
 

Lesson 1 & 2: Introduction to Logic & The Nature of 
Arguments 
1. Etymology and Definition of Logic 

●​ Etymological Root: Derived from the Greek word logike, meaning "thought." It encompasses our ideas, 
judgments, and reasoning abilities. 

●​ Aristotle’s View: Aristotle referred to logic as an organon, meaning an instrument for gaining 
knowledge. 

●​ Formal Definition: Logic is the systematic study of reasoning—the methods and principles used to 
distinguish correct reasoning from incorrect reasoning. 

●​ The Science vs. Art of Logic: 
○​ Logic as a Science: A structured body of knowledge consisting of principles and rules that help 

determine valid or invalid arguments. 
○​ Logic as an Art: The practical skill to express inferential thinking with ease, order, and without 

error. 
⚠️ Key Takeaway: Logic is beyond persuasion. People often appeal to authority, emotion, habit, or tradition, 
but these do not guarantee reliability. Common sense alone is not enough; logic refines our natural ability to 
think clearly and avoid errors. 

2. The Three Acts of the Mind 

Every argument can be broken down into three sequential mental activities. Each act builds upon the last, 
moving from simple understanding to complex reasoning: 
Mental Act Description Logical Expression / 

Product 
Example 

1. Simple 
Apprehension 

Grasping the meaning 
of an idea or concept 
without affirming or 
denying anything. 

Terms perceiving "a girl" 

2. Judgment Comparing two ideas to 
find agreement or 
disagreement between 
them. 

Propositions "The girl is cute." 

3. Reasoning 
(Inference) 

Deriving a new truth 
from previously 
established truths. 

Arguments All girls are cute; Maria 
is a girl; \therefore 
Maria is cute. 

3. Anatomy of an Argument 

In logic, an argument is not a dispute or a fight. It is a structured, technical piece of reasoning consisting of a 
set of statements where one is claimed to follow from the others. 

●​ Premises: Statements providing evidence, grounds, or reasons for accepting the conclusion. An 
argument can have one or many premises. 

●​ Inference: The mental activity or process of deriving a new truth from the premises. 
●​ Conclusion: The single main proposition that the arguer is trying to prove or affirm. 
●​ The Core Question of Logic: Does the conclusion logically follow from the premises? 

🔍 Locating Components: Indicator Words 

Before evaluating an argument, always identify the conclusion first by asking, "What is the author trying to 
prove?" 

●​ Conclusion Indicators: Words that signal a conclusion is being drawn. 
○​ Examples: Therefore, Thus, So, Hence, Consequently, It follows that, We may infer, I conclude 

that, Proves that, As a result, Which shows/implies/entails that, Accordingly, In consequence. 
●​ Premise Indicators: Words that signal supporting evidence is being offered. 

○​ Examples: Because, Since, For, In view of the fact that, As indicated by, May be inferred from, 
Follows from, As shown by, May be deduced from. 

⚖️ Arguments vs. Explanations 

Though both use indicator words like "because" and "since", they serve completely different purposes: 
●​ Argument: Purpose is to prove that something is true. The conclusion is disputed, and the premises 

exist to establish its truth. 
○​ Ex: "Wear a coat because it is freezing outside." 

●​ Explanation: Purpose is to account for why something is true. The fact itself is already accepted as 
true; the speaker is simply showing its cause or origin. 

○​ Ex: "The pipes burst because it was freezing." 

 



 

Lesson 3: Propositions in Logic 
1. Statements vs. Propositions 

●​ Statement: The linguistic or sentence form itself (the words on the page). It must be a declarative 
sentence that can be clearly judged as either true or false. 

●​ Proposition: The underlying meaning or logical content expressed by that statement. Different 
statements can express the identical proposition. 

○​ Ex: "Snow is white" and "White is the color of snow" are two different sentences/statements, but 
they express the same proposition. 

●​ What are NOT Statements/Propositions? Questions, commands, exclamations, and purely subjective 
opinions cannot carry an objective truth value and fall outside the scope of logical analysis. 

2. Truth Values in Classical Logic 

In classical logic, every valid proposition carries exactly one truth value: True (T) or False (F). 
●​ There is no middle ground. Ambiguities like "maybe", "unknown", or "sort of true" are unacceptable. 

3. Categorical Propositions 

A categorical proposition is a statement in which a predicate is affirmed or denied of a subject. 

The Three Structural Elements: 

1.​ Subject (S): The term the proposition is talking about (that about which something is affirmed or denied). 
2.​ Predicate (P): What is affirmed or denied of the subject (tells us something about the subject). 
3.​ Copula: The grammatical glue ("is" or "is not") that connects the subject and predicate, determining 

whether the statement is affirmative or negative. 

Quantity and Quality 

Every categorical proposition is classified along two independent dimensions: 
●​ Quantity (Extension): How much of the subject class is covered. 

○​ Universal: Refers to each and every member of a class (e.g., "All", "No"). 
○​ Particular: Refers to an indefinite portion of a class (e.g., "Some", "Most", "Many", "A few"). 
○​ Singular: Refers to one definitely designated individual/group (e.g., "Mario", "That tree"). 

●​ Quality: Whether the proposition affirms or denies. 
○​ Affirmative: Affirms the predicate of the subject ("is"). 
○​ Negative: Denies the predicate of the subject ("is not", "no"). 

4. The Four Standard Forms (A, E, I, O) 

Derived from the Latin words affIrmo (I affirm) and nEgO (I deny): 
Letter Form Propositional Structure Logical Classification Example 
A All S are P. Universal Affirmative "All students are 

logical." 
E No S are P. Universal Negative "No registered nurses 

are unlicensed." 
I Some S are P. Particular Affirmative "Some girls are lovely." 
O Some S are not P. Particular Negative "Some boys are not 

responsible." 
5. Reduction to Logical Form 

To analyze everyday sentences, they must be stripped of conversational ambiguities and rewritten according to 
standard plans (S + copula + P). 

Key Pointers for Reduction: 

●​ Keep the original subject wherever possible. 
●​ Do not use the progressive tense (e.g., change "sells" or "writing" to a distinct nouns/adjectives like 

"newsboy" or "author"). 
●​ Avoid the word "one" in your predicate (e.g., use "inefficient people" instead of "inefficient ones"). 
●​ Exclusive words like "Only": Reverses the subject and predicate when turning into an A proposition. 

○​ Ex: "Only family members will be admitted" \rightarrow "All those who will be admitted are 
family members." 

 



 

Lesson 4: Deduction & Induction 
Modern logicians recognize that human inference is a continuous cycle where Deduction and Induction 
depend on one another, moving far beyond old oversimplified textbook definitions. 
      ┌─── INDUCTION: Gathers observations, detects patterns, forms 
generalizations. ───┐​
      │                                                                                 
│​
      └─── DEDUCTION: Applies generalizations, produces necessary conclusions. 
◄────────┘​
 

Side-by-Side Comparison 

Feature Deductive Reasoning Inductive Reasoning 
Direction General to Specific Specific to General 
Nature of Claim Unpacks what is already 

implicit in premises. 
Projects beyond what has been 
observed. 

Certainty 100% Necessary Inference. 
The conclusion is absolutely 
guaranteed if the premises are 
true. 

Probable Inference. The 
conclusion is likely, but never 
100% guaranteed. 

Evaluative Standard Validity & Soundness Strength & Cogency 
Inherent Risk False premises result in a False 

conclusion. 
Even if all premises are true, a 
False conclusion is still 
possible. 

●​ Deductive Example: All humans are mortal \rightarrow Socrates is human \rightarrow \therefore 
Socrates is mortal. (Absolute) 

●​ Inductive Example: Online retail rose 15% each Q4 for five years \rightarrow \therefore It will likely rise 
again this year. (Probable) 

Lesson 1 & 4: Two Divisions of Logic (Truth vs. Validity) 
Logic splits its evaluations between how an argument is shaped and what it actually contains: 

●​ Formal Logic (Structure / Validity): Concerns only the structural pattern of the terms, premises, and 
conclusion. If the structure forces the conclusion to follow naturally from the premises, the argument is 
Valid. It completely disregards content truth. 

●​ Material Logic (Content / Objective Truth): Concerns whether the propositions conform to objective, 
real-world reality. 

📝 Crucial Distinction: Propositions are either True or False. Arguments are either Valid or Invalid. An 
argument can be structurally perfectly valid, yet materially completely false. 
Example of a Valid but Materially False argument: 

●​ P1: All birds can fly. (Materially False) 
●​ P2: An ostrich is a bird. (Materially True) 
●​ \therefore An ostrich can fly. (Materially False) 
●​ Evaluation: Formally Valid (the conclusion follows perfectly from the structure), but Materially False. 

Lesson 5: The Square of Opposition 
First articulated by Aristotle in the 4th Century BC, the Square of Opposition maps the logical relationships 
between standard-form categorical propositions (A, E, I, O) based on their structural form. It allows for 
immediate inferences (conclusions drawn from a single known premise). 
                 CONTRARIETY (Universals Only)​
            A ───────────────────────────────── E​
            │ ╲                               ╱ │​
            │   ╲                           ╱   │​
            │     ╲                       ╱     │​
     SUB-   │       ╲   CONTRADICTION   ╱       │   SUB-​
   ALTERN-  │         ╲               ╱         │ ALTERN-​
    ATION   │           ╲           ╱           │  ATION​
            │             ╲       ╱             │​
            │               ╲   ╱               │​
            ▼ ───────────────────────────────── ▼​
            I                                   O​
               SUBCONTRARIETY (Particulars Only)​
 

 



 

The Four Types of Opposition 

1. Contradiction (A \leftrightarrow O and E \leftrightarrow I) 

●​ Location: Along the diagonal lines of the square. 
●​ Rule: Strongest form of opposition. Contradictory propositions always have opposite truth values. 

They cannot both be true, and they cannot both be false. 
●​ Ex: If "All industrialists are capitalists" (A-True), then "Some industrialists are not capitalists" (O) must be 

False. 

2. Contrariety (A \leftrightarrow E) 

●​ Location: Across the top horizontal line (Universals only). 
●​ Rule: Cannot both be true at the same time, but they can both be false. Contrariety rules out joint 

truth but permits joint falsity. 
●​ Ex: "All planets are gas giants" (A) and "No planets are gas giants" (E) are both false in reality. 

3. Subcontrariety (I \leftrightarrow O) 

●​ Location: Across the bottom horizontal line (Particulars only). 
●​ Rule: Cannot both be false at the same time, but they can both be true. Subcontrariety rules out joint 

falsity but permits joint truth. 
●​ Ex: "Some nations are democracies" (I) and "Some nations are not democracies" (O) are both 

simultaneously true. 

4. Subalternation (A \rightarrow I and E \rightarrow O) 

●​ Location: Vertically down and up the sides of the square. 
●​ Rule: Connects universals (superalterns) to particulars (subalterns). Truth flows downward; falsity 

flows upward. 
○​ If the Universal (A or E) is True, the Particular (I or O) is automatically True. 
○​ If the Particular (I or O) is False, the Universal (A or E) is automatically False. 
○​ Warning: Truth does not flow upward, and Falsity does not flow downward. If an I statement is 

true, the A statement remains Undetermined (insufficient information). 

Immediate Inference Truth Value Master Matrix 

Use this quick-reference table to find the cascading truth values when given a single true or false premise. 
Given Proposition Value of A Value of E Value of I Value of O 
If A is TRUE [True] False True False 
If E is TRUE False [True] False True 
If I is TRUE Undetermined False [True] Undetermined 
If O is TRUE False Undetermined Undetermined [True] 
If A is FALSE [False] Undetermined Undetermined True 
If E is FALSE Undetermined [False] True Undetermined 
If I is FALSE False True [False] True 
If O is FALSE True False True [False] 
 

Lesson 6: Eduction 
1. Conceptual Framework of Eduction 

As established in "L.2 The-Nature-of-Arguments.pdf", arguments can be drawn from a single premise without 
external data. In classical logic, this is handled through Immediate Inference. 

●​ Immediate Inference: An argument consisting of exactly one premise and one conclusion. It requires 
no middle term or secondary premise to link concepts together. 

●​ Eduction: A formal process of immediate inference used to generate a new proposition from an existing 
one. This is achieved by systematically manipulating the subject (S), the predicate (P), their respective 
term complements (contradictories), or the qualitative value of the statement. 

2. The Three Operations of Eduction 

Eduction utilizes three structural operations to re-phrase or derive hidden meanings from categorical 
statements: 
                     ┌─── CONVERSION: Interchanges S and P positions ───┐​
                     │                                                   │​
   THREE FORMS ──────┼─── OBVERSION: Changes quality; negates predicate ─┼───► 

 



 

LOGICAL INFERENCE​
                     │                                                   │​
                     └─── CONTRAPOSITION: Combines both; negates both S & P ┘​
 

3. Deep Dive: Conversion 

●​ Definition: The process of formulating a new proposition by interchanging the positions of the Subject 
and Predicate terms while keeping the original quality intact. 

●​ Terminology: The initial statement is called the Convertend; the resulting statement is the Converse. 

Core Rules of Conversion: 

●​ Interchange: Swap the positions of the Subject (S) and Predicate (P). 
●​ Retain Quality: If the Convertend is affirmative, the Converse must be affirmative; if negative, it must 

remain negative. 
●​ No Extension: Do not extend or broaden any term. A term cannot be universal in the conclusion if it was 

only particular in the premise. 

Structural Types of Conversion: 

●​ Simple Conversion: The quantity (extension) of the proposition remains identical. This applies 
exclusively to E, I, and singular propositions. 

●​ Partial Conversion (Conversion by Limitation): The overall quantity must be reduced from universal 
to particular to preserve structural truth. This applies to A propositions. 

📊 Conversion Truth Matrix 

Form Convertend 
(Original) 

Converse (Result) Type of 
Conversion 

Status 

A All S is P Some P is S Partial / By 
Limitation 

Valid 

E No S is P No P is S Simple Valid 
I Some S is P Some P is S Simple Valid 
O Some S is not P None N/A 💥 INVALID 
⚠️ Critical Examination Rules: 

●​ A propositions cannot undergo simple conversion (e.g., "All lawyers passed the Bar" does not mean "All 
those who passed the Bar are lawyers"). 

●​ O propositions cannot be converted under any circumstance. 

4. Deep Dive: Obversion 

●​ Definition: Formulating a new proposition by retaining the exact subject and original quantity, while 
reversing the quality and changing the predicate into its direct contradictory. 

●​ Terminology: The initial statement is the Obvertend; the output is the Obverse. 
●​ Logical Equivalence: Unlike conversion, obversion is always structurally valid for all four (A, E, I, O) 

forms. Every derived obverse carries an identical truth value to its original source. 

Core Rules of Obversion: 

●​ Retain Subject & Quantity: The subject term and its extension (Universal/Particular) stay exactly the 
same. 

●​ Change Quality: Flip affirmative to negative, or negative to affirmative. 
●​ Contradict Predicate: Replace the original predicate term (P) with its negative complement (non-P). 

📊 Obversion Truth Matrix 

Form Obvertend (Original) Obverse (Result) Transformed Identity 
A All S is P No S is non-P Becomes an E 

Proposition 
E No S is P All S is non-P Becomes an A 

Proposition 
I Some S is P Some S is not non-P Becomes an O 

Proposition 
O Some S is not P Some S is non-P Becomes an I 

Proposition 
●​ Example: "Every bird is an animal" (A) \rightarrow "No bird is a non-animal" (E). 

 



 

5. Deep Dive: Contraposition 

●​ Definition: An advanced immediate inference that effectively runs a statement through a combined, 
successive cycle of obversion and conversion. 

●​ Terminology: The starting statement is the Contraponend; the conclusion is the Contrapositive. 

Core Rules of Contraposition: 

●​ Double Negation: Contradict both the original Subject and Predicate terms into complements (S 
\rightarrow \text{non-}S; P \rightarrow \text{non-}P). 

●​ Interchange: Swap their positions so that non-P becomes the new subject, and non-S becomes the 
new predicate. 

●​ Retain Quality: The affirmative or negative nature of the core copula remains fixed to the original 
statement. 

●​ Retain Quantity: The extension stays stable, with an exception for universal negatives (E \rightarrow O 
by limitation). 

📊 Contraposition Truth Matrix 

Form Contraponend 
(Original) 

Contrapositive (Result) Status 

A All S is P All non-P is non-S Valid 
E No S is P Some non-P is not 

non-S 
Valid by Limitation (E 
\rightarrow O) 

I Some S is P None 💥 INVALID (No valid 
form) 

O Some S is not P Some non-P is not 
non-S 

Valid 

⚠️ Critical Examination Rules: 
●​ I propositions cannot undergo contraposition at all. 
●​ E propositions can only be contraposed by limitation, reducing its final extension to a particular negative 

(O) statement. 

📝 Practical Self-Test Exercises (From Lecture 6 Slides) 

Try solving these operational samples to test your mastery before the exam. (Answers are mapped based on 
the foundational rules provided in). 

Part A: Convert the following sentences: 

●​ "Some cars are overpriced." (I Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: Some overpriced things are cars. (Simple Conversion) 

●​ "All lawyers passed the Bar." (A Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: Some who passed the Bar are lawyers. (Partial Conversion / By Limitation) 

●​ "No criminals are moral." (E Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: No moral people are criminals. (Simple Conversion) 

Part B: Contrapose the following sentences: 

●​ "Some soldiers are not officers." (O Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: Some non-officers are not non-soldiers. (Valid Contraposition) 

●​ "Some food is delicious." (I Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: No Valid Contrapositive. (I statements break rules of extension here) 

●​ "All scholars are intellectuals." (A Form) 
○​ 👉 Answer: All non-intellectuals are non-scholars. (Valid Contraposit) 

Lesson 7: Introduction to Informal Fallacies & Fallacies of 
Relevance 
1. Conceptual Framework of Logical Fallacies 

The central objective of reasoning is to establish correct conclusions based on adequate premises. When 
premises fail to support the conclusion, the argument is classified as fallacious. 

●​ Colloquial Definition: In casual conversation, any mistaken idea, false belief, or general error in 
reasoning. 

●​ Logical Definition: A common, recurring pattern of incorrect reasoning that can be systematically 
identified, structurally isolated, and named. 

●​ The Logician's Task: As Gottlob Frege noted, logic serves to "indicate the pitfalls laid by language in 

 



 

the way of the thinker." Each named fallacy is a structural blueprint of a flawed argument. 

2. Formal vs. Informal Fallacies 

Errors in reasoning are structurally bifurcated into two main categories based on whether the defect lies in the 
layout or the contextual usage of language: 
                  ┌─── FORMAL FALLACIES: Structural defects in deductive 
arguments. ───┐​
                  │    Determined entirely by form, independent of content.          
│​
FALLACY TYPES ────┼                                                                  
┼───► ERROR IN LOGIC​
                  │    INFORMAL FALLACIES: Contextual errors in everyday 
language.    │​
                  └─── Stem from ambiguities, misinterpretations, or misusages. 
─────┘​
 

Detailed Breakdown: 

●​ Formal Fallacies: Structural defects found exclusively in deductive reasoning. The error is determined 
strictly by the layout or logical form, completely independent of the real-world content. 

○​ Example (Affirming the Consequent): Assuming that if all P are Q, then all Q must be P. (e.g., "All 
dogs are mammals, therefore all mammals are dogs." / "Karl Marx was a materialist, and all 
science is materialistic, therefore Marx was scientific.") 

●​ Informal Fallacies: Errors occurring in everyday natural language due to misunderstandings regarding 
meaning, context, or usage. They are harder to detect because natural language can be ambiguous or 
misleading, making a conclusion seem plausible when it is ultimately unsupported. 

⚖️ The Principle of Logical Charity 

Because everyday discourse (political debates, opinion pieces) contains subtle nuances, logicians must 
exercise caution. 

●​ Core Rule: Do not accuse others of faulty reasoning without sufficient justification. 
●​ Application: Always analyze the intended meaning behind the language. Do not mistake humor, 

hyperbole, or conversational nuance for a logical fallacy. Standards must remain rigorous but fair and 
charitable. 

3. Fallacies of Relevance: The Big Six 

Fallacies of Relevance occur when the premises are logically irrelevant to establishing the truth of the 
conclusion. They are highly deceptive because they use emotional or psychological triggers to mimic relevance 
on the surface. 

📊 Fallacies of Relevance Summary Matrix 

Fallacy Name (Latin / English) Core Trigger / Mechanism Structural Blueprint 
Argumentum ad Baculum 
(Appeal to Force) 

Physical coercion, systemic 
threats, or raw force. 

If you do not accept Conclusion 
X, you will face negative 
Consequence Y. 

Argumentum ad Hominem 
(Argument Directed to the 
Person) 

Attacking the character, traits, 
background, or personality of 
the opponent. 

Person A makes Claim X + 
Person A has a flawed trait 
\rightarrow Claim X is false. 

Argumentum ad Ignorantiam 
(Argument from Ignorance) 

Claiming truth because a 
statement hasn't been 
disproven (or vice versa). 

There is no definitive proof that 
Claim X is false \rightarrow 
Claim X is true. 

Argumentum ad 
Misericordiam (Appeal to Pity) 

Exploiting feelings of pity, guilt, 
or sentimentality to settle a cold 
fact. 

Express extreme suffering 
regarding Person A \rightarrow 
Factual Conclusion X is 
accepted. 

Argumentum ad 
Verecundiam (Appeal to 
Misplaced Authority) 

Citing an authority figure whose 
expertise lies outside the 
specific field of debate. 

Expert A is an authority in Field 
1 \rightarrow Expert A's 
statement in Field 2 is correct. 

Petitio Principii (Begging the 
Question) 

Assuming the conclusion as a 
premise in a disguised or 
explicit loop. 

Statement A is used to prove 
Statement B + Statement B is 
used to prove Statement A. 

4. Deep-Dive: Definitions & Case Analysis 

 



 

I. Argumentum ad Baculum (Appeal to Force) 

●​ Logical Flaw: A threat of harm or coercion does not provide logical evidence for the truth of a 
proposition; it merely forces behavioral compliance. 

●​ Crude Example: "If you do not accept my proposal at the board meeting, I will kill you." 
●​ Subtle Example: "I highly recommend you agree with the mayor's new budget policy before the 

performance reviews next week; I'd hate to see your departmental funding get re-evaluated." 

II. Argumentum ad Hominem (Argument Directed to the Person) 

●​ Logical Flaw: An individual's personal character, family background, or social standing is completely 
irrelevant to the objective truth or falsehood of their argument. 

●​ Pedagogical Example: "Do not believe what he is saying about the new curriculum standards; his father 
is a convicted criminal and his mother never finished high school." 

●​ Professional Example: "Dr. Santos' research paper on public health management cannot be trusted 
because she is known to be arrogant and hard to work with in the office." 

III. Argumentum ad Ignorantiam (Argument from Ignorance) 

●​ Logical Flaw: A temporary lack of capability to prove or disprove a claim does not establish its actual 
truth value. It frequently arises in topics concerning psychic phenomena, telepathy, or deep space where 
data is scarce. 

●​ Classic Example: "There must be ghosts haunting this old municipal building because no one has ever 
been able to definitively prove that there aren't any." 

●​ Everyday Example: "If you cannot prove to me right now that you are telling a lie, it means you are telling 
the absolute truth." 

IV. Argumentum ad Misericordiam (Appeal to Pity) 

●​ Logical Flaw: Emotional distress or suffering does not alter objective facts or change whether an action 
was structurally right, wrong, or factual. 

●​ Legal Example: "I killed him because I love him. He was suffering from a terminal disease and I could no 
longer stand the pain he was experiencing every day." 

●​ Academic/Nursing Student Example: "Professor, you have to change my exam score to a passing grade. 
If I fail this ethics module, my parents will take away my scholarship, and I won't be able to afford next 
semester." 

V. Argumentum ad Verecundiam (Appeal to Misplaced Authority) 

●​ Logical Flaw: Exceptional status in one arena does not grant authoritative wisdom in completely 
different fields. Commercial celebrity endorsements are frequent examples. 

●​ Legitimate Exception: Appealing to an acknowledged expert within their specialized field is legitimate 
(e.g., citing Albert Einstein on physical relativity). However, if experts within that field are currently 
disputing the point, the appeal is without value. 

●​ Academic Example: Citing Charles Darwin (evolutionary biology) to settle a pure debate on institutional 
financial morality. 

●​ Everyday Example: "This brand of vitamin supplements must be the most effective on the market 
because it is endorsed by an Olympic gold-medal basketball player." 

VI. Petitio Principii (Begging the Question) 

●​ Logical Flaw: While the premise is technically valid (if the premise is true, the conclusion is true 
because they are identical statements), it is completely empty of proof. It fails to establish the conclusion 
for an audience that does not already accept it. 

●​ Philosophical Example: "The human soul can never die, precisely because it is completely immortal." 
●​ Ethical Example: "Abortion is fundamentally wrong because it is an inherently immoral act." 

📝 Quick Knowledge Check for Active Recall 

●​ True or False: If an argument has a valid loop where the conclusion is used to support the premise, it is 
logically valid but commits the fallacy of Petitio Principii. (👉 True) 

●​ Identify the Fallacy: A commercial shows a famous actor telling the public which clinical cardiac monitor 
is safest for hospitals. (👉 Argumentum ad Verecundiam) 

●​ Identify the Fallacy: "We have to approve this clinical research extension because the primary 
investigator's house was just destroyed in a storm and they need a win." (👉 Argumentum ad 
Misericordiam) 

Lesson 8: Fallacies of Presumption & Ambiguity  
 
How hidden assumptions and slippery language undermine arguments - and how to spot them.  

 



 

 
--- 
 
What Is a Fallacy of Presumption?  
 
In Fallacies of Presumption, the arguer assumes too much within the premises. The inference to the 
conclusion depends on unwarranted, uncertain, or implausible assumptions - failing to provide a genuine 
reason to accept the final claim.  
 
--- 
 
Fallacies of Presumption  
 
I. Accident  
 
* Applies a general rule rigidly to an unusual case where it does not properly apply.  
 
**Example:** "Women earn less than men. Oprah is a woman. Therefore, Oprah earns less than male 
talk-show hosts."  
* The trend is real, but Oprah is an extreme outlier.  
 
II. Converse Accident (Hasty Generalization)  
 
* Expands a single atypical case into a sweeping general rule.  
**Example:** "Dennis Rodman wears earrings and is an excellent rebounder. Therefore, all people who wear 
earrings are excellent rebounders."  
* One instance cannot establish a reliable rule.  
 
III. False Cause  
* This fallacy infers a causal connection simply because two events are correlated or occur in sequence - *post 
hoc ergo propter hoc*: "after this, therefore because of this."  
**Temporal:** "The moon was full on Thursday. On Friday I overslept. Therefore, the full moon caused me to 
oversleep."  
**Historical:** "The Roman Empire fell after Christianity spread. Therefore, Christianity caused the fall of 
empires."  
**Superstitious:** "A fork dropped, and ten minutes later a visitor arrived. Dropping a fork foretells visitors."  
 
 IV. Complex Question  
 
* A question that embeds a hidden, unproven presupposition. Answering it forces you to validate the 
assumption - regardless of how you reply.  
* **Classic Trap:** "Have you finally stopped beating your wife?" - Answer No and you admit ongoing abuse; 
answer Yes and you admit past abuse. The prior question was never asked.  
* King Charles II once challenged scholars to explain why a dead fish overflows water but a live one does not - 
until someone tested it and found both do.  
* Always examine the question before answering it.  
 
Fallacies of Ambiguity  
 
Fallacies of Ambiguity arise from imprecise or slippery language. A word, phrase, or sentence structure shifts 
its meaning between parts of an argument. The connection  between premises and conclusion only holds if 
exactly the same meaning is used throughout.  
 
I. Equivocation  
 
* Uses a single word in one meaning in one premise, then shifts to a different meaning in another premise or 
the conclusion.  
* **"Spirits":** "Spirits are immaterial. Whiskey is a spirit. Therefore, whiskey is immaterial." - Shifts from 
metaphysical to alcoholic.  
 
* **"Rare":** "Exciting novels are rare. Rare books are expensive. Therefore, exciting novels are expensive." - 
Shifts from uncommon to scarce.  
 
II. Amphiboly  
 
* Each word is clear, but the grammatical structure is loose, creating multiple interpretations.   
**Example:** "A motorist struck a student jogging in his pickup truck."  
* Poor grammar implies the student was jogging inside the truck.  
 

 



 

 
 
 III. Accent  
 
* Ambiguity from a shift in spoken emphasis, tone, or context.  
**Vocal stress:** "Jorge turned in his assignment on time today" - implies he's usually late.  
**Signs:** "Slow Children Crossing" - a warning or an insult?  
**Context stripping:** Printing "I called him a liar. It is true!" while omitting the apology that follows.  
IV. Composition  
 
* Infers that because every individual part has a feature, the combined whole must also have it.  
**Academic:** "Every course I took was well organized. Therefore, my entire college education was 
well-organized." — Individual classes can be well-planned yet form a chaotic curriculum.  
**Physical:** "Every component of this car is lightweight. Therefore, the completed car is lightweight." — Parts 
may combine into a heavier whole.  
 
* ⚠️ Do not confuse with Converse Accident. Composition argues from each and every part to the whole.  
 
V. Division  
 
* The opposite of Composition: infers that what is true of a collective whole is automatically true of its individual 
parts.  
**Example:** "Ocelots as a species are dying out. Sparky is an ocelot. Therefore, Sparky is dying out."  
* — The species may be endangered while individual members thrive. 
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