Claims whose truthfulness is not in question

An example of a claim that we might expect to use self-evidently is “I'he earth orbits
the sun’. But, if we are to be sure that the claims in our arguments and explanations
are well founded in the context of their audience, we cannot simply assume that
they are self-evident. For example, a group of young children would, probably, need
to be convinced that the earth orbited the sun since, just on the basis of their
observation, the sun goes around the earth. But, we can assume, a group of adults
would not require any such convincing: they will have already come to accept that
‘the earth orbits the sun’ is a true claim.

The difficulty, of course, is that apart from some obvious claims, such as the
example just used, most claims are in doubt to some degree or another, or for
some audience or another. And there is another category of claim that poses an
even more difficult problem: claims whose truthfulness is not in doubt, bus
should be! Here is an example of this dual dilemma. If someone claimed,
without giving a foundation, that ‘citizens of Singapore enjoy considerable
freedom’, then many Australians (and Singaporeans) might doubt the truth of
this claim. In doing so, they would be drawing on existing (that is, contextual)
knowledge of, say, the limitations of free speech in Singapore, the many
rescrictions on what one can and cannot do, and the fact that Singapore has
always been governed by the same political party since gaining independence
from the United Kingdom.

To establish the truth of the claim, its author would have to somehow overcome
the audience’s initial scepticism. Such a claim might well be true if we understand
that freedom can mean both freedom to do some positive act (that is, the freedom
to voice critical opinions of the government) and freedom from some negative
circumstance (that is, freedom from hunger and poverty). Hence, although the
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author of the claim is convinced that it is well founded, if the author were to
propose that ‘citizens of Singapore enjoy considerable freedom’ without carefully
arguing or explaining what was meant, the audience might well refuse to accept the
claim. Equally, people often believe claims about which there is considerable doubt.
For example, most Australians would not think twice before accepting that ‘citizens
of Australia enjoy considerable freedom’ was a true claim. In doing so, they would
draw on existing knowledge (as in the first example). But, obviously, when we
consider the ‘negative freedom’ definition, we might think that the claim was more
doubtful. Such doubts might readily spring to mind for indigenous Australian
people, whose capacity to enjoy the positive freedoms of Australian citizenship is
seriously constrained by inequities in, for example, housing, health, and employ-
ment.

At some point, of course, we have to use claims that, since we are giving no
argument or other support for them, are presented as self-evidently true, or that are
so widely accepted to be true (by our audience) that they do not require further
justification. We must also rely on the fact that, as authors, we are presumed by our
audience to have some knowledge about our subject and can thus be ‘trusted’ to
make acceptable claims. (Obviously certain authors—experts, renowned scholars,

and so on—can rely on this trust a good deal more than others; such trust is clearly
a contextual component of the overall text.) In this way, we are ourselves involved
in creating the context in which our reasoning exists.

But we need to consider many other contextual factors so that, in the end
result, our self-evident claims do indeed turn out to be acceptable to our
audience. We must, in effect, judge in advance the likelihood that someone
reading or hearing our reasoning will ‘doubt’ that a claim is true. If it is possible
that this situation will occur, then we must counter this ‘doubt’ in advance.
While the basis for our judgment must include attention to the claim itself, we
can only argue and explain the claim effectively if we also judge its acceprability
in relation to our audience. Finally, more pragmatic issues emerge from a
consideration of context: what is expected of your particular argument in terms
of length and scope. For example, it is unreasonable (according to most social
conventions) to expect most arguments and explanations to contain the level of
detail that, for example, we find in lengthy scholarly work. We can adjust our
reasoning accordingly by thinking about its context as well as what it actually
contains (che text).

Exercise 5.2

Which of the following claims would be regarded as self-evidently true by a
general adult audience? In each case, explain your answer:

Communism has failed.

Television was introduced to Australia in 1956.
Australia 1s a democracy.

We should legalise marijuana.

Qo oo



64  SMART THINKING: SKILLS FOR CRITICAL UNDERSTANDING & WRITING

e. The two main political parties are the Liberal Party of Australia and the
Australian Labor Party.
f. A broken leg requires immediate medical treatment.

Claims supported by authority

Perhaps the most common way of overcoming this ‘problem’—the risk that ow
claims may not be accepted—is to support them by an appeal to authority. This is
a very special form of reasoning that, to establish the acceptability of a claim, does
not give an argument but makes reference (in one or more ways) to an expert. In
this reference, an appeal to authority indirectly points to arguments or explanations
that would, if checked, support the claim.

There are many conventional forms of reasoning in which we come across
claims supported by authority. Here are some examples (the words that provide the
reference to a particular form of authority are italicised):

a. 'Gender and sexual definitions [have] become the focus of intense
cultural negotiation’ (Gledhill 1992, p. 201).

b. Australian history is marked by considerable conflict and tension over
the competing interests of labour and capital (see Rickard 1992).

c. According to Dr Jane Long, who has studied this topic in detail, poor
women in nineteenth-century England were, by and large, worse off
than poor men.

d. In my twenty years’ experience as a High Court judge, | have come
across few cases as complex as this one.

e. I look back on my childhood and recall that | was always encouraged
to ask ‘why?’ by my parents.

f.  The experiments | have conducted show that many cleaning products
induce allergic reactions in humans.

You should be reasonably familiar with the type of support offered in claims
a and b. Here the claims are stated and a reference given to the book, chapter,
or article from which they are drawn. In the first, the reference is direct:
Gledhill’s actual words are quoted (and the reference would be given in full in
the bibliography). In the second, the reference is indirect: the claim given
summarises a discussion in Rickard’s book. References such as these ack-
nowledge the source of ideas and evidence, but also provide support for the
claims. In effect, they say “This claim I now make is well founded because it has
been previously established by someone else, and here is the reference to that
person’s work so you can go and check for yourself”. The insistence in academic
work on proper referencing is, therefore, not simply a tedious necessity but a
significant part of the main purpose of writing: the clear expression of good
arguments or explanations.

Claims c and d are slightly different. They are similar in that the accept-
ability of the claim in each case is founded on the authority of an expert, but
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there is no ‘source’ to check up on. In claim ¢, the authority is that of someone
who has studied a subject and is, presumably, an expert on such matters. In
claim d, the authority comes not from study, but from relevant personal
experience—that is, experience that does, in fact, help to establish the claim.
Claim e provides another significant type of authority: the authority of personal
experience in relation to one’s own life (one is usually an expert on one’s own
life, though not always). Claim f is different again, and a significant form of
authority in most scientific and social science research. As noted above, authors
can present claims as being self-evidently true via the audience’s trust that they
are accurate researchers, investigators, and thinkers. In this case, we simply find
an explicit statement that calls upon that trust. But, in each case, the inclusion
of some reference to authority functions to support the truthfulness of the
claim, and in that respect, there is more similarity than difference between the
five examples.

Exercise 5.3

For each of the following, indicate an appropriate authority to whom you might
refer if required to establish the foundation of these claims. Remember, you are
not reasoning here but are referring to some source of reasoning about the claim:

Communism has failed.

Television was introduced to Australia in 1956.

Australia is a democracy.

We should legalise marijuana.

The two main political parties are the Liberal Party of Australia and the
Australian Labor Party.

f. A broken leg requires immediate medical treatment.

®a0 o

Let us at this stage return to the analytical structure format to show how we
might represent these calls to authority. First of all, think about the way that the list
of claims is designed to express clearly what we mean. Imagine we wish to claim
that ‘Australian history is marked by considerable conflict and tension over the
competing interests of labour and capital’ and wuse as support the fact that a compe-
tent, respected historian such as John Rickard has also made this claim in his book
Australia: A Cultural History. We would write:

1. The Australian government should continue to regulate industrial rela-
tions practice and policy.

2. Australian history is marked by considerable conflict and tension over

the comipeting industrial interests of labour and capital.

Rickard, Australia: A Cultural History (1992) asserts claim 2.

4, These conflicts and tensions have been resolved, by and large, by
government intervention.

5. It is unlikely that, in future, the conflict that results from the
competing industrial interests of labour and capital will decline.

w
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Note that, in this example, we are not engaging in an analysis of the fact that
Rickard has made this claim. That is why we separate the authority from the
substantive claim it is supporting. If we were trying to show why Rickard was right
or wrong to make it, then we would combine the claims together and write:
‘Rickard has argued that Australian history is marked by considerable conflict and
tension over the competing interests of labour and capital’. By doing so, we would
be starting to analyse the fact that Rickard has made that argument. In simple use
of authority, by contrast, the authority and the claim that is relying on it have the
same logical connection as that by which claims prove or show another claim.
Hence it is appropriate to diagram the relationship using the arrow.

Claims supported by reasoning

Looking back to the last example, what should we do about claims 4 and 5, for
which no clear foundation is offered? Well, rather than allow their foundations to
remain implicit, we can argue for claims 4 and 5 in precisely the same way as we
are arguing for claim 1, thus developing a complex argument structure. We could,
for example, add the following claims to our argument, not to support claim 1
directly but to show why claim 5 was acceprable.

6. Capitalist economies are structured in a way that creates two groups:
labour (those employed) and capital (those who do the employing).

7. These two groups will always have different interests.

8. It is highly likely that, in future, Australia will continue to have a capi-
talist economy.

In the overall argument, claims 6-8 form a subsidiary argument to support
claim 5 (one of the main premises in the argument), which in turn helps to explain
the conclusion. Claim 5, therefore, serves in two different ways: as a conclusion and
a premise. There is no difference in the way that the two arrows operate, nor in the
way that the linking between premises operates in either the first or second part of
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the argument. Hence, all of the next chapter, which discusses in detail the effective
construction of links berween claims, is applicable to subsidiary arguments, such as
the one involving claims 5, 6, 7, and 8, as well as to main arguments, such as that
involving claims 2, 4, 5, and 1.

Exercise b.4

For each of the following, write a brief argument (in analytical structure format)
that establishes the acceptability of these claims. In each case, remermnber that
the claims you use in support of the following conclusions should be more self-
evident than the conclusions themselves.

Communism has failed.

Television was introduced to Australia in 1956.

Australia is a democracy.

We should legalise marijuana.

The two main political parties are the Liberal Party of Australia and the
Australian Labor Party.

f. A broken leg requires immediate medical treatment.

® o0 oo

Review

Claims have certain key properties that we must understand if we are to be effec-
tive reasoners. The only way to achieve a level of control over our claims is to
make sure that, as we write each claim, we know—at some level—how we are
formulating each component properly. Yet we cannot ignore the contextual issues
relating to meaning and connotation that will affect others’ judgments of how well
formed our claims appear to be. Making a well-founded claim involves, at the very
least, considering whether we believe it to be true (on the basis of whatever
evidence we have, or have seen or read) and then considering whether or not our
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audiences will believe it to be true. Well-founded claims are not just ‘true’; they
are accepted as true. There are three types of well-founded claims: those that are
‘self-evident’ (and, in that sense, are their own foundation); those that are
founded on a reference to authority or expertise (including one’s own ‘authority’);
and those that are founded (like the conclusion to any argument or explanation)
via further reasoning.

CONCEPT CHECK

The following terms and concepts are introduced in this chapter. Before checking
in the Glossary, write a short definition of each term:

appeal to authority
effective reasoning
implied premise
modes of analysis
self-evident claim
well-formed claim

well-founded claim

Review exercise 5

Answer briefly the following questions, giving, where possible, an example in your
answer that is different from those used in this book:

a. Why are well-formed claims essential?

b. What is the role of connotations in thinking about well-formed claims?
What is the difference between claiming ‘X happened’ and ‘Jones has
argued that X happened’?

d. What roles do scope and certainty play in well-formed claims?

e. Which claims are least likely to be ‘self-evident’?

f. What is the similarity between premise-claims supporting a conclusion
and other claims supporting those premises?

g. How might we ‘found’ claims so that they are more acceptable?
h. How can we judge the ‘truth’ of a claim in trying to communicate our
reasoning effectively?
NOTES

1 See Tony Schirato and Susan Yell, Communication and culture: an introduction, Sage,
London, 2000 for an in-depth treatment of this important issue.
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More Effective Reasoning I8
Better Links

Writing well-formed and well-founded claims is only half the task of
effective reasoning. The links between these claims must also be well
made if our overall argument or explanation is to be strong. Looking
carefully at the links between premises prevents us from making un-
conscious assumptions about how information is interrelated. We must
also check the connections of our premises with their conclusion, making
sure they are relevant and provide strong support. Otherwise our
conclusion will not be acceptable, or the explanation of it will be uncon-
vincing. At each stage, as discussed in chapter 5, we will need to
consider the way that the context of our reasoning will affect our
judgments about its effectiveness.
In this chapter we will consider three main issues:

1 We look at how effective reasoning requires that we work out the neces-
sary links between dependent premises. Carefully expanding our ‘reasons’
into a fully expressed chain of premises ensures that our reasoning has
depth, so that no important premises remain ‘implied’ (not explicitly
stated).

2 We will consider how relevant premises provide information that does
actually bear on the conclusion, whereas irrelevant premises (even if well
formed and well founded) do not.

3 We examine the strength of the support that premises provide for a
conclusion. As we saw with well-founded claims, judgments of audience
expectations and other contextual issues play a central role in making
sure our reasoning is effective.

69
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Effective use of dependent premises
Dependent premises providing one reason

A reason for a conclusion is very unlikely to consist in a single claim. No matter
how we might state it in short-hand, it is, analytically, a complex interaction of
many ideas and implications. The reason must be broken down into a chain of
more precise premises. For example, the claim that ‘university education should be
free for all Australians’ might be supported by the reason that ‘the economy bene-
fits from a well-educated Australian population’. Bur is our analysis of the situation
clearly expressed in just one statement? Hardly. The conclusion is about universi-
ties and free education, while the reason introduces some new ideas: economic
benefit and a well-educated population. While the link between these two ideas and
the conclusion might seem obvious, the purpose of reasoning is to avoid assuming
the ‘obvious’ by carefully working through the connections between the various
ideas in the initial statement of our reason.
Here is how we might do it:

University education should be free for all Australians.

A well-educated population is more productive at work.

Higher productivity at work benefits the economy.

If something benefits the economy, then the government should

encourage it.

5. The best way for the government to encourage Australians to be well
educated is to provide free university education.

6. In our complex technological society, one requires university study in

order to be well educated.

@+@+@l§+@+@
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Now turning one reason—the economy benefits from a well-educated

HonN e

Australian population'—into five separate premises does not provide any addi-
tional, different reasons. Rather, we have ‘unpacked’ some of the hidden aspects
and implications of one reason and shown how they relate to one another.’ For
example, in the initial reason ‘well-educated’ is not defined. There are many
different opinions on what constitutes such an education, and claim 6, a definition,
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overcomes this source of confusion. Claims 2 and 3 make clear the exact relation-
ship between economic benefit and education. Moreover, by expanding the hidden
aspects of our initial reason, we have discovered a key issue: who should pay. No
matter how strongly we might believe it, the reason ‘education benefits the
economy’ does not, of itself, mean education’s users should not pay. This implica-
tion is not self-evident. If we want to argue that education should be free, then we
must say why. Claims 4 and 5 provide, then, an explication of the idea of free
education. Note how claim 4, in particular, expresses a clear value judgment: the
government should do something. Since the conclusion is a value claim (‘education
should be free’), there must be a premise somewhere that addresses the value
judgment involved here.

If we were to provide an additional reason, ‘free education is a fundamental
democratic right’, we need to keep it separate (both in our minds and on paper)
from the reason about economic benefit. We would, of course, need to expand this
initial reason into a series of dependent premises, but they would occupy a different
place in the analytical structure of our argument. We could unpack this additional
reason into claims and include them in the formar:

7. Free education is a fundamental democratic right.
8. Australia is a democracy.
9. Education includes all levels from primary to tertiary.

ORONONORONOLONO.
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In this process of unpacking or expanding a basic reason for a conclusion, we

should carefully distinguish between the internal complexities of that statement (which
become a series of dependent claims), and any new claims that we introduce to make
a dependent claim well founded. One of the claims resulting from our expansion of
the economic benefit reason was “The best way for the government to encourage
Australians to be well educated is to provide free university education’ (claim 5). We
could show why claim 5 was true by including the following claims:

10. Any cost that the government imposes on people attending higher
education will probably reduce the numbers attending.

11. If numbers are reduced, then Australians are obviously not being
encouraged to attend.
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c
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Claims that argue for or explain another claim are always placed above them;
claims that work together to form one reason are placed alongside one another, as a
chain of dependent premises. Getting the diagram right doesn’t make this happen,

it is a way of representing—in a structured format—what is happening in our
minds.

We tend to imagine that strong reasoning involves understanding and using a
number of different reasons for our conclusion, giving our arguments and
explanations intellectual breadth. This view has considerable merit (and we
examine it in more detail in the next section), but it does not mean that we can
ignore the requirement to argue and explain in depth. Learning to ‘unpack’ what we
initially think of as a straightforward, simple reason and to express it as a number
of distinct, but dependent, premises is the only way to make sure our reasoning is
not too shallow.

For example, in relation to higher education, deep reasoning will bring out the
current debate about whether education is vocational (training for employment) or
liberal (education for the individual’s own life). It would engage with the complex
issues of who pays, against a background of reduced government spending and
increased personal wealth for some Australians. It would engage with the social
purposes of education (education for individual benefit or for social improvement).
Each of these issues is worthy of significant argument and explanation in its own
right. Such an approach ensures that our reasoning addresses all the issues raised by
the conclusion: the meaning of certain words, the values that we are seeking to
express, the exact way in which certain situations come about, and so on.

Avoiding implied premises

If, in unpacking our reason and turning it into premises, we leave out a premise that
should (analytically speaking) be there, then we have made a serious error. Such a
claim would not be ‘missing’ exactly, but rather would be implied by the connection
between the claims that are explicitly stated. That we do often ‘leave out” some of
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these premises is a reflection of the difficulty of thinking deeply enough about
complex issues. When we do, it is usually because we have unconsciously assumed
some complex relationship that, in fact, needs more open analysis.

Here is an example. Imagine we reasoned that ‘The economy is growing
Strong]y at the moment, so Cmployment Wlll alSO grOW Strong]y,. IFWC 1001( CIOSC]Y,
this explanation does not represent a clear analysis. The first claim puts together
two components (‘economy and ‘growth’); the second (the conclusion) puts
together ‘employment’ and ‘growth’. What has been implied? We do not have to
guess because, from the available information, we can infer that the implied claim
is a premise that connects ‘economy’ with ‘employment’. Such a premise might be:
‘Economic growth is necessarily a cause of employment growth’. And, from this
example, we can extract a general rule: when deciding what the implied premise
might be, ask ‘on what basis, according to what other piece of information, does
the stated premise (or premises) provide a reason for accepting the conclusion?’. If
the link between the premises and the conclusion is unclear, then there is probably
an implied premise.

The original explanation about the economy contains an implied premise because
the initial ‘reason’ had not been unpacked, allowing each necessary element to be
written as an explicit claim. Failures to expand reasons properly lead to implied
premises and reflect assumptions made by the person arguing or explaining, which
interfere with smart analysis. Historically, economic growth has caused employment
to grow, but as is evidenced by the past decade in Australia, the new shape of capiralist
economies in the 1990s and the new century means that this old idea is no longer
valid. This mistake—of assuming it is true to say ‘economic growth means more
jobs—has been common in recent years. Because the reason was not unpacked
propetly and the analytical relationship made explicit, the original explanation did not
provide a clear opportunity to analyse this assumption and check to see if it was true.

But it is also wrong to rely on implied premises (that is, those that are analyti-
cally necessary but have not been clearly stated) even when such premises are true.
Look at this example:

A computer technician is called out to look at a personal computer that is
not working very well. The technician knows perfectly well what is wrong:
the computer has only got 256 megabytes of random access memory
(RAM), and its owner is trying to run programs that require at least 512
megabytes. So, she explains to the customer, ‘Your computer is not
working well because it only has 256 megabytes of RAM’.

What the technician has done, though, is to rely on the implied premise that
‘If you wish to run the programs loaded on this machine, then you must have at
least 512 megabytes of RAM’. The relationship between memory, the computer,
and the problem is so obvious to the technician that she has not clearly explained
it. Yet, the customer may not know enough about computers to ‘fill in’ or infer the
implied premise from the stated explanation. The implied premise here is true.
What has been assumed is that the relationship between the premises and the
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conclusion is obvious. In fact, from the point of view of the customer, it is not, and
thus the reasoning used by the technician is ineffective.

By definition, all reasoning depends at some point or another on assumptions that
give rise to implied claims. So, practically speaking, effective reasoning does not require
that there be 70 implied premises. But it does require that we be well aware of the
claims that we do leave out. First, if we do not recognise our own implied premises,
then we may fail to judge accurately if they are true or not; second, we may fail to
communicate our message to someone else who does not share our assumptions. This
last point is particularly important. Qur decisions about using implied premises can
only be guided by what we expect our audience to know, and what we know, about
the context of our reasoning. For example, academic essays and reports are usually
designed precisely to test students’ abilities to avoid making assumptions, and so, we
would not want to leave many implied premises in this context, even though we might
assume our audience (the assessors) do know the claims we are making.

Exercise 6.1

Think of two completely separate reasons for each of the following two con-
clusions. Write these reasons down, and then analyse their relationship to the
conclusion, expanding each into a chain of dependent premises. In the first case,
you are explaining why the conclusion is happening; in the second case you are
arguing for it to be accepted.

a. | am reading a book on reasoning.
b. There are considerable benefits to be gained from studying how to think
better.

Relevance
What is relevance?

Here is a simple example of relevance and irrelevance concerning the conclusion
‘Smith is physically unhealthy’:

a. Smith has pains in his chest; he coughs a lot and is short of breath
walking up stairs. Clearly Smith is physically unhealthy.

b. Smith wears green trousers and a pink hat and has no shirt on. Clearly
Smith is physically unhealthy.

In argument a, the relevance of the premises is clear: they all report physical
symptoms that are routinely recognised as evidence of poor health. In the second
case, these premises are irrelevant because they give us no indication of physical
health. Note that it is impossible to determine the relevance of the premises by
themselves: we must look at their relationship to the conclusion. Argument b
contains a number of irrelevant premises, but if the conclusion were ‘Smith has no
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conventional sense of good dress’, then, clearly, the claims abour his hat, trousers,
and bare chest would be relevant. What determines the easy judgment that a is a
good argument and b is a bad argument is the implied premise ‘physical symptoms
are relevant evidence from which to induce a conclusion about physical health’.
Indeed it is so obvious—in our society, but perhaps not others—that we would be
thought odd if we actually explicitly stated that premise.

Relevance is often a major problem in argumentation. Poor arguments regularly
report the facts’ well, and try to draw conclusions from them but do not establish the
relevance of the premises given to the conclusion asserted. Poor skills in reasoning,
especially not identifying one’s assumptions, are one cause. As we considered in chapter
4 one of the functions of premises is, precisely, to establish relevance—not something
which all people who use reasoning realise. However it is not just a problem of
technique. Often the debates in our society that are most difficult to resolve concern
disagreements about whether or not a premise is relevant to a given conclusion.
Consider the treatment of people who arrive as refugees in Australia directly, rather
than by official routes (so-called ‘illegal immigrants’). Politicians who support deten-
tion of these people argue that international laws concerning the proper treatment of
refugees are not relevant to this class of immigrants because they have arrived illegally.
Opponents of detention counter by saying the international laws are relevant. On both
sides, there is agreement that there are such laws, and that they do prohibit detention;
there is also agreement that people are arriving in this manner. What differs is the
judgment as to whether or not the refugees are arriving legally or illegally and, in
consequence, whether human rights conventions are or are not relevant.

Issues of relevance are rarely as obvious as the example about Smith and his
health that I used at the start of this section. Smart thinking always involves very
careful consideration of relevance as distinct from whether or not premises are well
founded. To emphasise, relevance of premises is completely different from the
acceptability of premises. A claim can be true (and thus acceptable), but this quality
alone does not necessarily mean it is relevant to the conclusion. For example, it is
definitely the case that, as you read these words, the claim “You are reading this
book’ is true and acceptable. But is it relevant to the conclusion “You are going to
cook fish for dinner tonight’? No! Hence, in making our arguments and explana-
tions effective, we should not be satisfied simply that our premises are acceptable
in themselves: for them to give any support to the conclusion, they must also be
relevant to it. So, put simply, a premise is relevant to the conclusion when it
provides some basis on which to decide whether or not to accept that conclusion.

Exercise 6.2

To help you to learn about relevance, let us look at some examples. In the
following arguments and explanations, decide which premises are relevant to the
conclusion (which is italicised in each case):

a. Why did the train crash? The train was going too fast and its brakes were
faulty; also, there were many people waiting at the station.
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b. Now, first of all, privatisation leads to competition and, when there is
competition, prices go down and service improves. People want reduced
prices and improved service in the postal system and so the government
postal service should be privatised.

c. Several politicians have been discovered to have lied in public; many
rarely seem to have much knowledge of what their voters want; and
generally, politicians get too many benefits. Hence we should not trust
them to make good decisions on our behalf.

Ensuring premises are relevant

But what if the connection between a premise and a conclusion is not obvious? A
crucial smart-thinking skill is the ability to think through how evidence relates to a
conclusion, and how apparently irrelevant material does indeed help to prove or
establish a conclusion. Making sure premises are relevant to a conclusion requires
careful analysis of the possible connections between them. As noted above, the key
question is whether or not the premises are concerned with the same issue as the
conclusion and, hence, whether they are capable of telling us something about it. A
way to check this relationship is to ask, in the case of arguments, ‘if this premise were
true, would it make the conclusion more likely to be true or, for explanations, ‘if this
premise were true, would it make it easier to understand why the events stated in the
conclusion happened’. Equally, we must think about the way in which our knowledge
of other events and ideas might help us to see the relevance of one particular claim in
establishing another and thus prevent us from ‘missing’ an important relevant premise.

Presenting relevant premises is also about making it clear that they are relevant.
In other words, use a claim, as part of a linked chain of premises, to show the rele-
vance of the premises to the conclusion. An effective argument or explanation not
only reflects careful thinking, burt also clearly demonstrates it, so others can follow
your reasoning. Here is an example of how to establish relevance:

1. Australia’s universities are of a high quality.
Australian university graduates report that their lecturers are, gener-
ally speaking, good at communicating.

3. All universities now have quality-assurance programs to maintain
quality.

4. Australia’s universities attract many overseas students to them.
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Claim 3 mentions the words ‘university’ and ‘quality’ and is demonstrably rele-
vant through this word-similarity with claim 1. Claim 2, while possibly relevant (it
certainly mentions some evidence—good communication by university teachers—
that we might assume to be relevant), depends on exactly what the conclusion is
trying to say. Claim 1, the conclusion, is not well formed. It is vague since it does
not make clear whether it is claiming that all aspects of universities are of a high
quality or whether (as hinted at by the premises) it is merely the teaching function
of universities that is of a high quality (leaving aside, for example, research work).

So the first mistake here is that the conclusion’s vagueness makes it unclear
whether the premises are relevant. Claim 4 exhibits another problem with relevance.
[t may, for example, be that overseas students come to Australia because studying here
is cheap, or because they like the climate in Australia. Claim 4 becomes a relevant
premise only if the reason for the students’ preference for Australia is based on the
quality of the universities. So the second mistake is that another premise ought to have
been added to make clear how claim 4 is relevant to claim 1. We might say that, while
claim 3 is self-evidently relevant (it provides, in the word ‘quality’, its own evidence
of how it bears on the conclusion), claim 4 is not self-evidently relevant and therefore
needs an additional, dependent premise to provide this evidence.

Exercise 6.3

For each of the following claims, write three claims that, in your view, are relevant
to showing either why they 