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WHAT CAN I EXPECT TO 
GAIN FROM THIS COURSE? 

Hallo and welcome!
Hallo and welcome to the module, Critical reasoning. We are Prof Elbie van den 
Berg and Ms Motlatsi Khosi, and are your mentors for this module. The module 
has been designed to give you the opportunity to explore the basic tools of critical 
reasoning and to empower you to think for yourself. In order to become part of 
an exclusive group of people, you often have to go through some initiation rite to 
be accepted as one of the group. You could see this module as part of your initia-
tion rite into being accepted as a critical thinker.

The ability to think critically is of great value in helping you deal competently 
with ethical, social and political problems in the work situation and everyday life. 
In most humanities courses at universities lecturers expect students to under-
stand cultural diversity, to critically evaluate information and knowledge claims 
and to make responsible decisions. However, students are rarely given the oppor-
tunity to acquire these abilities in a systematic way.

The aim of this module is thus to give you the opportunity to acquire critical 
thinking tools to critically analyse and evaluate knowledge claims. If you work 
diligently you will acquire the skills to develop a critical attitude to cultural ste-
reotypes and biases. These tools are crucial to making informed decisions so that, 
when you are faced with diffi cult situations in your professional or private lives, 
you will be able to make appropriate reasoning choices.

In this module you will be asked to use a “hands-on” approach. This means that 
you will have to actively participate in the “initiation process” by answering 
questions, participating in activities and contributing to the curriculum. In this 
way, you will develop the competencies needed by an initiate into the community 
of critical thinkers. Such competencies will help you not only to understand what 
critical reasoning is about, but also to apply your knowledge and skills to make 
and to justify choices in diffi cult situations you may encounter in your work en-
vironment, your home life and interaction with your community. Remember that 
the skills and knowledge you obtain in the module can also assist you with your 
studies of other disciplines, such as Psychology, History, English Studies, Political 
Science, Communication Science, Health Care, Development Studies, Sociology, 
Information Science and Public Administration.
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Important: Read the fi rst tutorial letter in this module carefully for guidelines on 
how to organise your studies. This tutorial letter is marked as Tutorial Letter 101 
(Organisation of your studies). In this letter I share with you important information 
about the syllabus, the prescribed book, the examination, assignments, the year 
mark and examination admission. The tutorial letter also advises you on how to 
set out your study programme for the academic semester and provides valuable 
information for effectively planning your studies.

Note: Be sure to order your prescribed book immediately! The prescribed book and 
the study guide are integrated and you should work from both texts. Here are the details 
of the prescribed book:

Van den Berg, MES. 2010. Critical reasoning and the art of argumentation. 2nd edition. 
Pretoria: Unisa Press.

Initiation programme
This study guide is divided into fi ve topics. These topics are designed in such a 
way as to provide you with the opportunity to focus on realistic approaches to 
solving real-world problems. I will act as your coach or mentor and I will stress 
the interrelatedness of the skills you acquire in this course with the skills needed 
in everyday life. Together we should take great care to look at the world from 
multiple perspectives instead of looking at it through our personal set of biased 
lenses.

You will often have to do self-analysis and self-evaluation. Please bear in mind 
that you are an adult learner and that much of what you learn should be internal-
ly controlled. The breadth and depth of the competence you require in this course 
is dependent on how actively you take up your role as an initiate.

4

The “initiation ceremony” you have embarked on by registering for this module 
will consist of fi ve stages. Below I give you a very brief overview of the topics 
covered in the different stages. Although these topics are interrelated, they are 
also autonomous and each one stands on its own feet, so to speak. This means 
that you could start with any topic. For instance you could start with topic 3, ex-
plore topic 2 and then topic 4, and so on.

Notional hours: To help you to adopt a sensible and realistic study plan, we will 
provide you with an explicit indication of the notional study hours you need to 
spend on each topic of the study material. The notional study hours attached to 
this module are 120. Please remember that notional study hours refer to the actu-
al time you actively spend on reading the study guide, study the prescribed book, 
thinking about the key concepts in critical reasoning, doing the assignments and 
completing the self-activities.
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Topic 1: Introduction to critical reasoning

In topic 1 you are given the opportunity to explore what critical reason-
ing is and what it means to think for yourself. You will be the initiate em-
barking on a journey to develop your competence at critical reasoning.

On topic 1, you need to spend 10 notional hours.

Topic 2: Obstacles to clear thinking

Topic 2 gives you the opportunity to gain insight into a number of com-
mon faults (fallacies) in reasoning; you will begin to understand what 
they are and why they should be avoided. You will get the opportunity 
to reflect on your own thinking and will start on your journey to develop 
a critical attitude towards all kinds of stereotypes and biases. On topic 
2, you need to spend 20 notional hours.

Topic 3: Analysing arguments

You will hardly believe it, but if you have played your role as an active 
initiate into the society of critical thinkers, you have now reached the 
stage where you already have the basic competence to analyse and 
evaluate different kinds of arguments. Therefore, topic 3 is designed 
as an active space where you can try out your newly acquired skills. 
With our assistance, you will be given the opportunity to deconstruct 
the components of an argument, discuss the structure of an argument 
and analyse simple and complex arguments. You need to spend 25 notional hours on 
topic 3.

Topic 4: Evaluating arguments

In topic 4 we look at different types of arguments and you will be given 
ample opportunity to practise your competence at evaluating different 
kinds of arguments. You need to spend 25 notional hours on topic 4.

Topic 5: The use of arguments in different kinds of writing

In topic 5 we consider how arguments are constructed. As an initiate, 
you will construct your own arguments. We will also explore key aspects 
of writing good critical essays. The competencies acquired here will be 
of great value to you throughout your studies at Unisa. On topic 5, you 
need to spend 20 notional hours. This leaves you with 20 notional hours 
to spend on preparing for the examination.
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What should a critical thinker be able to do?
Take special note that various learning outcomes are set for each topic. Consider 
these outcomes carefully because they not only refl ect the key aspects of the 
module but, most importantly, they are indicators of how you will benefi t from 
the module if you participate actively. The outcomes of the module also serve as a 
framework for assessing whether you have passed your initiation into the society 
of critical thinkers (this is done by means of assignments and an examination).

This module is designed to enable you to

  demonstrate independent thinking, that is, thinking for yourself
  show the ability to make informed decisions that are based on facts and sub-

stantiated claims
  refl ect on your own thinking and develop a critical attitude to cultural stereo-

types and biases
  analyse and evaluate information and knowledge claims critically
  apply the key concepts of critical reasoning to constructing your own argu-

ments and writing critical essays.

Keep these learning outcomes at the back of your mind while working through 
this study guide and your prescribed book.

An invitation to get involved and to participate in activities
As your mentors, we invite you to be actively engaged in your “initiation process” 
of becoming a critical thinker and to participate in the activities. In the study 
guide and in your prescribed book there are many activities that give you the op-
portunity to develop your critical reasoning competence. Together we will do all 
these activities and explore the key concepts of critical reasoning. A good way to 
keep track of your answers and refl ections on questions and activities is to keep a 
journal. The journal will also help you to monitor your progress towards becom-
ing a critical thinker. Spoil yourself by buying an A4 hardcover exercise book 
with lots of space in which you can write down your responses and refl ections. In 
our opinion it is never a good idea to keep loose pieces of paper as these get lost 
or mixed up with other documents. A journal is practical and easy to keep and 
you can also take it with you to discussion forums. During the semester you can 
also refer to your critical reasoning journal and check your earlier responses and 
refl ections against new insights and conclusions you may have arrived at.

Remember that critical reasoning is not a “swot” subject where you merely 
memorise facts, defi nitions and key concepts. Rather you should reason, think for 
yourself and arrive at your own well-informed opinions about socio-historical, 
political, economic and ethical issues. Keeping a journal will also motivate you 
to link your previous knowledge and experience to new insights you gain on 
your journey to becoming a critical reasoner. While you participate in the ac-
tivities in the study guide and the prescribed book, ask yourself the following 
questions: Do I agree with this viewpoint? Why do I agree or disagree? What is 
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the relevance of this study material and the prescribed book to my professional, 
academic and personal contexts? What new insights, knowledge and skills have 
I gained from my studies? How can I apply these to my professional and home 
environment? What do I need to change about my worldview, ideas, beliefs and 
character in order to engage critically with the world and to make well-informed 
and responsible decisions?

Apart from suggesting that you keep a journal, we also want to share with you 
other ways of getting involved in the process of becoming a critical thinker. The 
online facility, myUnisa, offers you wonderful opportunities to explore audio and 
video clips dealing with critical reasoning issues, blogging as refl ection, keep-
ing up to date with relevant announcements about the module and discussion 
forums. myUnisa also gives you the opportunity to form your own study group 
and to get in touch with other fellow students. Should you not have a computer, 
please consult the Your Service Guide@Unisa to see where your closest Unisa stu-
dent support centre is. Computer facilities are available at such centres. Alterna-
tively, you can access myUnisa from any internet café in your nearest town.

Plagiarism
Take care not to commit plagiarism. Plagiarism is a serious offence and legally 
punishable. Plagiarism is the act of copying word for word without acknowledg-
ment from your tutorial letters and study guides, or from any other sources, such 
as extracts from books, articles, textbooks, previous tutorial letters, or from the 
Internet. Note that you also commit plagiarism if you copy the assignment of 
another student. This does not mean that you should not work together and form 
study groups, but do write your own assignments.

An assignment is designed to be a product of your own study and your own 
thoughts. It is not intended to be a piece of work which merely reproduces details, 
information or ideas from a study guide, from books or articles, or from the Inter-
net. If you do this, you commit plagiarism. All sources consulted and references 
in the assignments must therefore be acknowledged.

Why is plagiarism not permitted?

  It is an immoral act, because you are stealing another person’s words and 
ideas. It is therefore an act of dishonesty.

  It is an illegal act, because theft of another person’s property (in this case, their 
ideas and their writing) is against the law. The act can therefore be legally 
enforced.

  It is a self-defeating act, because your lecturers cannot give you marks for work 
that is not your own. You prejudice yourself because your lecturer will not be 
able to judge whether you have understood the work, and so will be in no posi-
tion to help you.

The way to avoid committing plagiarism is straightforward. You must acknowl-
edge the information and the ideas you have used in the preparation of your 
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written work. General ideas derived from other sources can be acknowledged in 
the source list or bibliography at the end of the assignment. Exact quotations will 
need a more precise reference. When you acknowledge your sources properly and 
fully, you will not be guilty of plagiarism.

Gender-sensitive language
In this study guide, we tried to be gender sensitive in our use of language. As a 
philosophy department, we consider gendered language use irrational, discrimi-
natory, unjustifi ed and unacceptable, because it excludes women who are rational 
and active members of society and at all levels of the workplace. Moreover, gen-
dered language is based on stereotypical prejudices and fallacious assumptions 
about men and women. Rather than using exclusive language in this guide (that 
is, using only male pronouns such as “he” and “his”, or speaking only of “man” 
or “men”), we have used inclusive language. Sometimes we speak of “she”, other 
times of “he” and, yet other times, of “she or he”. We also speak of “humanity”, 
“humans”, or “human beings” rather than “mankind”, or “brotherhood”. Gender 
sensitivity is important, not only in terms of language use, but also in all spheres 
of life pertaining to perceptions, attitudes and conduct.

With this background in mind, please get ready to commence your initiation into the com-
munity of critical thinkers!
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TOPIC 1

INTRODUCTION TO CRITICAL REASONING

If you actively participate in the learning opportunities provided in topic 1, you 
will acquire the competence to

  think for yourself
  think in an informed way
  do critical self-refl ection

WARM-UP ACTIVIT Y

The following are some warm up exercises to set your thought processes in mo-
tion before you embark on the journey to become a serious critical thinker (each 
question is a simplifi ed version of a real critical reasoning question). Read the 
following statements and then answer the questions about them:

(1) The best movie showing in South Africa right now is “Schuks! Your coun-
try needs you” by Leon Schuster: it has been in the number one position for 
three weeks.
(a) How can we weaken this argument?
(b) How can we strengthen this argument?

(2) All dogs have hair. Therefore, pets have hair.
(a) If so, what are the hidden assumptions?

(3) Jacob Zuma is of the opinion that all South Africans should have the oppor-
tunity to go to university. However, this argument is clearly wrong because 
he did not go to university.
(a) How can we weaken this argument?
(b) How can we strengthen this argument?

(4) Two hours ago Tsholo had a splitting headache, so she took two headache 
tablets. Tsholo still has a headache. Therefore, headache tablets are useless.
(a) How can we weaken this argument?
(b) How can we strengthen this argument?



3

INTRODUCTION TO CRITICAL REASONING

FEEDBACK

(1)  The best movie showing in South Africa right now is “Schuks! Your coun-
try needs you” by Leon Schuster: it has been in the number one position for 
three weeks.
(a)  How can we weaken this argument?

 We could show that a popular movie is not necessarily a good movie. In other 
words, just because it is popular doesn’t mean it is good.

(b) How can we strengthen this argument?
 We could show that a popular movie is always a good movie. In other words, 

there is a direct relationship between popularity and quality (probably not true 
in this case).

(2)  All dogs have hair. Therefore, pets have hair.
(a) The hidden assumption is that all pets are dogs.

(3) Jacob Zuma is of the opinion that all South Africans should have the oppor-
tunity to go to university. However, this argument is clearly wrong because 
he did not go to university.
(a) How could we weaken this argument?

 We could say that Jacob Zuma’s personal background is not related to his sug-
gestion.

(b) How could we strengthen this argument?
 We could say that Jacob Zuma’s personal background is related to his sugges-

tion.

(4)  Two hours ago Tsholo had a splitting headache, so she took two headache 
tablets. Tsholo still has a headache. Therefore, headache tablets are useless.
(a) How could we weaken this argument?

 We could say that Tsholo’s results will not necessarily be the same as the results 
of other people.

(b) How could we strengthen this argument?
 We could say that Tsholo’s results will be the same as the results of other people.

1.1 What is critical reasoning?
Critical reasoning involves the ability to actively and skilfully conceptualise, 
analyse, question and evaluate ideas and beliefs. Critical reasoning is the opposite 
of dogma. Dogma is unquestioned information — information that is embraced 
without the intervention of active thought or criticism. To reason critically is to 
question the ideas and beliefs of others and oneself and to challenge dogma and 
authority.
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When we start to question the ideas and beliefs we live by, we start to think for 
ourselves. To think for ourselves involves a critical attitude of refl ecting upon 
how we think and act. To think critically is to question the world and thus to en-
gage critically with the possibilities and alternatives which the world offers.

Please note that the terms “critical reasoning”, “critical thinking” and “clear 
thinking” are used interchangeably in this study guide. In other words, critical 
reasoning implies critical thinking or clear thinking.

Critical reasoning involves three important components of reasoning. These com-
ponents are as follows:

  Critical reasoning is thinking for yourself.
  Critical reasoning is informed reasoning.
  Critical reasoning is critical self-refl ection.

1.2 Becoming a critical thinker
Critical reasoning or critical thinking is a basic skill that all humans are born 
with, but which can be sharpened with practise. The better your ability to think 
critically, the better you will be at making good decisions in your life. The skills 
involved in critical reasoning will assist you in every area of life and study, 
whether it is deciding which political candidate to vote for or which job to take.

Keep in mind that the foundation for this module is already embedded in you. 
You can assess yourself to determine to what extent you have already acquired 
critical reasoning skills by doing the following exercises:

ACTIVITY

As was mentioned in the Orientation section to this study guide, you need to 
buy yourself a new, hardcover exercise book (size A4). Use this exercise book as 
your journal. This journal will serve as proof of your progress towards becoming 
a critical thinker. During the semester we will arrange contact sessions. Please 
bring this journal with you when you attend such sessions.

For this activity use your journal and write down what the difference in meaning 
is between the following statements (it is important to write down your opinion; 
often we think we have an opinion, but once we have to write it down, we dis-
cover that it might be fl awed):

(1)  Everybody is innocent until proven guilty.
Nobody is guilty until proven not to be innocent.

(2)  Anything you say may be used against you in a court of law.
Everything you say may be used against you in a court of law.
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(3)  If you are not religious, you are bad.
If you are religious, you are good.

(4)  If you do not vote, you may not complain about the outcome.
People who do not vote have no say.

(5)  As the economy is on a downslide, we need to save money.
We need to save money when the economy is on a downslide.

Reflection
Which of the following skills were required to fi gure out the meaning of the 
above statements? (Indicate by means of a tick.)

STATEMENT AGREE DISAGREE

You need to be able to determine how the several 
parts of an argument relate to each other.

You need to have good language skills (understand 
the language properly).

You need the ability to locate and assess the 
strengths and weaknesses of the argument.

The entire process of argumentation must be 
viewed within a certain context.

ACTIVITY

The following profi le of Julius Malema is adapted from Wikipedia, the free ency-
clopaedia (accessed 23 January, 2014, 12:00) and the Economic Freedom Fighters 
offi cial website.

Julius Malema is a South African political activist and the former president of the 
African National Congress Youth League. He is best known for his controversial 
statements and is one of the founding members of the newly established political 
party, the Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF).

Malema was raised by his mother who was a domestic worker in Seshego, Lim-
popo. According to varying reports he joined the Mashupatsela programme of 
the African National Congress at either age nine, age ten or age 14. Reports agree 
that he had received military training by the age of 14, which is when he joined 
the ANC Youth League.

Malema graduated from Mohlakaneng High School in Limpopo. In 1995 he was 
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elected as both chairman of the Youth League branch in Seshego and the regional 
chairman. In 1997 he became the chairman of the Congress of South African Stu-
dents (Cosas) for the Limpopo province and in 2001 he was elected as the national 
president of the organisation.

In 2003, as head of Cosas, Malema said in a statement that the student union 
would do anything, including “burning the prison she is locked in”, to prevent 
the jailing of Winnie Madikizela-Mandela.

Malema was elected as the president of the Youth League in April 2008, in a close 
race at a national conference held in Bloemfontein. The election – and the con-
ference – was characterised by what Malema himself later described as “unbe-
coming conduct”. Allegations of irregularities in the polling procedure saw the 
conference adjourned shortly after the election results were announced. It was 
resumed only in late June, when Malema’s election was offi cially accepted.

In June 2008 Malema made international headlines by apparently vowing that the 
Youth League would take up arms if Jacob Zuma continues to be prosecuted for 
alleged fraud and corruption. In an address to a Youth Day rally in Thaba-Nchu, 
where Zuma was in attendance, Malema said: “Let us make it clear now: we are 
prepared to die for Zuma. Not only that, we are prepared to take up arms and 
kill for Zuma.”

The remark drew widespread condemnation and complaints. The ANC partially 
distanced itself from the statement the following day, former Archbishop Des-
mond Tutu called on Malema to apologise and complaints were laid with the 
South African Human Rights Commission by several opposition political parties, 
the General Council of the Bar of South Africa and individuals.

The complaints were settled by an agreement between Malema and the Commis-
sion – facilitated by Winnie Madikizela-Mandela – that he would never use the 
word “kill” in a public statement again. Offi cial opposition party, the Democratic 
Alliance (South African), said it would continue to insist that Malema be crimi-
nally prosecuted, for incitement to commit a crime, despite the agreement.

In 2010 Malema completed his diploma in youth development through the Uni-
versity of South Africa (Unisa). In 2011 he enrolled at Unisa for the Bachelor of 
Arts degree program to study Communications and African languages.

On 30 August 2011 Malema was brought before an ANC disciplinary hearing. On 
10 November 2011 he was found guilty of contravening Rules 25.5(c) and (i) of the 
ANC constitution, which includes the charge of presenting the ANC and Presi-
dent Zuma in an unfavourable light. After a lengthy appeal process the charges 
brought against him continued and on 24 April 2012 the National Disciplinary 
Committee confi rms Malema’s expulsion and he was stripped of his title and 
membership of the ANC Youth League.

In June 2013 Malema began canvassing for his newly found political party, the 
Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF). The party calls for the removal of “imperialist 
domination” as a move towards economic emancipation for the majority of poor 
and landless people, who have very little access to quality education and decent 
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employment. In order to achieve economic emancipation, the EFF has the follow-
ing objectives:

1.  expropriation of South Africa’s land without compensation for equal redis-
tribution in use

2.  nationalisation of mines, banks and other strategic sectors of the economy, 
without compensation

3.  building state and government capacity, which will lead to the abolish-
ment of tenders

4. free quality education, healthcare, houses and sanitation
5.  massive protected industrial development to create millions of sustainable 

jobs, including the introduction of minimum wages in order to close the 
wage gap between the rich and the poor, close the apartheid wage gap and 
promote rapid career paths for Africans in the workplace

6.  massive development of the African economy and advocating for a move 
from reconciliation to justice in the entire continent

7.  open, accountable, corrupt free government and society without fear of 
victimization by state agencies

Adapted from http://effi ghters.org.za/documents/declaration/

Even though Malema was still on trial for money laundering and racketeering he 
continued his political goal of becoming South Africa’s next president. He con-
tinues his controversial politics within the EFF and is still keenly followed by the 
South African media.

Questions
(1)  What is your reaction to the above sketch of Julius Malema’s background 

and his political involvement? Use your journal and write down your re-
sponses.

(2) What is your opinion about the following statements of Malema: (a) The stu-
dent union would do anything, including “burning the prison she [Winnie-
Madikizela-Mandela] is locked in” to prevent her jailing. (b) “Let us make it 
clear now: we are prepared to die for Zuma. Not only that, we are prepared 
to take up arms and kill for Zuma.” Give reasons for your opinion.

(3) What do you think Malema is trying to achieve with the language use 
(“burning the prison” and “take up arms and kill for Zuma”) in his state-
ments? Why do you say so?

(4) What do you think about his move to start his own political party and the 
aims of the EFF?

(5)  Would you follow Malema’s authority and instructions? Why? Why not?
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FEEDBACK

In our opinion, we should be careful not to take the world, ideas, beliefs and au-
thority of other people for granted and consequently to succumb to lazy, uncriti-
cal thinking. Why do you think we need to think critically? Why can’t we just go 
along with other people’s thinking and take what we’re told for granted? Our view 
is that if we follow the authority and instructions of other people or groups of 
people blindly, then we enslave ourselves and we are vulnerable to indoctrination, 
exploitation and oppression. To think for yourself is empowering and liberating 
in the sense that it helps you make your voice heard. To make your voice heard 
means that you can challenge repressive systems and oppressive governments by 
questioning critically preconceived ideas, societal beliefs and political ideologies, 
such as racism, sexism, gender discrimination, fascism, segregation and funda-
mentalism.

Thinking for yourself entails becoming aware of how societal values, beliefs, pre-
conceived ideas and cultural attitudes infl uence your perception of others and 
yourself, and how these preconceived ideas and attitudes fashion your under-
standing of the world. When we think for ourselves, we question and challenge re-
pressive ideologies and oppressive authoritarian regulations. To subject ourselves 
uncritically to the repressive ideas and oppressive authority of others is to cease 
to reason critically. But, as the activity above demonstrates, reason can easily be 
abandoned in the face of laziness and authority.

ACTIVITY

The following is an experiment in psychology. Read the experiment carefully and 
then, in your journal, capture your answer to the questions that follow:
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Footage taken of the Milgram experiment. Here we see the participants being instructed 
on how to conduct the experiment by men in white coats. Image taken from 

http://geographicalimaginations.com/2013/09/

In the 1970s Stanley Milgram set up an experiment at Yale University in which 
participants were asked to administer electrical shocks to others. The participants 
were led to believe that those who were being shocked were taking part in a 
scientifi c study to determine the relationship between memory and punishment. 
The participants had control over how severe the shocks would be, from slight 
shock to severe shock, and when instructed to do so they were to deliver the ap-
propriate voltage. The participants (the “teachers”) are told that they are to ad-
minister the learning test to the “learners” in the other room. When the “learner” 
responds correctly, the “teacher” continues with the next item. When the “learn-
er” makes a mistake, the “teacher” is instructed to give an electric shock. They 
must start at the lowest shock level (15 volts) and increase the level each time the 
“learner” makes a mistake; going up to 30 volts, 50 volts, 150 volts and so on.

The participants could not see the people who were being shocked, although 
when the shocks were severe they could hear that their “victims” were suffering 
greatly. The “teacher” is a naïve subject who has come to the psychology labora-
tory to participate in the experiment. The “learner”, or “victim”, is an actor who 
actually receives no electric shock at all. Milgram designed the experiment to es-
tablish how far a person will proceed in a concrete situation in which he or she is 
instructed to infl ict increasing pain on others just because a legitimate authority 
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asked them to so. The point of the experiment was thus to fi nd out at what point 
the subject will refuse to obey the instructions of the experimenter.

The results showed that more than half the participants were prepared to, and 
actually gave the most severe shocks, and nearly 90 per cent increased the voltage 
when they were asked to, in spite of clearly hearing that their “victims” were in 
pain.

Milgram (1974:5–6) observes the following with regard to his experiment:

Many subjects will obey the experimenter no matter how vehement the 
pleading of the person being shocked, no matter how painful the shocks 
seem to be, and no matter how much the victim pleads to be let out. … It is 
the extreme willingness of adults to go to almost any lengths on the com-
mand of an authority that constitutes the chief fi nding of the study … ordi-
nary people, simply doing their jobs, and without any particular hostility 
on their part, can become agents in a terrible destructive process. Moreover, 
even when the destructive effects of their work become patently clear, and 
they are asked to carry out actions incompatible with fundamental stan-
dards of morality, relatively few people have the resources needed to resist 
authority.

(1)  What do you think this experiment illustrates?
(2) What lessons have you learnt from the experiment? Do you think that those 

participants who increased the voltage when they were asked to, despite the 
fact that their “victims” were obviously in pain, thought critically about their 
decisions?

FEEDBACK

According to us, Milgram’s experiment illustrates how readily we are prepared to 
relinquish reason for the comfort of obedience. It is an example of how easily we 
take things for granted and assume that the claims of authority fi gures are true.

The lesson to be learnt from the experiment is that we should be suspicious of the 
claims of authorities, rather than following their instructions blindly. As critical 
reasoner we should learn how to think independently, and critically question in-
formation and knowledge claims.

1.3 Critical reasoning competence
Critical reasoning involves the following:

  thinking for yourself
  informed reasoning
  critical self-refl ection
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Each of these components is discussed in the prescribed book Critical reasoning 
and the art of argumentation, 2010, Pretoria, Unisa Press. Please consult the relevant 
sections, and then assess your own competence in each of the sections by means 
of doing the activities.

1.3.1 Thinking for yourself

In the prescribed book (see chapter 1) it is suggested that if you think for yourself, 
question the world and offer alternative viewpoints about the way the world is 
perceived by other people.

When we say think for yourself, we don’t mean think selfi shly for yourself. We 
mean think independently. A person who thinks for herself or himself has to 
have a sense of humility, and of modesty, and of relativity because you have to 
realise that other people are also thinking for themselves and you’re bound to 
come out with something a little different from what they are thinking. In order 
to become a critical thinker, you have to have the ability to listen and the modesty 
to adjust your point of view as you gather more insights.

By doing the following activity, you can determine if you have the ability to think 
for yourself. For this activity you will need a newspaper and a pair of scissors. 
The date of the newspaper is not important, therefore you are welcome to use 
either an old or a new newspaper.

ACTIVITY

Task 1: Cut out at least seven pictures of your choice of men and group these pic-
tures together on your desk.

Task 2: From the same newspaper cut out at least seven pictures of your own 
choice of women and group them together next to those of the men.

Task 3: Compare the pictures of the men and women and ask yourself the follow-
ing questions:

  Why did you choose the particular pictures of the men?
  Why did you choose the particular pictures of the women?
  What does it tell you about yourself?
  Who is portrayed as being more professional, the men or women? Why do you 

say so?
  Who is portrayed as being more powerful? Why do you say so?
  What is the message conveyed by the difference in dress between the men and 

women?
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  What are the men in the pictures doing?
  What are the women in the pictures doing?
  What is the message conveyed by what the gender groups are doing?
  Where do you get your ideas about the difference between men and women 

from?
  What have you learnt from this exercise?

ACTIVITY

If I asked you for tips on how to learn to think for myself, which of the following 
tips would you give me?

(1) If in doubt, ask a question.
Don’t be afraid to question things. Don’t be afraid to offer a question even 
though other people in your peer group have not questioned that issue be-
fore.

(2) Place experience over authority.
If one refl ects upon what the authority fi gure is conveying to you, does it fi t 
in with your real-life experience? For example, if someone with authority 
tells you that South African taxis drive very safely, ask yourself if this fact is 
confi rmed by your experience.

(3) Understand people.
Does the person communicating with you have an agenda that might be 
infl uencing what they are telling you? What is motivating this person? Why 
do you think they think this way?

(4)  Don’t feel you have to follow the crowd.
Remember the old saying, “If Johnny puts his hand in the fi re, it does not 
mean that you have to do that too.”

(5)  Trust your feelings.
Trusting your “gut instinct” about something is often an overlooked trait. If 
something does not feel right to you there is probably something wrong (or 
at least something seriously fl awed) with what you are being told.

(6) Remain calm.
Remaining calm and collected will help you remain objective and help you 
to think clearly. If you get caught up in a heated debate and lose your cool, 
your capacity for rational thinking is diminished.
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(7) Gather the facts.
Like any good thinker would do, gather all the facts before making a judg-
ment. Ask yourself whether you have all the facts? Are there gaps in your 
knowledge that are keeping you from the truth or from the solution to a 
problem?

(8)  Look at things from different perspectives.
If you are trying to solve a problem, try approaching it in a different way. If 
one way hasn’t worked for you, try a different one! Try and see ideas or con-
cepts from different perspectives. For example, would someone growing up 
in Japan think the same way about a subject as someone from South Africa? 
To think for yourself also means being creative in the sense that you often 
have to be very imaginative and creative about other possibilities, imagine 
alternative scenarios and consider different options.

(9) Cultivate empathy.
It is easier to understand why people think the way they do if you under-
stand their situation. Empathising with people helps you understand that 
you may have a different opinion about something but that’s OK!

(10) Be brave.
It takes courage to stand up and say, “I don’t agree with you.” Be kind to 
yourself, be patient and don’t give up.

1.3.2 Thinking in an informed way

As you would have seen from your prescribed book informed reasoning is based 
on claims that can be substantiated. In other words, your opinion is based on 
fact and not on personal opinion. In today’s world where we become ever more 
involved in using technology as a resource for information, it is crucial that we 
have the ability to think in an informed way in order to be able to decipher the 
barrage of information available to us.

The ability to form and articulate opinions is extremely important in all facets of 
life. As citizens, people need to form opinions about political issues and leaders 
in order to vote responsibly. We must form opinions about social issues, and we 
form opinions about the people we work and interact with on a daily basis. How-
ever, simply having an opinion about a given topic is not enough. In this age 
of information, if we want to effectively share our opinions with others, we must 
be educated about the topics we are discussing. Whether writing a letter to the 
editor about a local issue or trying to convince your boss that you’ve developed a 
great business strategy or convincing your parents that you should have a specifi c 
privilege, presenting an informed, educated opinion is much more effective than 
sharing one based on emotion or personal experience alone.

To develop the necessary competence to make informed decisions, do the follow-
ing activity:
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ACTIVITY

(1)  Select a topic that is of interest to you. The topic should inspire at least two 
points of view. For example: “Prostitution should be legalised.”
(a)  Learn as much as you can about your topic through research.
(b) Utilise a wide variety of resources and make sure that you read infor-

mation that expresses a number of different points of view relating to 
your topic.

(c) Ask pertinent questions as you learn about the topic and look for the 
answers in your research.

(d) Assess the content: Are statements and arguments supported with facts, 
specifi c examples and clearly defi ned reasons?

(e) Form your opinion based on the facts you have learnt. Combine those 
facts with your own emotions and personal experiences. Be able to uti-
lise these facts as your key arguments when you try to convince others 
to see your point of view.

(2) Ask yourself the following questions: When you fi rst selected your topic for 
the project, did you have a preconceived opinion about the subject? If so, 
how was your opinion altered by doing research and looking for facts about 
the subject?

(3)  Do you believe your opinion would have been different if it had not been 
based on facts? If so, why and how?

(4)  Based on your experience with researching, do you think most people base 
their opinions about important issues on facts or do they use emotions, per-
sonal experience, preconceived ideas and media to shape their ideas?

(5)  In the future, do you think you will be more inclined to support your opin-
ions with facts? Why?

(6) In future conversations with people of differing opinions, do you think you 
will press them to substantiate their opinions with facts and clearly defi ned 
reasons as a means of convincing you to change your thoughts? Why?

1.3.3 Critical self-reflection

Please consult your prescribed book to see what the author’s opinion is about 
critical self-refl ection. Based on what the author says in the prescribed book, 
please indicate whether the following questions are TRUE or FALSE:
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ACTIVITY

TRUE FALSE
(1)  Critical self-refl ection is a purposive process relying on 

thinking.
(2)  Critical self-refl ection is an act of examining one’s own 

thoughts.
(3)  Critical self-refl ection is the capacity of humans to exer-

cise introspection.
(4)  Critical self-refl ection is related to self-knowledge and 

self-awareness.

Self-reflection activity
As a starting point for developing your competence at critical self-refl ection, it 
would be useful to express your views on the following issues. Use your journal 
to write down a paragraph or two on each of the following controversial topics. In 
each case, ask yourself why you hold this particular view. Keep a record of your 
responses because you will revisit them when you do the critical self-refl ection 
activity in topic 2, paragraph 2.1; preconceived ideas.

(1)  Marriage
(2) Single parenting
(3) Racial differences
(4) Gender differences
(5)  Homosexuality
(6) Heterosexuality
(7) HIV/AIDS
(8)  What am I?
(9) Who am I?

(10) How do other people see me?

In summary
Do you agree that many of the problems we face in our lives result from a lack 
of clarity in our thinking about what is real, true and essential? In our opinion, 
it is rare to fi nd a person who takes the time to think clearly about things. In our 
fast-paced, over-stimulated, I-want-it-quickly society, our response to something 
is often based on preconceived ideas.

What is most important to us in this course is that you learn how to think, as op-
posed to replicating some preconceived ideas. One of the main benefi ts of critical 
thinking is that it allows you to reach independent conclusions about the world 
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and about yourself. The next topic we will be exploring in this study guide, deals 
with obstacles that prevent us from thinking clearly.
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OBSTACLES TO CLEAR THINKING

If you actively participate in the learning opportunities provided in topic 2, you 
will acquire the competence to:

  recognise the obstacles to clear thinking
  shy away from fallacies, stereotypes and preconceived ideas.

ACTIVITY

Carefully consider the following pictures and then, in your journal, answer the 
questions that follow (for your own benefi t you should write down your respons-
es because you will need to revisit them again):

(1)  The twins
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(2) Drag queen

(3) Papuans

(1)  In your opinion, what kind of work does each of the people pictured above 
do?

(2) Do you think that these people are married? Why? Why not?
(3)  Which economic class does each of them belong to: poor, middle class or 

privileged? Why?
(4)  Which gender “category” does each of them belong to: male, female, inter-

sexed, transgender or no particular gender? Why do you say so?
(5)  Which tribe/race does each of them belong to? Why?
(6) Do you think that the people pictured above are violent? Why? Why not?
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FEEDBACK

In your journal, critically consider your responses to the questions above. Did you 
look at the pictures with an unbiased mind, or were you infl uenced by your own 
perceptions of what professional people, married people, rich people or poor peo-
ple look like?

As you will see when you consult your prescribed book (see chapter 2), two main 
obstacles to clear thinking have been identifi ed. They are: preconceived ideas and 
fallacies. Please read this section of the prescribed book carefully. Preconceived 
ideas could be broadened to include social conditioning, labelling and stereotypes.

The section below will give you the opportunity to learn to recognise these 
obstacles to clear thinking. However, before you move on with your process of 
becoming an initiated critical thinker, we would like to advise you to rent a copy 
of the DVD “Thank you for not smoking” from your nearest video store. Sit back 
in front of the TV and enjoy the DVD – the text and visuals provide wonderful 
material for critical thinking. After having watched the movie, please join the 
Unisa discussion forum about central themes of interest.

2.1 SOCIAL CONDITIONING (seeing only what we expect to see)
I am sure you will agree with me that we all inherit or assimilate certain biased 
attitudes and values from our parents, schools, friends, and so on. Many of these 
attitudes and values come to us before we are able to test them for their validity. 
Later on in life, some of these attitudes and values seem to be obviously true and 
we do not think about whether we need to question them. Simply by the accident 
of birth, we fi nd ourselves in a particular place at a particular time in history. The 
customs, social institutions and material setting of that place and time decisively 
infl uence the way we see the world. This background frames our view so much 
that it is only with diffi culty that we can turn around and critically assess the 
framework itself.

ACTIVITY

On the CD-ROM you received with this course, there is an interesting activity 
illustrating that we are conditioned to see only what we want to see. Access your 
own preconceived ideas, which are the result of social conditioning, by doing the 
activity. Select clip 1 from your CD and read out loud the colours, and not the 
words, you see.
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FEEDBACK

Did you read the correct colours or were you infl uenced by the visual colours of the 
words? This activity clearly illustrates our social conditioning.

2.1.1 Preconceived ideas

Preconceived ideas are ideas that decisively infl uence our thinking, but which 
we have not critically refl ected upon. They are based on the ideas learnt from 
interacting with other people within your community and are the result of social 
conditioning (see 2.1 above). As you will see if you consult your prescribed book, 
not all preconceived ideas are fallacious (based on false assumptions). However, 
we must constantly consider our preconceived ideas critically to test their valid-
ity. In critical reasoning we ask about the grounds for holding a belief. Do these 
grounds withstand rational scrutiny? Is there suffi cient evidence to support the 
belief? Is the belief appropriate in its context? What weight should we give to 
counterarguments and counterexamples? And so on.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following story and try out the activity on your friends:

A man and his son are driving together on a stormy night. They have an accident 
in which the father is killed and his son badly injured. The boy is taken to the local 
hospital and requires urgent surgery. He is prepared for the operation and wheeled 
into the theatre. The surgeon arrives, looks at the boy and says, “I cannot operate on 
my own son”. How is this possible?

FEEDBACK

To many people the story presents a riddle. But the answer is obvious. The surgeon 
is the boy’s mother. The story is a riddle only if we have a preconceived idea which 
associates being a surgeon with being male. There is no good reason to hold this 
idea.

Below we explore how preconceived ideas such as social conditioning, labelling 
and stereotyping affect our capacity for critical reasoning. The topic of precon-
ceived ideas is an interesting fi eld and it is worth exploring the various forms of 
preconceived ideas, ranging from racial and gender stereotypes to the inability to 
see ourselves clearly. For more information you could search for the topic on the 
Internet or you could read more about it. Here are some internet sources you may 
wish to consult: en.wikipedia.org, Google.com, racerelations.about.com, and www.
Questia.com. Also try www.altavista, www.dogpile.com and www.wisenut.com.
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Preconceived ideas are embedded in, and borrow their “obviousness” from, our 
social conditioning framework. The ideal of critical thinking is to step outside this 
framework and make judgments in the manner of an ideal observer. While the 
standard of absolute objectivity may be regarded as a regulative ideal, it would be 
naive to think that this can be achieved, especially when it comes to issues such 
as morality, justice and aesthetics. But scepticism about the possibility of absolute 
objectivity need not defl ect us from attempting to achieve some distance from our 
social backgrounds and the preconceived ideas we grew up with. Social condition-
ing is an obstacle to critical reasoning, but it is not an insurmountable obstacle.

As we learn the names for different things and how to go about operating as hu-
man beings in society, we are told what is good and what is bad, what is to be 
desired and what is to be avoided, and what it means to be in the world in general. 
Most of this is perfectly innocent and practical, but our parents’ or guardians’ 
various judgments of themselves and of the world will creep in whether we are 
aware of it or not. In simplifi ed terms, some people have a positive outlook on life 
while others have a negative outlook, and whether our parents believe they live in 
a world that is threatening and negative, or one that is helpful and positive, will 
have a deep impact on our psyche.

If our parents live in the illusion that money is important, politicians are corrupt, 
marriage is nothing special, and work is tedious, then that becomes part of our 
own outlook as well. Some of these negative beliefs are so deeply ingrained in our 
society that we don’t even notice them, and they then become stuck in our subcon-
scious while our context and perspective are still relatively limited.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following claims (or opinions) about two people from different 
backgrounds and then answer the questions that follow:

Claim: Peter grew up in the wealthy northern suburbs of Johannesburg.
Therefore, Peter is likely to believe in the values of individuality and the superiority 
of capitalism.

Claim: Paul grew up in the poor suburb of Alexandra.
Therefore, Paul is likely to believe in the value of community and the superiority of 
socialism.

(1)  Do you think that these claims are based on sound reasoning? Why? Why 
not?

(2) Would you say that these claims are based on preconceived ideas? Why? 
Why not?

(3)  What preconceived ideas are embedded in these arguments?
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FEEDBACK

These claims are not outcomes of refl ective critical reasoning. Rather, they are as-
sumptions based on preconceived ideas about socioeconomic class and personal 
identity and values.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following pictures carefully then choose whether you associate each 
picture with good or bad news; a good or bad omen; or no association. Select clip 
2 from your CD for a more interactive experience of these pictures. In the blank 
spaces next to pictures, explain why you have made the particular choice.

Thinking about where your beliefs come from

Picture Good 
news

Bad 
news

Good 
omen

Bad 
omen None Reason
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Thinking about where your beliefs come from

Picture Good 
news

Bad 
news

Good 
omen

Bad 
omen None Reason

FEEDBACK

As critical reasoners we must examine systematically our own preconceived ideas. 
This does not mean that your ideas must change. Critical reasoning does not tell 
you what to think, nor does it advocate any particular set of ideas or beliefs as the 
correct ones. The entire set of ideas that you inherited may turn out to be rationally 
defensible (although this is very unlikely).
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2.1.2 Labelling

Labels are a useful way of focusing on a particular feature of a group of people or 
things when that feature is relevant to the context.

For example, when we are discussing which venue to use for a meeting, we may 
label someone as “disabled”. Here the label would be relevant to the considerate 
treatment of someone who is confi ned to a wheelchair. But labelling people may 
sometimes hide other important and relevant features and cause us to prejudice 
someone’s interests. Labelling someone as a “doctor” may encourage us to accept 
her opinions on matters outside her area of expertise. Labelling a political party 
“democratic” may encourage us to accept its policies blindly just because we sup-
port the ideals of democracy. In South Africa the racial labels “black” and “white” 
have caused us to focus on the differences between people, thus tending to over-
look important and relevant attributes that people have in common.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following example of labelling and then respond to the questions 
that follow:

I knew a man who had lost the use of both eyes. He was called a “blind man”. He 
could also be called an expert typist, a conscientious worker, a good student, a 
careful listener, a man who wanted a job. But he couldn’t get a job in the depart-
ment store order room where employees sat and typed orders which came over the 
telephone. The personnel man was impatient to get the interview over. “But you’re 
a blind man,” he kept saying, and one could almost feel his silent assumption that 
somehow the incapacity in one aspect made the man incapable in every other. So 
blinded by the label was the interviewer that he could not be persuaded to look 
beyond it (Allport 1954).

(1) Do you think that the outcome of the interview would have been different if 
the interviewer was aware of the obstacle of labelling?

(2) What is your opinion about labelling people?
The following are some of the answers I received when I asked this question 
to different people:
Person X: I think it is stupid, although I have to admit it I also do it, but I 
think it is better to get to know a person before you make judgments.
Person Y: Labelling people dehumanises them. However, sometimes this 
might be appropriate to do, (paedophiles, rapists, etc), but for the most part it 
is not.
Person Z: I think it’s wrong. But I don’t care if other people do it. I just don’t. 
I feel that puts me above everyone else in that way.

(3)  Do you also sometimes label people?
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(a)  What is your opinion about the answers provided above?
(b) With which answer do you associate best?
(c)  Why do you agree or disagree with the answer provided by Person Y?

FEEDBACK

Labels form an obstacle to critical reasoning because they often invite us to look 
at the label rather than at what is being labelled. Instead of being a convenient tool 
for communication, they become a way of oversimplifying a complex situation and 
encouraging prejudice.

For instance, when we play a card game, all we need to know is the value of the 
cards. The details of the pictures do not change the values; so they remain invis-
ible. Card players need only label the card. That thinking habit works well in a 
card game, but we often use this same mental shortcut in the “real world”. We see 
people or situations only long enough to assign a label or category. Then we deal 
with the label instead of the reality – and that prevents clear thinking.

2.1.3 Stereotypes

We need labels to make quick judgments, but relying on labels leads to stereotyp-
ing and prejudice. We ignore individual differences. Soon we see only the label.

We usually stereotype groups to which we do not belong. The poor stereotype 
the rich and the rich stereotype the poor. Kids stereotype “old folks”, who in turn 
stereotype “today’s kids”. We have trouble identifying members of groups we ste-
reotype. To us, “they all look alike”. Police offi cers notice this when witnesses try 
to pick the guilty person out of a line-up consisting entirely of one ethnic group.

Many of us hold a stereotype that “bad guys” should look bad; learnt no doubt 
from watching movies and television. But the most evil criminals can look very 
ordinary. Believers in the “criminal stereotype” sometimes protect themselves 
against the label only to fall victim to the reality. (In this regard, refer to the fi rst 
activity for topic 2 and your responses to the pictures.)

Nations at war create stereotypes to label the enemy. Soldiers fi nd killing humans 
like themselves diffi cult. So, propaganda departments create labels for the enemy 
so that they appear less than human, and therefore more “killable”. When those 
stereotyped believe the label applied to them it becomes a “self-fulfi lling proph-
ecy”. The label encourages behaviour that makes the label come true.

The cross-race effect
The inability to recognise members of another race is called the cross-race effect 
or cross-race bias.



27

OBSTACLES TO CLEAR THINKING

Studies have shown that we are more likely to holistically process the faces of 
members of our own race because of the familiarity from spending more time 
with people of our own race. But when it comes to members of another race we 
tend to use “feature processing” mechanism when facing unfamiliar people and 
contexts. (Information adapted from Wikipedia, accessed 23 January, 2014.)

ACTIVITY

The South African National Anthem is made up of Xhosa, Sotho, Afrikaans and 
English. The fi rst two paragraphs were taken from Enoch Sotonga’s composition 
entitled Nkosi Sikelel iAfrica. Die Stem van Suid-Afrika comes from a poem written 
by CJ Langenhoven. (Information obtained from Wikipedia, accessed on 25 Janu-
ary, 2014.)

Read the National Anthem below and then respond to the questions that fol-
low. Select clip 3 from your CD for a more interactive experience of the National 
Anthem.

Nkosi sikelel’ iAfrika
Maluphakanyisw’ uphondo lwayo
Yizwa imithandazo yethu
Thina lusapho lwayo

Morena boloka setjhaba sa heso,
O fedise dintwa le matshwenyeho.
O se boloke ... o se boloke,
Setjhaba sa heso,
setjhaba sa South Africa, South Africa.

Uit die blou van onse hemel,
Uit die diepte van ons see;
Oor ons ewige gebergtes
Waar die kranse antwoord gee.

Sounds the call to come together,
and united we shall stand.
Let us live and strive for freedom,
In South Africa our land.

(1) How does the National Anthem make you feel? Do you feel comfortable 
with it? If not, why not?

(2) Do you sing along at occasions, such as sports gatherings and graduation 
ceremonies, where the National Anthem is played?

(3)  Do you sing all four verses of the Anthem? If not, why not?
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(4)  Statistics have shown that most people feel uncomfortable when they have to 
sing the National Anthem. In your opinion, what are the reasons for this?

FEEDBACK

The answers can be found by understanding people’s discomfort against the back-
drop of their cultural stereotypes that are based on ignorance, fear, lack of knowl-
edge of metaphorical language use in different cultures and a need (conscious or 
unconscious) to protect group identity.

Most judgments of people based on membership in a group are likely to be based 
on stereotyping. Statements that begin with “people like you”, or “you people” are 
likely stereotypes even if you believe they are factual. In my opinion the best way 
to overcome a stereotype is by personal contact. The more individuals in a group 
you know personally, the more diffi cult it is to believe a stereotype. In this regard, 
I would like to encourage you to make contact with fellow students who belong 
to cultural group other than yours, because exposure to individual differences is 
part of a true education. Travel can have the same effect. As simple a stereotype as 
“Scandinavians are blue-eyed blondes” is challenged by a trip to Sweden, Finland, 
or Denmark where simple observation proves it false.

Stereotypes are generalisations, or assumptions, that people make about the char-
acteristics of all members of a group, based on an image (often wrong) about what 
people in that group are like.

The Holocaust was the destruction of European Jews by the Nazis through an of-
fi cially sanctioned, government ordered, systematic plan of mass annihilation. As 
many as six million Jews died, almost two thirds of the Jews of Europe. Although 
the Holocaust took place during World War II, the war was not the cause of the 
Holocaust. The war played a role in covering up the genocide of the Jewish people.

How could this have happened? The answers can be found by understanding how 
violence of this magnitude can evolve out of prejudice based on ignorance, fear, 
and misunderstanding about minority groups and other groups who are different 
from ourselves.

ACTIVITY

Use the following grid to assess whether the answers you gave in the fi rst activity 
for topic 2 are the result of social conditioning, labelling or stereotyping:
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Your responses Social conditioning Labelling Stereotyp-
ing

Responses to picture 1

Responses to picture 2

Responses to picture 3

Critical self-reflection
In topic 1, you had the opportunity to explore what it means to think for yourself 
and to become a critical thinker. At the end of topic 1 in the critical self-refl ection 
exercise we suggested that, as a starting point in developing your competence 
at critical self-refl ection, it would be useful to express your views on some con-
troversial issues. Let us now take critical self-refl ection a step further. Return to 
your earlier responses to the topics (marriage, single parenting, racial differences, 
gender differences, etc) that you wrote down in your journal and consider the fol-
lowing questions:

(1)  Did you label or stereotype the persons in your responses?
(2) If you used labelling and stereotyping, do you think it was the result of so-

cial conditioning and even a defence against discomfort?
(3)  At this stage of your initiation process in becoming a critical thinker, I con-

sider it appropriate to challenge you by asking two more questions.
(a) Do you want everyone to be like you?
(b) But who are you and whom do you represent?
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2.2 Fallacies
If you consult you prescribed book, you will see that a fallacy is a deceptive argu-
ment that tries to persuade us to accept the claim that is being advanced, but the reasons 
in support of the claim are irrelevant or inappropriate. Put differently, a fallacy is an 
error in reasoning. This differs from a factual error, which is simply being wrong 
about the facts.

As you will see, we address some basic background information on fallacies in 
the prescribed book. In this study guide, we shed some more light on the topic. 
Please remember that while it is important to consult both sources, the outcome 
of the learning process should be that you will be able to recognise inadequacies 
in arguments. In the section below, we will introduce you to various kinds of fal-
lacies. There are many more types of fallacies that are not covered in this study 
guide, such as the argument from ignorance, appeal to force (or coercion), appeal 
to the masses, appeal to pity, appeal to spite, shifting the burden of proof, post 
hoc reasoning, red herring fallacy, affi rming the consequent, denying the ante-
cedent, et cetera.

Should you be interested in knowing more about these fallacies, you can research 
them on the internet or read more about them. The following are useful internet 
sites: www.epscohost.com; www.en.wikipedia.com; and www.google.com. Also 
listen to various examples of fallacies: YouTube – Funny Fallacies: The argument 
from ignorance www.youtube.com/watch. Here are the titles of some books 
(also listed in the bibliography at the end of this study guide) on the topic you 
can read: Teays (2003) Second thoughts: critical thinking for a diverse society; Kahane 
and Cavender (2006) Logic and contemporary rhetoric; Butterworth and Thwaites 
(2005) Thinking skills; Thomson (2006) Critical reasoning: a practical introduction and 
 Vorobej (2006) A theory of argument (2006).

2.2.1 Slippery slope argument

A slippery slope argument leads one from seemingly unimportant and obviously 
true fi rst premises to calamitous and exaggerated consequences in the conclusion.

The “slippery slope” argument format is essentially that if you make any excep-
tions to a rule, or if you make rules that depend on fi ne distinctions, pretty soon 
people will be ignoring the rule or rules entirely because they won’t accept the 
difference between the exception and everything else. This kind of fallacy is also 
known as the “give an inch”, or the “crack in the foundation” argument. As the 
names suggest, the point of departure in this kind of “argument” is that if you al-
low exceptions to a rule, it creates a slope away from the absoluteness of the rule, 
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down which people will slide further and further until they will not obey the 
rule at all. In other words, “if you give people an inch, they will take a mile”.

Usually this kind of “argument” has the following form:

(1) Event X has occurred (or will or might occur).
(2) Therefore event Y will inevitably happen.

This sort of “reasoning” is fallacious because there is no reason to believe that one 
event must inevitably follow from another without an argument for such a claim. 
This is especially clear in cases in which there are a signifi cant number of steps or 
gradations between one event and another.

You can read more on the topic by consulting the following website:

http://www.garlikov.com/philosophy/slope.htm

Examples of slippery slope arguments

(1)  “We have to stop the rise in tuition fees at Unisa! The next thing you know, 
they’ll be charging R10 000 a semester!”

(2)  “South Africa shouldn’t get involved in the confl icts in other countries. Once 
the government sends in a few troops, it will then send in thousands to die.”

(3) “You can never give anyone a break. If you do, they’ll walk all over you.”
(4) “We’ve got to stop them from banning pornography. Once they start ban-

ning one form of literature, they will never stop. Next thing you know, they 
will be burning all the books!”

Here is a more extended example of a slippery slope “argument”:

Cigarette smokers are being prevented from smoking wherever they want to. Being 
prevented from doing something is an interference in someone’s liberty. Liberty is 
at the very foundation of our democratic principles. Without the protection of per-
sonal liberty, democracy is threatened. Therefore, preventing people from enjoying a 
cigarette in a cinema is a direct threat to our democratic principles.

2.2.2 Straw man argument
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A straw man is someone without substance, who can be easily defeated. Some-
times an opponent will respond to an arguer’s claim by interpreting it in a way 
that makes it easy for him to knock down the argument. He deliberately ignores 
the strong points of the argument and attacks a straw man. For example:

Suppose an arguer claims that non human animals should be accorded rights to pro-
tect them from unnecessary suffering because of their sensitivity to pain. A respon-
dent says that this is unacceptable because animals are stupid and therefore would 
not be able to claim their rights anyway.

Note that this is not what was claimed in the original argument. The opponent 
attacks a straw man, rather than the real issue.

To identify a straw man argument, you must be familiar enough with the topic 
in question to recognise when someone is setting up a caricature. Understanding 
when someone is using this deceptive tactic is the best way to call attention to the 
weakness of the straw man position.

Another example of a straw man argument can be seen in the following hypo-
thetical situation between a child and his parent:

Child: “Can we get a dog?”
Parent: “No.”
Child: “It would protect us.”
Parent: “Still, no.”
Child: “Why do you want to leave us and our house unprotected?”

In the prescribed book the straw man argument is discussed in greater detail. 
Please look at those discussions and the examples carefully.

ACTIVITY

Go to the exercise at the end of chapter 2 of your prescribed book. Read through 
this exercise and identify all the straw man arguments.
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2.2.3 Begging the question

As you will see in your prescribed book, the fallacy of begging the question 
occurs when what is supposedly proved by the conclusion of an argument is 
already assumed to be true in the premises. In other words, the very thing you 
are trying to prove (your conclusion) is presupposed in the supporting argument 
(your premises). This is sometimes called “circular reasoning”. Carefully look 
at the following example and then also look at the examples in your prescribed 
book:

Deliberately ending the life of a foetus is murder. So it should be clear that abortion 
is nothing but the illegal killing of the foetus.

The premise of this argument and its conclusion make exactly the same claims, 
because “abortion” means the “deliberate ending of the life of a foetus” and “mur-
der” means “illegal killing”. The premise gives no support to the conclusion and 
the argument begs the question.

The fallacies discussed above make it clear why it is important to know how to 
take apart an argument and examine its constituent parts. By moving beyond the 
wordiness, it is possible to look at each piece individually and see that we just 
have the same ideas being presented more than once.

2.2.4 Equivocation

The fallacy of equivocation occurs when a word is used in one sense in one part 
of an argument and in a different sense in another part of the same argument.

Example:

Helen M Alvaré provides the following example of equivocation (Cozic & Petrik-
en 1995:24):

The elements of the moral argument on the status of unborn life … strongly favour 
the conclusion that this unborn segment of humanity has a right not to be killed, at 



34

TOPIC 2

least. Without laying out all the evidence here, it is fair to conclude from medicine 
that the humanity of the life growing in a mother’s womb is undeniable and, in 
itself, a powerful reason for treating the unborn with respect.

Analysis of the example:

This argument equivocates on the word “humanity” — “the condition of being 
human”— which means “of, … or characteristic of mankind” ([The] Random 
House College Dictionary 1975, sv “humanity”). The two relevant meanings here 
are:

(1) “of mankind”, meaning being a member of the human species.
(2) “characteristic of mankind”. For instance, the “human heart” is “human” in 

this sense, since it is not a human being, but is the kind of heart characteris-
tic of human beings.

Applying this to Alvaré’s argument, it is true that the “humanity” of an embryo 
or foetus is medically undeniable, in the second sense of “human” — that is, it is 
a “human embryo or foetus”. It is, however, an equivocation on “human” to con-
clude, as Alvaré did, that it “has a right not to be killed”. Parts of the human body 
are “human” in this sense, but it is only a whole human being who has a right to 
life. For example:

the humanity of the patient’s appendix is medically undeniable but it would be 
absurd to claim that the appendix has a right to life and should, therefore, not be 
surgically removed.

Exposition:

Equivocation is the type of ambiguity which occurs when a single word or 
phrase is ambiguous, and this ambiguity is not grammatical but lexical. So, when 
a phrase equivocates, it is due not to grammar, but to the phrase as a whole hav-
ing two distinct meanings.

Of course, most words are ambiguous, but context usually makes a univocal 
meaning clear. Also, equivocation alone is not fallacious, though it is a linguistic 
booby trap which can trip people into committing a fallacy. The fallacy of equivo-
cation occurs when an equivocal word or phrase makes an unsound argument 
appear sound. Consider the following example:

All banks are beside rivers. Therefore, the bank (= the fi nancial institution) where I 
deposit my money is beside a river.

In this argument, there are two unrelated meanings of the word “bank”:

(1)  In the fi rst instance, “bank” refers to a riverside.
(2) In the second instance “bank” refers to a fi nancial institution.

This “argument” commits the fallacy of equivocation because the word “bank” is 
used in one sense in the fi rst part of the argument and in a different sense in the 
second part of the same argument.

In your prescribed book more examples of equivocation are included.
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2.2.5 Complex question

The fallacy of the complex question occurs when two or more questions are dis-
guised as one question.

Here is an example:

Is it government’s unlawful conduct or moral decline that brought the South Afri-
can economy to its knees?

In this example two questions are rolled into one and premeditate a particular 
answer. The answer to the fi rst question may be “yes”, while the answer to the 
second question may be “no”.

Another example of the fallacy of the complex question is:

Have you stopped beating your wife and children?

How is the person being addressed supposed to answer this question? If he 
answers “Yes”, then he is admitting that he has been beating his wife and chil-
dren. If he answers “No”, then he is admitting that he is still beating his wife and 
children.

Consider the next example of a court of law case brought against a person, who 
killed an attacker in self-defence:

Where did you hide the weapon you used to kill the deceased?

The answer to the hidden, unasked question, “Did you use a weapon to kill the 
deceased?” is assumed, thereby creating the fallacy.

2.2.6 Faulty analogy

The error of faulty analogy occurs when a comparison is made between two dif-
ferent things, and there are no relevant similarities between them. For example:
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Someone argues that interracial marriages that result in mixed -race children produce in-
ferior children. She draws an analogy between dog breeding and child rearing. She argues 
that the best dogs are judged to be those which are of the purest breeding, from parents of 
the same breed – and so the best children are those from parents of the same race group.

In this argument the error of faulty analogy is committed because dog breed-
ing and child rearing are not analogous cases – there are many dissimilarities 
between having children and breeding dogs. The purpose of breeding dogs is 
to retain the features of the breed, while the purpose of having children is not to 
retain the features of a particular race.

The fallacy of faulty analogy is discussed in greater detail in your prescribed 
book.

ACTIVITY

We have now explored six different types of fallacies. These fallacies can be 
categorised as distraction fallacies. Distraction fallacies are discussed in greater 
detail in your prescribed book.

On the myUnisa discussion forum some more examples of distraction fallacies 
are posted. We would like to strongly advise you to visit the site and identify 
together with your fellow students each of the different kinds of fallacies.

(1)  Do you support freedom and the right to bear arms?
(2) Have you stopped using illegal sales practices?
(3)  If we pass laws against fully automatic weapons, then it won’t be long before 

we pass laws on all weapons, and then we will begin to restrict other rights, 
and fi nally we will end up living in a communist state. Thus, we should not 
ban fully automatic weapons.

(4)  Since scientists cannot prove that global warming will occur; it probably 
won’t.

(5)  Since you cannot prove that ghosts do not exist, they must exist.
(6) You should never gamble. Once you start gambling you will fi nd it hard to 

stop. Soon you are spending all your money on gambling, and eventually 
you will turn to crime to support your earnings.

(7) You can be sure that we will give you an honest deal on a second-hand car 
because we are always straight and honest whenever anybody buys a car 
from us.

(8)  Those who support gun control are wrong; they believe that no one should 
have the right to defend themselves.

(9) Don’t even think about his position. Opposing the death penalty means let-
ting criminals walk away from crimes scot free and giving them the green 
light to murder anyone they choose.

(10) Marriage without love is like driving a car without brakes.
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2.2.7 Ad hominem argument

An ad hominem argument attacks the character or circumstances of the person 
who is making a claim rather than challenging the claim itself.

Example:

Mrs Ntuli’s argument is exactly what one can expect from an atheist like her.

In this example the person is attacked rather than the soundness of her argument.

Note that there are three forms of an ad hominem argument:

  a personal attack on a person’s character
  an attack on the circumstances of the person advancing a claim, and
  an attack on a person’s interests

These three forms of ad hominem arguments are explained in detail in chapter two 
of your prescribed book. Study this section in your textbook to get a clear under-
standing of how ad hominem arguments can be presented in different ways.

2.2.8 False appeal to authority

The fallacy of false appeal to authority takes place when an authority or famous 
person is quoted in order to get the conclusion the speaker wants (rather than 
providing solid evidence to confi rm or refute the claim). The fallacy of false ap-
peal to authority occurs when the “authority” cited is not an expert in the fi eld 
under discussion. For example:

There is nothing wrong with human cloning. I know this because my medical doc-
tor said that human cloning is morally justifi ed.

The authority cited in this example is an expert in the fi eld of medicine, but he 
or she is not an expert in the fi eld of ethics. To get his claim accepted, the arguer 
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is committing the fallacy of false appeal to authority because he is quoting an 
authority who is not, in fact, an authority in the fi eld being discussed.

2.2.9 False dilemma

The fallacy of false dilemma occurs when an “either-or” choice is presented 
when, in fact, there are more than two alternatives. Here is an example:

Let’s face it, John. Either you are going to be aggressive and show her who’s the 
boss or you are going to let her walk all over you. I don’t need to tell you what you 
should do. A man’s gotta do what a man’s gotta do.

Here the fallacy of false dilemma is committed because the arguer presents only 
two alternatives when, in fact, there are more options available for dealing with 
the situation at hand. This kind of either-or argument ignores the complexity of 
the issue.

2.2.10 Hasty generalisation

This fallacy occurs when a generalisation is made on the basis of insuffi cient 
evidence. For example:

Mr Williams claims: “All good engineers are men because I have not come across 
any good female engineers”.

Here Mr Williams commits the fallacy of hasty generalisation because he has not 
looked into all cases of engineers, male or female. The reason Mr Williams offers 
for his claim or generalisation is insuffi cient or ill-considered.

ACTIVITY

We have now explored four other types of fallacies: ad hominem arguments; false 
appeal to authority; false dilemma; and hasty generalisation. These fallacies can 
be categorised as emotion fallacies. These emotion fallacies are explained in 
more detail in your prescribed book.

Study the following passages and identify the kind of fallacy committed:

(1) America: love it or leave it.
(2) Colonel Smit has been a soldier for most of his life. He should know whether 

the invasion of Iraq was justifi ed or not.
(3) The MP has claimed that the salaries of the members of the House should be 
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raised because business executives with fewer responsibilities get paid more, 
and that MPs’ salaries have not kept up with infl ation. But listen, that’s non-
sense. He’s a politician, and, of course, wants to raise the pay of politicians.

(4)  Either you support our socialist ideals, or you are a capitalist.
(5)  The theory of evolution cannot be true. The Bible says the world was created 

in seven days.
(6) Every person is either wholly good or wholly evil.
(7) As an academic professor, Smith has shown himself to be biased and unsci-

entifi c. It is pathetic to see Professor Smith, a non-South African, deploring 
conditions here when his own country calls for social and moral regenera-
tion.

(8)  English people are not very logical. They are suspicious of theorists.

In summary
We have noted several common fallacies in reasoning. But an argument can fail 
in many other ways. The point is not to look out for particular fallacies only, but 
to develop a sense of when an argument is going astray. We can only develop this 
sense with practise. In subsequent topics you will be introduced to the techniques 
of argument analysis and argument evaluation in detail. But, in the end, success-
ful critical and philosophical reasoning relies on acquiring a knack for recognis-
ing bad arguments.
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IDENTIFYING AND ANALYSING ARGUMENTS

If you actively participate in the learning opportunities provided in topic 3, you 
will acquire the competence to:

  identify arguments
  analyse simple and complex arguments

As part of your induction process into critical reasoning, we would like to intro-
duce you to Socrates and Plato, two well-known and famous male philosophers, 
and Aspasia, a relatively unknown woman philosopher who has been called the 
most important woman of the 5th century BC in Athens, Greece.

Socrates (pronounced: sɒkrəti z) (c. 
469–399 BC), is the most enigmatic fi g-
ure in Greek philosophy, known only 
through the classical accounts of this 
students. Plato’s dialogues are the most 
comprehensive accounts of Socrates.

Plato (pronounced: pleɪtoʊ) (c. 428–347 BC), 
is the best known and most widely studied 
of all the ancient Greek philosophers. Along 
with his teacher, Socrates, and his student, 
Aristotle, Plato helped to lay the foundation 
of science and Western philosophy.

Aspasia (pronounced: Aspasia) (c. 470–400 
BC), was well-known for her distinguished 
philosophical rhetoric, political infl uence 
and intellectual charism. In Plato’s writings 
it is claimed that Aspasia helped compose 
Pericles’ famous Funeral Oratory, and that 
she trained Pericles and Socrates in political 
philosophy and oratory.
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As you can see from their pictures, these famous philosophers were born quite 
some time before you drew your fi rst breath. However, their arguments form part 
of the classic history of the subject fi eld of philosophy and as such you will see 
them in action below.

3.1 What is an argument?

ACTIVITY

Before you continue exploring this topic, please listen to clip 4 of your CD.

This multimedia learning experience will give you an opportunity to understand 
what we mean by “argument” in critical reasoning and to practise your skills in 
argumentation. The soundtrack is a debate on the issue of Affi rmative Action.

Let us introduce you to the topic.

In South Africa, as in many overseas countries, we have affi rmative-action pro-
grammes which are designed to correct imbalances in employment that have 
arisen directly out of past discrimination on the basis of race and gender. In im-
plementing such affi rmative action programmes, some companies have adopted 
a policy of preferential treatment for designated groups, namely blacks, women 
and minority groups. Affi rmative action programmes, however, raise many mor-
al issues with regard to justice and equal treatment of all citizens. In the dialogue 
that follows some of these issues are debated by Edward and Samantha. Edward 
is against the practice of affi rmative action while Samantha supports affi rmative-
action programmes.

Listen carefully to Edward and Samantha’s arguments and then answer the ques-
tions that follow:

QUESTIONS

(1)  What, according to you, is an argument?
(2) Write down your own opinion on the issue of affi rmative action in your 

journal.

Edward: “All human beings deserve equal treatment, regardless of gender or skin 
colour. It is a matter of fairness that all people of good will and rational thinking 
should be able to agree on. Isn’t that what South Africa’s Constitution is all about? 
Isn’t that what the feminist movement was originally all about? The underly-
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ing principle is to treat all people, regardless of gender or skin colour equally. To 
discriminate against anyone on the basis of gender or race, white males included, 
is inherently unfair and hence ethically unjustifi ed.”

Samantha: “So, Edward, you are claiming that all discrimination on the basis of 
race and gender is inherently unfair. But have you considered the damage caused 
by past discrimination? No one can deny the South African history of racism and 
genderism. If the effects of that history were behind us, affi rmative action would 
certainly be unnecessary. But the fact of the matter is that those effects of past 
discrimination are not behind us. Look around you and tell me who still have the 
capital and property rights in their hands. If we really believe in justice and equal 
opportunity, then we have to compensate for the effects of past discrimination on 
the basis of race and gender.”

Edward: “Certainly, Samantha, compensatory justice is a noble ideal. But there 
is a serious fl aw in your argument. Compensatory justice for one group brings 
harm to another, and when the harmed group is not responsible for the plight of 
the other groups, you are punishing the innocent for the sins of their ancestors. 
To discriminate against a young white male or a person from a minority group 
on the basis of what happened before they were born is certainly not fair.”

Samantha: “I hear what you say, Edward. But I fi rmly believe that affi rmative ac-
tion is the only way to overcome current racism and genderism. Women remain 
subject to sexual harassment, and minority groups remain subject to stereotyp-
ing that continues to take its toll. You can hear it in casual conversations about 
women and minority groups and you can study the statistics to discover how bad 
it is.”

Edward: “Honestly Samantha, do you really believe that affi rmative-action 
programmes will solve the core problem of discrimination, be it against blacks, 
whites, women or minority groups? Whatever the purpose of affi rmative action, 
the result is racial tension and increased gender polarisation. A lot of white males 
and persons from minority groups justifi ably feel cheated by affi rmative action 
which denies them the jobs and promotions they are qualifi ed for because they 
are white males or from a minority group. Affi rmative action is thus not bring-
ing us to a colour-blind and gender-blind society but to an increasingly polarised 
one.”

Samantha: “You know, Edward, I have never said that affi rmative action pro-
grammes will eradicate discrimination. My point is that affi rmative action is 
a way to provide compensation for injuries suffered in the past and a way to 
remove benefi ts that were undeservedly enjoyed by those who belonged to the 
dominant group.”

Edward: “Tell me, Samantha, do you justify preferential treatment programmes 
solely on the principle of compensation for past injuries?”

Samantha: “Yes indeed, I do. And I believe it is wrong to think that programmes 
geared to providing preferential treatment are objectionable, given past practices 
of discrimination based on racism and genderism.”
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Edward: “But how can you claim this? In my opinion, preferential treatment is 
nothing but reverse discrimination, founded on racism and genderism. Your 
argument is intellectually inconsistent in the sense that you now support pref-
erential treatment while you opposed it in the past. Reverse discrimination thus 
undermines equality because it violates the very idea of equal justice under law 
for all citizens. What is more, reverse discrimination is prohibited by our Consti-
tution and ethical commitment to equal justice for all.”

FEEDBACK

Critical reasoning is about arguments: their construction, analysis and evaluation. 
It is therefore important to understand what we mean by the term “argument”.

The term “argument” can be used in three different senses:

(1)  a quarrel or fi ght between two or more people
(2) a group of statements intended to establish the truth or acceptability of a claim
(3) an exchange between two or more people who disagree with each other, in 

which each person gives reasons to support his or her position

To bring out the different senses of the term “argument”, consider the sentence: 
The philosophy lecturer had an argument.

If we use sense (1) above, the sentence might continue as follows:

The philosophy lecturer had an argument with a sociology lecturer in the local bar and was 
taken to hospital.

If we use sense (2) above, the sentence might continue as follows:

The philosophy lecturer had an argument which, he claimed, established the truth of 
the proposition “God exists”.

If we use sense (3) above, the sentence might continue as follows:

The philosophy lecturer had an argument with his colleagues after they disputed his 
claim that God exists.

When we talk about an argument in critical reasoning, we do not use it in sense (1). 
That is, we do not mean a quarrel between two persons.

In critical reasoning, the term “argument” is used in senses (2) and (3) only. The 
following two extracts are examples of arguments in the philosophical sense. The 
fi rst is from Descartes’s Meditations:

For, since I am accustomed to the distinction of existence and essence in all 
other objects, I am readily convinced that existence can be disjoined even from 
the divine essence, and that thus God can be conceived as nonexistent. But on 
more careful consideration it becomes obvious that existence can no more be 
taken away from the divine essence than the magnitude of its three angles 
together (that is, their being equal to two right angles) can be taken away from 
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the essence of a triangle; or than the idea of a valley can be taken away from 
the idea of a hill. So it is not less absurd to think of God (that is, a supremely 
perfect being) lacking existence (that is, lacking a certain perfection) than to 
think of a hill without a valley.

The second extract is a discussion, recorded in Plato’s Republic, between Socrates 
and Thrasymachus, on what is just and right:

Thrasymachus: ... I say that “right” is the same thing in all states, namely the inter-
est of the established ruling class; and this ruling class is the “strongest” element in 
each state, and so if we argue correctly we see that “right” is always the same, the 
interest of the stronger party.

Socrates: ... You say that obedience to the ruling power is right and just?

Thrasymachus: I do.

Socrates: And are those in power in the various states infallible or not?

Thrasymachus: They are, of course, liable to make mistakes.

Socrates: When they proceed to make laws, then, they may do the job well or 
badly.

Thrasymachus: I suppose so.

Socrates: And if they do it well the laws will be in their interest, and if they do it 
badly they won’t, I take it.

Thrasymachus: I agree.

Socrates: But their subjects must obey the laws they make, for to do so is right.

Thrasymachus: Of course.

Socrates: Then, according to your argument, it is right not only to do what is in the 
interest of the stronger party but also the opposite.

Thrasymachus: What do you mean?

Socrates: My meaning is the same as yours, I think. Let us look at it more closely.

Did we not agree that when the ruling powers order their subjects to do something 
they are sometimes mistaken about their own best interest, and yet it is right for 
the subject to do what his ruler enjoins?

Thrasymachus: I suppose we did.

Socrates: Then you must admit that it is right to do things that are not in the inter-
est of the rulers, who are the stronger party; that is, when the rulers mistakenly 
give orders that will harm them and yet (so you say) it is right for their subjects to 
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obey those orders. For surely, my dear Thrasymachus, in those circumstances it 
follows that it is right to do the opposite of what you say is right, in that the weaker 
are ordered to do what is against the interest of the stronger.

The fi rst extract is an example of the meaning of the term “argument” according 
to sense (2) above. In other words, “argument” used in this sense means a group 
of statements intended to establish the truth of a claim. The second extract is an 
example of the meaning of “argument” according to sense (3) above. That is, “argu-
ment” used in this sense means an exchange or debate between two or more peo-
ple who disagree with each other, in which each person’s gives reasons to support 
his or her position. You will notice that we could express Edward and Samantha’s 
arguments on the soundtrack in the form of sense (3).

We will concern ourselves mostly with arguments in the sense of (2) in the sec-
tions which follow.

Here is a defi nition of an argument:
An argument is a group of statements. One of these statements is the conclusion of 
the argument. The other statements are the premises that are intended to convince 
the reader that the conclusion is true.

ACTIVITY

Consider the passages below and say which of them are arguments. To help you 
to complete this activity, you should read chapter 3 in your prescribed book. Here 
I explain in more detail what an argument is and how to recognise arguments.

(1)  South Africa is a large country with a population of over 30 million people, 
many of whom are sports enthusiasts.

(2) She has been unhappy since you went away.
(3) “Farmer Brown chickens taste so good because they eat so good.”
(4) People have no right to expect others to pay for the harm they willingly 

infl ict upon themselves. Therefore, people who smoke cigarettes should be 
forced to pay for their own medical care.

(5) “Your fool! How dare you say that philosophy is the elaboration of the obvi-
ous!”

FEEDBACK

(1) This is not an argument because there are no statements in the sentence that 
are intended to support the truth of a claim advanced by an arguer.
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(2) This is not an argument because it does not claim anything.
(3) This is not an argument but an utterance at is aimed at advertising food.
(4)  This is an argument because the premise, “People have no right to expect 

others to pay for the harm they willingly infl ict upon themselves” is intended 
to serve as a reason for accepting the claim, “People who smoke cigarettes 
should be forced to pay for their own medical care”.

(5)  This is not an argument but an utterance by someone involved in a quarrel 
about the nature of philosophy.

In the next study section we will explore what premises and conclusions are and 
we will identify premises and conclusions in arguments. You will also have the 
opportunity to apply the knowledge and skills you have gained by analysing 
arguments on your own.

3.2 Analysing arguments

3.2.1 Identifying premises and conclusions

Before we can identify premises and conclusions in arguments, we need to know 
what is meant by “premise” and “conclusion”.

Premise Conclusion

Premises are those statements in an 
argument that have the function of 
supporting the conclusion. Premises 
therefore provide reasons for accept-
ing the conclusion of an argument, 
although not all reasons are good 
reasons or relevant reasons.

Conclusions are those statements in 
an argument which the premises are 
intended to support. The purpose of 
an argument is to establish the truth 
or acceptability of the conclusion. A 
sound argument is one in which the 
conclusion is shown to be true or ac-
ceptable because it follows from the 
truth or acceptability of the premises 
and the valid structure of the argu-
ment.

Let us look at the following argument to explain what premises and conclusions 
are:

My nose itched this morning. So I am going to be upset later today.

In this argument the fi rst statement is a premise and the second statement is a 
conclusion. It is obvious that the conclusion is not supported by the premise. 
There is no relation between my being upset later today and the fact that my nose 
itched this morning. When we analyse arguments it is important to identify 
premises and conclusions clearly. In chapter 4 (“How to analyse arguments”) 
of your prescribed book you will fi nd a detailed discussion on how to identify 
premises and conclusions in arguments. Study the relevant sections carefully and 
complete the activity that follows:
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ACTIVITY

Identify the premises and conclusions in the following arguments:

(1)  If President Obama were wise, then he would withdraw his military forces 
from Iraq. He has withdrawn his forces from Iraq. Therefore, he must be 
wise.

(2) Abortion is morally justifi ed because a woman has a right to decide what 
happens to and in her body.

(3) Since there are no mental diseases, there can be no treatments for them.
(4)  Prisons in South Africa are a failure. First, they do not rehabilitate anyone. 

Second, they don’t so much punish as provide free room and board. Third, 
they bring criminals together, thereby allowing them to swop information 
and refi ne their felonious offences. Finally, those who have spent time in 
prison are far more likely to commit additional crimes than those who have 
never been in prison.

(5)  Capital punishment is morally wrong. It consists of killing human beings. 
The killing of human beings is morally wrong.

FEEDBACK

We will help you with answers to activities (4) and (5). Apply the knowledge you 
have gained from our discussions and explanations and complete activities (1), (2) 
and (3) on your own.

(4)   In chapter 4 of your prescribed book we told you about an effective way to 
identify premises and conclusions in arguments. Let us turn to the section on 
“Identifying premises and conclusions” in chapter 4. We see that a good way 
to identify premises and conclusions in arguments is to underline the signal 
words, that is, the premise and conclusion indicators. I have also given you 
two lists of phrases that could serve as indicators to identify premises and 
conclusions. You may fi nd these premises and conclusion indicators helpful 
when you have to identify premises and conclusions in arguments, therefore 
we repeat them below:
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Indicators of premises Indicators of conclusions

because

for

if …

moreover

since

for the reason that

given that

whereas

in so far as

fi rstly, secondly, thirdly, etc.

seeing that

in the light of

therefore

in conclusion

so

it follows that

we can conclude that

consequently

this shows that

accordingly

subsequently

as a consequence

thus

hence

then …

Let us now do activity (4) together:

Prisons in South Africa are a failure. First, they do not rehabilitate anyone. 
Second, they don’t so much punish as provide free room and board. Third, 
they bring criminals together, thereby allowing them to swop information 
and refi ne their felonious offenses. Finally, those who have spent time in pris-
on are far more likely to commit additional crimes than those who have never 
been in prison.

To identify the premises and conclusion of the argument, we underline the prem-
ise and conclusion indicators. This is done in the following way:

Prisons in South Africa are a failure. First, they do not rehabilitate anyone. 
Second, they don’t so much punish as provide free room and board. Third, 
they bring criminals together, thereby allowing them to swop information 
and refi ne their felonious offences. Finally, those who have spent time in pris-
on are far more likely to commit additional crimes than those who have never 
been in prison.

In this argument the words “fi rst”; “second”; “third”; and “fi nally” serve as premise 
indicators. These signal words help us to identify the premises.

The premises of the argument are: “They [prisons] do not rehabilitate anyone”; 
“They [prisons] don’t so much punish as provide free room and board”; “They 
bring criminals together, thereby allowing them to swop information and refi ne 
their felonious offenses”; and “Those who have spent time in prison are far more 
likely to commit additional crimes than those who have never been in prison”.

The conclusion of the argument is: “Prisons in South Africa are a failure”.

Let us now do activity (5) together:

Capital punishment is morally wrong. It consists of killing human beings. 
The killing of human beings is morally wrong.
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In this argument there are no premise or conclusion indicators. How, then, do we 
identify the premises and conclusion of arguments, where indicator words were 
excluded? You will fi nd the answer to this question in chapter four of your pre-
scribed book. Under the section “Arguments without explicit indicator words”, we 
have discovered that when we come across arguments where premise and conclu-
sion indicator words or phrases have been left out, we could apply the principle of 
charitable interpretation. This means that the argument should be interpreted in 
such a way that the premises give the strongest support for the conclusion. In our 
opinion, there is no sense in dismissing an argument just because its premises and 
conclusion are not explicitly indicated.

Let us apply the principle of charitable interpretation to the argument in activity 
(5).

Capital punishment is morally wrong. It consists of killing human beings. The killing 
of human beings is morally wrong.

For the premises to supply the strongest support for the conclusion, we can rewrite 
or recast this argument in the following way:

The killing of human beings is morally wrong. Capital punishment consists of killing 
human beings. Therefore, capital punishment is morally wrong.

The conclusion of the argument is: “Capital punishment is morally wrong”.

The premises of the argument are: “The killing of human beings is morally wrong” 
and “Capital punishment consists of killing human beings”.

3.2.2 The structure of arguments

A full analysis of an argument not only identifi es which statements are premises 
and which are conclusions, but also identifi es the structure of the argument. The 
structure shows how the conclusion of an argument is related to its premises. 
Note that premises and conclusions are related to each other in different ways 
in various arguments. Sometimes a premise supports the conclusion indepen-
dently; at other times the premises support the conclusion interdependently. For 
your own benefi t you could read the section on “The structure of arguments” in 
chapter 4 of the prescribed book, where I give a more detailed discussion on the 
structure of arguments and how premises and conclusions are related to each 
other. Here we will only explain briefl y the two different ways premises and con-
clusions are related to each other, by giving you two examples.

The following is an example of a simple argument, where the premises support 
the conclusion independently:

Abortion preserves the mother’s rights over her own body. It also prevents the birth 
of unwanted children. Therefore, abortion should be made legally available.
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Let us bracket and number the statements of the above argument:

[Abortion preserves the mother’s rights over her own body]1.
[It also prevents the birth of unwanted children]2.
Therefore, [abortion should be made legally available]3.

Statement 1 supports the conclusion independently of statement 2 (assuming it 
is true or acceptable) and statement 2 supports the conclusion independently of 
statement 1 (assuming it is true or acceptable). We can represent the structure of 
this argument in the following way:

DIAGRAM

Now, let us take an example of a simple argument in which the premises support 
the conclusion interdependently.

All human beings are mortal. Sue is a human being. Therefore, Sue is mortal.

Let us bracket and number the statements of the above argument:

[All human beings are mortal]1.
[Sue is a human being]2.
Therefore, [Sue is mortal]3.

Statement 1 and statement 2 support the conclusion interdependently. Statements 
1 and 2 together conclusively support the conclusion (assuming that both prem-
ises are true or acceptable).

We can represent the structure of this argument in the following way:

DIAGRAM



53

IDENTIFYING AND ANALYSING ARGUMENTS

Note: Not all arguments are complete. Sometimes an argument has a missing 
premise. A full analysis of an argument requires us to fi ll in the missing premise. 
A premise is missing in an argument if, without it, the premises do not provide 
suffi cient support for the conclusion, given that the premises are true. For ex-
ample:

Peter is a poor student because he spends his time reading comic books and maga-
zines.

This argument requires the further premise:

students who spend their time reading comic books and magazines are poor stu-
dents

in order for the premises to provide suffi cient support for the conclusion, given 
that the premises are true. Fully stated, the argument is as follows:

Students who spend their time reading comic books and magazines are poor stu-
dents. Peter spends his time reading comic books and magazines. Therefore, Peter is 
a poor student.

Remember that if we accept the premises of an argument, and also accept the va-
lidity of the structure of the argument, then we are logically compelled to accept 
the conclusion. Conversely, if we do not accept the conclusion of an argument, 
then we are logically compelled to deny the truth or acceptability of at least one 
of the premises, or we are logically compelled to deny the validity of the struc-
ture of the argument. Sometimes you will want to say that both the premises and 
the structure of the argument are unacceptable.

Finally, an argument may imply its conclusion, rather than fully state it. In these 
cases we have to supply the implied conclusion in the same way that we have to 
supply the missing premises in an argument which is not fully stated.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following passages and then bracket and number the statements, 
underline the signal words (if there are any) and analyse the following argu-
ments:

(1)  Censorship of literature and fi lm cannot easily be enforced. Moreover, the 
criteria for censorship are either arbitrary or partisan.

(2) Without a good supply of rain the food production and industry of South 
Africa will suffer. Our future depends on strong agricultural and industrial 
growth. Therefore, we should do whatever we can to promote good water 
management.
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(3)  The objections to the new dam construction are short-sighted. Firstly, more 
people will benefi t from a new dam than those people who will suffer 
because of losing their homes and farms. Secondly, those who do lose their 
homes and farms will be compensated and, thirdly, many jobs will be cre-
ated by the construction of a new dam in the area.

(4)  Most workers want better pay and better work conditions. It follows from 
this that most workers are in favour of trade unions.

FEEDBACK

We will help you to complete activities (1) and (2). Apply the knowledge and skills 
you have gained from the previous discussions and activities and complete activi-
ties (3) and (4) on your own.

1)   Censorship of literature and fi lm cannot easily be enforced. Moreover, the cri-
teria for censorship are either arbitrary or partisan.

Let us bracket and number the statements, underline the signal words and analyse 
the argument:

[Censorship of literature and fi lm cannot easily be enforced]1.
Moreover, [the criteria for censorship are either arbitrary or partisan]2.

The argument contains a missing conclusion. The implied conclusion is that cen-
sorship is unacceptable. If you have forgotten the issue of missing premises and 
implied conclusions in arguments, you could read through the relevant sections of 
chapters 3 and 4 of your prescribed book.

The structure of the argument can be represented as follows:

DIAGRAM

(2)   Without a good supply of rain the food production and industry of South 
Africa will suffer. Our future depends on strong agricultural and industrial 
growth. Therefore, we should do whatever we can to promote good water 
management.

We have to bracket and number the statements, underline the signal words and 
analyse the argument:

[Without a good supply of rain the food production and industry of South Africa will 
suffer]1.
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[Our future depends on strong agricultural and industrial growth]2.
Therefore, [we should do whatever we can to promote good water management]3.

The structure of the argument can be represented as follows:

DIAGRAM

The diagrams show that premises 1 and 2 support the conclusion interdependent-
ly. Neither premise 1 nor premise 2 on its own provides suffi cient ground to ac-
cept the conclusion. Both premises need to be true for they support the conclusion 
together. If you are still unsure about how premises and conclusions are related to 
each other in arguments, you could reread the relevant sections in chapters 3 and 
4 of your prescribed book.

In this section we have explored the idea that an argument has a structure. The way 
in which we evaluate an argument depends, partially, on its structure. Through 
practise and experience you will become aware of the structure of arguments and 
you will therefore fi nd it unnecessary to portray arguments in diagrammatic form.
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3.2.3 Applying your knowledge and skills to analysing arguments

You will hardly believe it, but if you have actively participated in your initiation 
process of becoming a critical thinker, you would now be at the stage where you 
have the competence to analyse arguments. In chapter 4 of your prescribed book 
we have shared with you some useful steps you can apply when analysing argu-
ments. Here we give a summary of the steps in argument analysis:

(1)  Step one — Clarify the meaning of the argument.
(2) Step two —  Bracket and number the statements and underline the  

signal words.
(3) Step three — Identify the conclusion(s) of the argument.
(4) Step four — Identify the premises of the argument.
(5)  Step fi ve — Provide a representation of the structure of the argument.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following arguments and then analyse them by applying the steps 
to argument analysis.

(1) The diseases that people develop and their chances of recovering from them 
are related to their personalities. Some types of personality are more likely 
to develop heart disease or back pain. And patients with cancer tend to 
respond better to treatment if they can maintain an optimistic, combative at-
titude. Sometimes they are taught to visualise their disease as an enemy and 
to imagine fi ghting it. This fosters states of mind that hinder the progress of 
the disease. So we need to infl uence the mind in order to infl uence the body: 
our minds are distinct factors that control our bodies.

(2) Depression is a state of mind. But depression can often be relieved by anti-
depressant drugs. These drugs must affect our bodies, and in fact we know 
quite a lot about how they affect the brain. So changes in the brain can cause 
changes in the mind. So the mind is an aspect of the brain.

(3) Noise is an environmental pollution which upsets people, causes tempers to 
fray and builds up tension between neighbours. People tolerate a great deal 
of unnecessary noise even though it often drives them to distraction. Local 
authority noise patrols can obtain warrants to enter premises where noise 
and alarms are disturbing the neighbourhood. They can oppose the renewal 
of licences for noisy pubs. They can apply to the courts for fi nes of up to 
R10  000 for persistent noise offenders.

(4) The fact is indisputable that, taking the average, say, of a hundred brains, the 
man has fi ve or six ounces more brain than the woman. Some women will, 
of course, be found to have much larger brains than some men; but when-
ever the comparison embraces a suffi cient number to yield a fair average, the 
superiority is invariably on the side of the man. And it is worthy of special 
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remark that it is in the cerebrum, or brain proper, that these differences are 
very trifl ing. Now, when we refl ect that the cerebrum is generally supposed 
to be the exclusive organ of the intellectual, volitional, and emotive faculties, 
and that it forms about ninetenths of the whole mass usually designated as 
“the brain”, or more correctly as “the encephalon”, this marked superiority in 
the male cerebrum seems to lend scientifi c authority to the general verdict 
regarding the intellectual inferiority of women.

(5)  Euthanasia cannot be justifi ed. The judgment that a patient is terminally ill 
isn’t always the last word, you know. The diagnosis may be mistaken, a new 
cure may come along, and cancer patients have been known to go into spon-
taneous remission. But death is the last word. Once you have killed a patient, 
he or she is beyond all hope. How would you feel if a wonder drug turned 
up the next day, or if the doctors discovered their diagnosis was wrong?

(6) Animals feel pain just as we do. It is only because we feel pain that it matters 
how others treat us. The capacity to feel pain is the origin of morality. Given 
these obvious points it follows that, since animals can feel pain, their treat-
ment must be a matter of moral concern for us.

(7) “No reform, moral or intellectual, ever came from the upper class of society. 
Each and all came from the protest of martyr and victim. The emancipation 
of the working people must be achieved by the working people themselves.” 
(Wendell Phillips)

(8) “The real difference between democracy and oligarchy is poverty and 
wealth. Wherever men rule by reason of their wealth, whether they be few 
or many, that is an oligarchy, and where the poor rule, that is a democracy.” 
(Aristotle).

(9) “The dictum that truth always triumphs over persecution is one of those 
pleasant falsehoods which men repeat after one another till they pass into 
common places, but which all experience refutes. History teems with in-
stances of truth put down by persecution. If not suppressed forever, it may 
be thrown back for centuries.” (Mill)

(10) “An aggressive war is the great crime against everything good in the world. 
A defensive war, which must necessarily turn aggressive at the earliest 
moment, is the necessary great counter-crime. But never think that war, no 
matter how necessary, nor how justifi ed, is not a crime. Ask the infantry and 
ask the dead.” (Hemingway)

FEEDBACK

We will help you with answers to (1), (2), (3) and (4). Apply your knowledge of ana-
lysing arguments and complete activities (5), (6), (7), (8), (9) and (10) on your own.

Earlier on we have seen that a useful way to analyse arguments is to bracket the 
statements, underline the signal words (if there are any) and identify the prem-
ises and conclusions in the argument. Let us, then, apply this strategy to the argu-
ments above:

(1) The diseases that people develop and their chances of recovering from them 
are related to their personalities. Some types of personality are more likely 
to develop heart disease or back pain. And patients with cancer tend to re-
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spond better to treatment if they can maintain an optimistic, combative at-
titude. Sometimes they are taught to visualise their disease as an enemy and 
to imagine fi ghting it. This fosters states of mind that hinder the progress of 
the disease. So we need to infl uence the mind in order to infl uence the body: 
our minds are distinct factors that control our bodies.

[The diseases that people develop and their chances of recovering from them are related 
to their personalities]1. [Some types of personality are more likely to develop heart dis-
ease, or back pain]2. And [patients with cancer tend to respond better to treatment if 
they can maintain an optimistic, combative attitude]3. [Sometimes they are taught to 
visualise their disease as an enemy and to imagine fi ghting it]4. [This fosters states of 
mind that hinder the progress of the disease]5. So [we need to affect the mind in order 
to affect the body]6. [Our minds are distinct factors that control our bodies]7.

Chain argument:

Main conclusion — 7

Premise for main conclusion — 6

Sub-conclusion — 6

Premises for sub-conclusion — 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

(2)   Depression is a state of mind. But depression can often be relieved by anti-
depressant drugs. These drugs must affect our bodies, and in fact we know 
quite a lot about how they affect the brain. So changes in the brain can cause 
changes in the mind. So the mind is an aspect of the brain.

[Depression is a state of mind]1. But [depression can often be relieved by antidepres-
sant drugs]2. [These drugs must affect our bodies]3, and in fact [we know quite a lot 
about how they affect the brain]4. So [changes in the brain can cause changes in the 
mind]5. So [the mind is an aspect of the brain]6.

Chain argument:

Main conclusion — 6

Premise for main conclusion — 5

Sub-conclusion — 5

Premises for sub-conclusion — 1, 2, 3, 4

Note:  Open clip 5A of your CD and watch the step by step analysis of this argu-
ment.

(3)   Noise is an environmental pollution which upsets people, causes tempers to 
fray and builds up tension between neighbours. People tolerate a great deal of 
unnecessary noise even though it often drives them to distraction. Local au-
thority noise patrols can obtain warrants to enter premises where noise and 
alarms are disturbing the neighbourhood. They can oppose the renewal of 
licences for noisy pubs. They can apply to the courts for fi nes of up to R10  000 
for persistent noise offenders.

Note that in this passage the premises are supplied, but the conclusion is missing. 
Therefore we are expected to fi ll in the implied conclusion.
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If we read this passage very carefully, understand what the author is trying to say, 
and think about the meaning of the premises in this argument, then we will see 
that the arguer is trying to make the following two points: (1) Noise is an environ-
mental pollution which upsets people, and (2) we ought to make more use of local 
authority noise patrols to combat noise pollution. We should note that the main 
conclusion in this argument is missing. The main conclusion is:

We ought to make more use of local noise patrols.

A full analysis of the structure of this argument will only be complete when we 
have given the implicit main conclusion. To do this we need to rewrite (recast) the 
passage. We shall also place the statements one after the other to draw out the ar-
gument’s chain character:

[Noise is an environmental pollution which upsets people]1. because
[Noise causes tempers to fray and because noise builds up tension between neigh-
bours]2.
[People tolerate a great deal of unnecessary noise even though it often drives them 
to distraction]3.
[Local authority noise patrols can obtain warrants to enter premises where noise 
and alarms are disturbing the neighbourhood]4.
[Local authority noise patrols can oppose the renewal of licences for noisy pubs]5.
[They can apply to the courts for fi nes of up to R10 000 for persistent noise offend-
ers]6.
Therefore, [we ought to make more use of local noise patrols]7.

Chain argument:

Main conclusion — 7

Premises for main conclusion — 1, 4, 5, 6

Subconclusion — 1

Premises for subconclusion — 2, 3

We should note that the main point (issue) of this argument is that we ought to 
make more use of local authority noise patrols to combat noise pollution. Also, 
the premises supplied in the argument are relevant and give adequate support to 
the conclusion.

Note:  Watch a full analysis of the structure of this argument on clip 5B of your CD 
to see how we fi lled in the missing conclusion.

(4)   [The fact is indisputable that, taking the average, say, of a hundred brains, the man has 
fi ve or six ounces more brain than the woman]1. [Some women will, of course, be found 
to have much larger brains than some men]2 but [whenever the comparison embraces a 
suffi cient number to yield a fair average, the superiority is invariably on the side of the 
man]3. And it is worthy of special remark that [it is in the cerebrum, or brain proper, 
that these differences are very trifl ing]4. Now, [when we refl ect that the cerebrum is 
generally supposed to be the exclusive organ of the intellectual, volitional, and emotive 
faculties]5, and [that it forms about nine tenths of the whole mass usually designated 
as “the brain”]6, or more correctly as “the encephalon”, [this marked superiority in the 
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male cerebrum]7 seems to lend [scientifi c authority to the general verdict regarding the 
intellectual inferiority of women]8.

Chain argument:

Main conclusion — 8

Premises for main conclusion — 1, 4, 5, 6, 7

Sub-conclusion — 1

Premises for sub-conclusion — 2, 3

In summary
In this topic we have learnt what an argument is, what premises and conclusions 
are, how to identify premises and conclusions in arguments, and how to use tech-
niques for analysing arguments. The basic competence that you have gained in 
analysing arguments will also serve you well when we evaluate arguments. This 
is the focus of our next topic.
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EVALUATING ARGUMENTS

If you actively participate in the learning opportunities provided in topic 4, you 
will acquire the competence to:

  evaluate simple and complex arguments
  distinguish between different types of arguments
  distinguish between good arguments and bad arguments

ACTIVITY

Please mark the following as either TRUE or FALSE:

(1)  A statement is any claim that either asserts or denies a state of affairs in the 
world.

TRUE FALSE

(2) An argument is a series of statements where one or more of these statements 
is/are intended to establish the truth or acceptability of the conclusion.

TRUE FALSE

(3) A conclusion is the main claim or point in an argument that the premises are 
intended to prove.

TRUE FALSE

(4)  A premise is a reason offered in support of an argument’s conclusion.

TRUE FALSE

(5) An argument, either deductive or inductive, is valid if its structure is valid 
and if its premises offer suffi cient support for the conclusion.

TRUE FALSE

(6) An argument is sound if it is valid and you accept that all its premises are 
true.

TRUE FALSE
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(7) A good, convincing argument is a sound argument. That is, since you accept 
all the premises are true, you must accept the conclusion is true.

TRUE FALSE

FEEDBACK

If you marked all the statements as correct, you are well on your way to becoming a 
critical reasoner. If you have not, please revisit the previous sections.

4.1 Different types of arguments
When we think of structures in general, we think of a combination of parts that 
belong together, for instance, a bridge, a building, a sentence, et cetera. In order 
to evaluate the structure, you need to know the requirements for that particular 
type of structure. The same applies to the evaluation of arguments.

The evaluation of arguments requires an understanding of the type of argument 
being evaluated and of the criteria for soundness which are appropriate to argu-
ments of that type. When we analyse and evaluate arguments, we should be able 
to recognise which type of argument we are dealing with. This is because differ-
ent analyses and evaluative approaches are required, depending on the type of 
argument we are dealing with. In this section we will introduce you to four types 
of arguments: empirical, value, deductive and inductive arguments. Together we 
will explore the difference between these types of arguments.

In chapter 6 of your prescribed book we explain some of the basic characteristics 
of the following types of arguments in detail:

  empirical arguments
  value arguments
  deductive arguments
  inductive arguments

After you have read through the sections entitled “Empirical arguments” and 
“Value arguments”, complete the activity that follows:

ACTIVITY

(1)  In your own words, explain the difference between empirical arguments 
and value arguments.
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(2) What type of arguments are the following?

(a)  If it rains today, the cricket match will be cancelled. It is raining today. 
Therefore, the cricket match is cancelled.

(b) Animals feel pain just as we do. It is only because we feel pain that it 
matters how others treat us. The capacity to feel pain is the origin of 
morality. Thus, the way we treat animals must be a matter of moral 
concern for us.

(c)  My car is out of petrol. Therefore, it won’t start.
(d) Abortion is fully justifi ed because a foetus is not a moral agent. More-

over, a foetus cannot make rational decisions.
(e) Affi rmative action cannot be justifi ed. First, it amounts to reverse dis-

crimination. Second, it begets racial confl icts. Finally, it is a short-sight-
ed solution to redress the wrongs of the past.

(f) The price of petrol will go up, if there is war in Iraq. There is war in 
Iraq. Therefore, the price of petrol will increase.

FEEDBACK

(1) The difference between empirical and value arguments is easy to detect if we 
understand that empirical arguments are about facts, whereas value argu-
ments are about values. Let us now attempt to formulate the difference be-
tween these two types of arguments in greater detail.

An empirical argument asserts that some empirically determinable facts 
hold. For example, when I say that there is a power failure in Welkom, my 
claim is either correct or it is not. What makes it correct is some factual state 
of affairs in the world. The truth or correctness of my claim does not depend 
on what I feel, believe or value.

A value argument asserts a claim of preference or a moral judgement about 
right and wrong, good and bad. For example, when I claim that the use of ani-
mals in biomedical research is morally wrong, there are no independent facts 
against which the correctness of my claim can be determined. The correctness 
or otherwise of my claim depends on argumentation and on substantiated 
reasons offered in support of my claim.

(2) (a) an empirical argument
(d) a value argument
(c) an empirical argument
(d) a value argument
(e) a value argument
(f) an empirical argument

In chapter 6 of your prescribed book I explain the difference between deductive 
and inductive arguments. After you have read through the sections entitled “De-
ductive arguments” and “Inductive arguments”, complete the activity that follows:
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ACTIVITY

(1)  Select clip 6A from your CD and study the fl ow charts on deductive and 
inductive arguments. Then, in your own words, explain the difference 
between deductive and inductive arguments. Write down two examples of 
each in your journal.

(2) Explain the difference between valid deductive arguments and invalid 
deductive arguments and then write down two examples of each in your 
journal.

(3) In your textbook the differences between three major types of inductive 
arguments are explained. Name each type and write down examples of each 
in your journal.

(4)  What is the difference between a valid argument and a sound argument? 
Write down two examples of each in your journal.

FEEDBACK

(1)  We will briefl y explain the difference between a deductive and an inductive 
argument. In a deductive argument the premises already contain the con-
clusion. If all the premises in a deductive argument are true (in a provable 
sense), then its conclusion must be true also, because the claim asserted by its 
conclusion has already been stated in its premises. Put differently, in a valid 
deductive argument the truth of the premises supports with certainty the 
truth of the conclusion.

Unlike deductive arguments, inductive arguments have conclusions that 
supply more information than is contained in their premises. In an inductive 
argument the supporting connection between its premises and conclusion is 
loose and there is no strict proof in induction. We can thus say that inductive 
reasoning is a matter of reasonable expectation based on experience, such as 
observation. Inductive arguments are common in everyday situations and in 
the domain of science in its search for knowledge.

An example of a deductive argument is the following:

  If Grace is a mother, then Grace is female.
  Grace is a mother.
  Therefore, Grace is female.

Here is an example of an inductive argument:

   The phenomena of consciousness cannot be explained according to Descartes’ 
dualistic view of mind and body.
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  Consciousness is not located in the mind, or the body.
  Therefore, consciousness is a fi eld of experience “situated” in the world.

Note:  The conclusion of this argument infers information beyond the con-
tents of the premises.

(2) In a valid deductive argument the structure of the argument is valid and the 
premises give suffi cient support for the conclusion to follow. For example:

  All human beings are mortal.
  Ezekiel is a human being.
  Therefore, Ezekiel is mortal.

This is a valid deductive argument because its structure is valid and the 
premises provide suffi cient support for the conclusion to follow logically.

We can present the structure of the argument as follows:

  [All human beings are mortal]1.
  [Ezekiel is a human being]2.
  Therefore,
  [Ezekiel is mortal]3.

Conclusion: 3

Premises: 1, 2

The structure of this argument is valid. Do you still remember how we estab-
lish whether the structure of an argument is valid or not? If you have forgot-
ten, go back to the sections entitled “Valid deductive arguments” and “Invalid 
deductive arguments” in chapter 6 of your prescribed book.

The argument in our example is valid because its structure is valid and the 
premises give suffi cient support for the conclusion to follow logically. Wheth-
er the argument is sound, that is, acceptable, is another matter, as we will see 
when we explain the difference between the validity and soundness of argu-
ments in activity (4).

An invalid deductive argument is an argument in which the structure is 
invalid and the premises fail to give suffi cient support to the conclusion. For 
example:

  If Rosemary is fi t, she will run the
  marathon. Rosemary is not fi t.
  Therefore, she will not run the marathon.

The structure of the argument is presented as follows:

[If Rosemary is fi t, she will run the marathon]1.

[Rosemary is not fi t]2. Therefore,

[she will not run the marathon]3.
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Conclusion: 3

Premises: 1, 2

The structure of the argument is invalid.

Apart from the fact that the structure of the above argument is invalid, the 
premises of the argument do not give suffi cient support for the conclusion to 
follow. There might be many reasons why Rosemary did not run the mara-
thon, despite the fact that she is not fi t is simply one such reason.

(3) In chapter 6 of your prescribed book, the differences between the three major 
types of inductive arguments: statistical extrapolations; inductive reason-
ing by analogy; and cause-and-effect reasoning is explained. For your own 
benefi t read through the section titled “Inductive arguments” and then give 
an example (of your own) of each type of inductive reasoning.

When we evaluate arguments we should remember that there are different 
types of inductive arguments, because we evaluate different arguments dif-
ferently.

(4) The validity of arguments refers solely to their structure (form) and not their 
content. When we establish the validity of an argument, we look at the re-
lationship between the premises and the conclusion of the argument. The 
soundness of arguments refers to the contents of their premises and conclu-
sion. When we assess the soundness, or acceptability, of an argument we want 
to establish whether or not the evidence provided by the premises is actually 
true, or acceptable. Let us give an example to explain the difference between 
the validity and the soundness of arguments:

  All creatures on the planet Mercury have pointed ears.
  Flora is a creature on the planet Mercury.
  Therefore, Flora has pointed ears.

We can present the structure of the argument as follows:

  [All creatures on the planet Mercury have pointed ears]1.
  [Flora is a creature on the planet Mercury]2.
  Therefore,
  [Flora has pointed ears]3.

Conclusion: 3

Premises: 1, 2

The argument is valid because its structure is valid. Also, the conclusion fol-
lows logically from the premises. But the argument itself is clearly absurd and 
senseless. The argument is unsound because, when we evaluate the premises 
of the argument, it is clear that the premises do not give adequate evidence for 
the conclusion to be true.
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In summary
In this section we have explained some important aspects of argument evalua-
tion. We have explored the difference between various types of arguments and 
we have noted that the evaluation of arguments requires an understanding of 
the type of argument being evaluated. We have seen that the reason for this is 
that different analyses and evaluative approaches are required, depending on the 
type of argument we are dealing with. In the next section you will have the op-
portunity to evaluate arguments on your own.

Some matters of interest

Growth of gaming, TV hurting kids’ 
critical reasoning skills

A review of the literature suggests 
that the growth of visual media, such 
as games and television, is produc-
ing a generation that has greater 
visual reasoning skills, but a reduced 
ability to stop and engage in critical 
reasoning.

By John Timmer | Last updated 
January 29, 2009 5:10 AM CT

Critical thinking is a brain training 
game

The brain needs care just like the 
body New scientifi c research shows 
that we can improve the health and 
function of our brains with the right 
mental workouts. Critical thinking is 
one such workout.

4.2 Applying your knowledge and skills to evaluating arguments

Open clip 6B of your CD and look at the picture carefully. How does this picture 
make you feel? Imagine that you are the person in the picture and you are stand-
ing there with your back turned to an abyss. Do you feel that you have reached 
the end of a road and you are afraid of falling down the rift? Or, do you feel un-
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bound and liberated, knowing that you are on your own but that you are guided 
by your experience and competence? Perhaps you identify this picture with open 
mindedness and a willingness to question the world, authority and preconceived 
ideas. Write down your responses in your journal.

Congratulations! If you have played your role as an active initiate into the soci-
ety of critical thinkers and if you have worked diligently, you would now have 
reached the stage where you have the competence to evaluate arguments on your 
own. In this section you will have ample opportunity to practise your compe-
tence in evaluating arguments. We will act only as your guides. In some cases we 
will evaluate arguments together. In other instances you are on your own and 
you should be guided by the experience and competence that you have gained. 
Remember that the competence you acquire in applying your knowledge and 
skills to argument evaluation can most effectively be used in other disciplines 
where different opinions, assertions and theories abound.

We should take the arguments that we evaluate seriously, present them in their 
strongest form, and subject them to careful and deep analysis and assessment. 
This may require us to be charitable and fi ll in missing premises or it may require 
that we assume that an ambiguous term has a meaning suited to the argument’s 
purposes. We might want to say that the argument is unacceptable as it stands, 
but that it is acceptable with the missing premises added, and so on. We are sure 
that you will agree with us that there is no point in hastily dismissing an argu-
ment because it is not clearly expressed, or because some term or phrase is open 
to ambiguous interpretation. The aim of argument evaluation is to reach the best 
understanding that we can of the issues and problems the argument deals with.

In order to evaluate arguments successfully, let us consider the following useful 
steps in argument evaluation:

Step 1: Understand the meaning of the argument.

Step 2: Identify the conclusion of the argument.

Step 3: Locate the reasons that support the conclusion of the argument.

Step 4:  Determine whether the reasons offered in support of the conclusion are 
acceptable.

Step 5:  State your own opinion on the issue that is debated. Here we have to de-
cide whether the argument that is presented is a good argument, or not, 
and to provide reasons why we say so.

In chapter 7 of your prescribed book, the fi ve steps in argument evaluation are 
discussed in more detail. Here we would like to say something more about step 
4 and step 5. In your prescribed book it is pointed out that it is helpful to look out 
for defi nitions used in arguments. Sometimes people use defi nitions of the key 
concepts in their arguments in an attempt to clarify the concepts and to prevent 
misunderstanding in communication. For instance, in an argument in favour of 
active voluntary euthanasia, an arguer would defi ne this key concept in order to dis-
tinguish it from other forms of euthanasia. Please do yourself a favour and search 
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the internet for an explanation of the concept “euthanasia” and the difference 
between active and passive euthanasia and voluntary and involuntary euthana-
sia. This will help you to better understand the key role defi nitions play in argu-
ments. Bearing in mind the difference between the various types of euthanasia, 
let us return to our example, i.e. an argument in favour of active voluntary euthana-
sia, where an arguer needs to defi ne the key concept “active voluntary euthana-
sia” with the aim to distinguish this key concept from other forms of euthanasia. 
Obviously, the strength of her argument would depend on the accuracy of her 
defi nition of active voluntary euthanasia. When we have to decide whether an 
argument is good or bad, it is useful to look out for defi nitions arguers use in 
their arguments and determine whether the defi nitions are successful. For addi-
tional reading you could read chapter 5 (defi nitions, counterexamples and coun-
terarguments) in your prescribed book. However, you need not memorise these 
defi nitions. It will suffi ce just to know that it is important to defi ne or explain the 
meaning of the concepts used in arguments, whether we evaluate or construct 
arguments. The reason for this, as we have already said, is that often the accept-
ability of an argument depends on how the concepts used in it are explained.

Although there are no defi nite criteria to evaluate arguments, there are some 
guidelines we can use to distinguish between good and bad arguments. In chap-
ter 6 of your prescribed book, these guidelines have been explained. Here we 
provide a summary of the guidelines:

  A good argument is a sound argument.
   A good argument is an argument that is consistent.
   A good argument provides suffi cient and relevant reasons to support its con-

clusion.
   A good argument supplies evidence or reasons that are compatible with other 

claims we know are true.

Before you do the activity below, please study the section entitled “Telling good 
arguments from bad arguments” in chapter 6 of your prescribed book, as well as 
the steps in argument evaluation, which is discussed in detail in chapter 7 of the 
prescribed book.

ACTIVITY

Consider the following arguments carefully and then critically evaluate them:
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(A)              (B)

Pornography, like rape, is a male in-
vention, designed to dehumanise 
women, to reduce the female to an ob-
ject of sexual access, not to free sensu-
ality from moralistic or parental inhi-
bition ... Pornography is the undiluted 
essence of anti-female propaganda.

(Adapted from Barnett 1997:399).

A woman and the child she is carrying are 
as close to each other as any two humans can 
get. And I don’t just mean biologically close, 
but emotionally and psychologically close as 
well. Just ask any mother. A woman who in-
tentionally harms her unborn child violates 
the deepest levels of her unconscious needs 
and desires, and she is bound to pay a psy-
chological price for it. Plenty already have, as 
both psychologists and women who’ve had 
abortions can tell you.

(Olen & Barry 1999:180).

(C)

The day may come when the rest of 
the animal creation may acquire those 
rights which never could have been 
withheld from them but by the hand 
of tyranny. The French have already 
discovered that the blackness of the 
skin is no reason why a human being 
should be abandoned without redress 
to the caprice of the tormentor. It may 
one day come to be recognised that 
the number of the legs, the velocity 
of the skin, or the termination of the 
os sacrum are reasons equally insuffi -
cient for abandoning a sensitive being 
to the same fate.

What else is it that should trace the in-
superable line? Is it the faculty of rea-
son, or perhaps the faculty of discourse? 
But a full-grown horse or dog is beyond 
comparison a more rational, as well as a 
more conversable animal, than an infant 
of a day or a week or even a month, old. 
But suppose they were otherwise, what 
would it avail? The question is not

Can they reason? nor Can they talk? 
but, Can they suffer?

(Bentham 1970:368)

(D)

The crime rate in slums is indeed higher 
than elsewhere; but so is the death rate 
in hospitals. Slums are no more “causes” 
of crime than hospitals are of death; they 
are the locations of crime, as hospitals are 
of death. 

Slums and hospitals attract people selec-
tively; neither is the “cause” of the con-
dition (disease in hospitals, poverty in 
slums) that leads to the selective attrac-
tion (Van den Haag 1998:52).
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(E)

When I hear businessmen speak elo-
quently about the “social responsibilities 
of business in a free enterprise system”, I 
am reminded of the wonderful line about 
the Frenchman who discovered at the 
age of 70 that he had been speaking prose 
all his life. The businessmen believe 
that they are defending free enterprise 
when they declaim that business is not 
concerned “merely” with profi t but also 
with promoting desirable “social” ends; 
that business has a “social conscience” 
and takes seriously its responsibilities for 
providing 

employment, eliminating discrimina-
tion, avoiding pollution and whatever 
else may be the catchwords of the con-
temporary crop of reformers. In fact they 
are — or would be if they or anyone else 
took them seriously — preaching pure 
and unadulterated socialism. Business-
men who talk this way are unwitting 
puppets of the intellectual forces that 
have been undermining the basis of a 
free society these past decades (Fried-
man 2002:226).

(F)

Not everyone wants to spend his or her 
last days lying in a hospital bed wasting 
away to something hardly recognisable 
as a human being, let alone his or her 
former self. To constantly fi ght horrible 
pain, to be hooked up to an intravenous 
machine that supplies pain killing narcot-
ics, to drift up and back between a dream 
state and reality, not to 

recognise family and friends, to waste 
away to nothing while dying of dehy-
dration or starvation — to some people 
that’s an unacceptable affront to dignity. 
Out of respect for the dignity of others 
we allow them to live with dignity. Why 
not allow them to die with dignity? (Olen 
& Barry 1999:234)

(G)

Proponents of affi rmative action pro-
grammes are guilty of intellectual incon-
sistency, if not racism or sexism. For, as 
is now readily acknowledged, in times 
past employers, universities, and many 
other social institutions did have racial or 
sexual quotas (when they did not practise 
overt racial or sexual exclusion), and of 
those who were most concerned to bring 
about the eradication of those racial quo-
tas are now untroubled by the new pro-
grammes which reinstitute them. And 
this is inconsistent. If it 

was wrong to take race or sex into ac-
count when blacks and women were the 
objects of racial and sexual policies and 
practices of exclusion, then it is wrong 
to take race or sex into account when 
the objects of the policies have their race 
or sex reversed. Simple considerations 
of intellectual consistency – of what it 
means to give racism or sexism as reason 
for condemning these social policies and 
practices – require that what was good 
a reason then is still a good reason now. 
(Adapted from an argument given in 
Wasserstrom 1997:203.)
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(H)

BANNINGS RIGHT

I refer to the Government restrictions im-
posed on 18 political and trade union or-
ganisations.

These organisations are no longer able to 
preach revolution or further the aims and 
objectives of communism as set out by the 
ANC.

As South Africa does not subscribe to com-
munism or tolerate communism in any 
shape or form, it is only natural that these 
restrictions should have been made.

It must follow that those who criticise the 
Government’s actions must either be com-
munists or communist sympathisers.

The eradication of communism is a top 
priority except, of course, to these critics 
who are trying to tell us that we must al-
low it to prevail in order to placate world 
opinion and to prevent communist activ-
ists from operating underground. (Letter 
to a newspaper, from HR in Irene 1986.)

(I)

HELP, NOT HANDOUT

As “affi rmative action” becomes the buzz 
word, one wonders what happened to 
“equal opportunity”.

The late Arthur Ashe stated he was “in-
sulted” by the concept of affi rmative ac-
tion — it denigrated him as a human 
being. The eminent jurist Thurgood Mar-
shall had much to say about the bad effects 
of formalising a policy granting “rights” 
on the basis of colour and not ability.

The obvious outcome of affi rmative action 
as a policy can only be a downward curve 
in productivity, as the poorly equipped 
struggle to cope.

Surely the disadvantaged must be assist-
ed. Surely the legacy of apartheid must be 
addressed in a positive way. But let’s not 
lower the standards of our educational 
institutions, making a degree internation-
ally worthless; let’s not jeopardise stan-
dards in the workplace; and, certainly, 
let’s not contribute to a further loss of self-
esteem among those who have had to live 
as second class citizens for most of their 
lives.

Personal growth comes through the 
knowledge that one has achieved, not been 
given preference for the wrong reasons. 
Let’s give a helping hand — not a handout. 
(Letter to The Star 18 July 1997.)

 Arthur Ashe (1943–1993)



74

TOPIC 4

(J)

In the following passage Winston 
Fletcher argues that proposals to fur-
ther limit or even ban tobacco advertis-
ing should not be supported:

Though there are already restrictions 
upon tobacco advertising, there are 
calls from the health lobby to extend 
these restrictions. There have even 
been calls — especially in Europe — 
for a complete ban on tobacco advertis-
ing.

At fi rst sight the arguments in favour 
of banning tobacco advertising seem 
irresistible. Advertising encourages 
people to buy cigarettes. Cigarettes are 
bad for you. Therefore cigarette adver-
tising must be banned.

The missing word in this argument is 
“more”. Does advertising encourage 
more people to buy cigarettes, or peo-
ple to buy more cigarettes? The answer 
in both cases is no. When manufactur-
ers advertise soaps, do you wash more 
often? When oil companies advertise, 
do you increase your mileage? When 
cat foods are advertised, do you rush 
out and buy a cat? No. And, despite the 
welter of new launches, competitions 
and give  aways, promotions and ad-
vertising campaigns and other hulla-
balloo, total sales of newspapers have 
not increased.

Manufacturers continue to spend a 
small fortune on advertising because 
they hope to persuade people to switch 
brands, which is much easier and so 
more likely to be profi t able than per-
suading people to do something they 
have never done before.

The fundamental fact is that banning 
cigarette advertising does not work. 
Advertising -free China and the old Soviet 
Union have among the heaviest smoking 
populations and the two biggest tobacco 
monopolies in the world. In Europe smok-
ing has increased most since 1975 in Nor-
way, Finland and Portugal. In all three 
countries advertising has been banned for 
more than a decade.

In both Britain and the US, despite all the 
advertising, the percentage of the popu-
lation that smoke has fallen signifi cantly 
over the past 15 years: in Britain, it is only 
37 percent; in the US, it has fallen to 26 per-
cent. Smoking among young people has 
consistently fallen in these countries.
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All this is pretty strong evidence: strong 
enough to convince a Canadian court 
that examined all the international data 
and declared recently that there is no 
proven connection between advertising 
and tobacco consumption, no proof at all 
that a ban on advertising results in a fall 
in smoking.

So, if we listen to those who want to fur-
ther restrict – or even ban – tobacco ad-
vertising, what will we achieve? Not only 
the exact opposite of what the health lob-
by wants to achieve, but also the tobacco 
companies may eventually discover the 
restrictions – especially a ban – to have 
been a blessing in disguise.

In the fi rst place, the companies will make 
a great deal more profi t. Cutting down on 
advertising and sponsorship will imme-
diately save them hundreds of millions a 
year. (And, of course, it will threaten the 
future of many sporting events, events 
enjoyed by millions of people.) Second, it 
will effectively stop foreign competitors 
entering the market, good news for the 
big tobacco companies, who are already 
having to fi ght for a shrinking market. 
Third, it will remove all those fright-
ening health warnings which smokers 
cannot help noticing despite themselves 
– from the hoardings and newspapers, 
and stop manufacturers promoting low 
tar brands. Fourth, a ban may even help 
reverse the present downward trend in 
consumption,

as it appears to have done in several 
countries.

There are many addictive habits – mari-
juana and cocaine usage, for example – 
that thrive without advertising. It is pos-
sible that all the posters and publicity 
reduce the subversive glamour of ciga-
rettes for the young, and that stopping 
manufacturers from targeting the young 
will enhance it. Human beings can be 
more subversive than the health lobby 
realises.

I have no desire to see one single person 
die younger than they need. If banning 
tobacco advertising worked, I would be 
all for it; but it does not and will not. It 
simply foists more unnecessary controls 
on us – and makes those who infl ict them 
feel good.

Nobody objects to futile moral gestures 
as long as they do not interfere with oth-
er people’s freedom. If you want to shave 
your head and dance along a city street 
chanting Hare Krishna in the hope that 
it will bring peace and love to mankind, 
that is no problem. But if you indulge in 
futile moral gestures at other people’s ex-
pense – selfi shness masquerading as self-
lessness – that is another matter. Further 
restricting cigarette advertising is a fu-
tile gesture and should not be supported 
(The Guardian, Wednesday 17 November 
2004).

FEEDBACK

We will supply answers to activities (G) and (J). Apply the experience and compe-
tence you have gained from the previous activities and do the rest of the activities 
on your own.

Let us evaluate arguments (G) and (J) by applying the following steps:

(1)  What kind of argument are we dealing with?
(2) What is the writer claiming?
(3) What reasons does the author offer to support his claim?
(4) Are the reasons in support of the conclusion acceptable?
(5)  Is it a good argument? Give reasons for your answer.

(G) Argument against affi rmative action

Proponents of affi rmative action programmes are guilty of intellectual inconsis-
tency, if not racism or sexism. For, as is now readily acknowledged, at times past 
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employers, universities, and many other social institutions did have racial or sex-
ual quotas (when they did not practise overt racial or sexual exclusion), and some 
of those who were most concerned to bring about the eradication of those racial 
quotas are now untroubled by the new programmes which reinstitute them. And 
this is inconsistent. If it was wrong to take race or sex into account when blacks and 
woman were the objects of racial and sexual policies and practices of exclusion, 
then it is wrong to take race or sex into account when the objects of the policies 
have their race or sex reversed. Simple considerations of intellectual consistency 
— of what it means to give racism or sexism as reason for condemning these social 
policies and practices — require that what was good reason then is still a good 
reason now.

(1) What kind of argument are we dealing with?

This is an inductive value argument.

(2) What is the writer claiming?

The writer is claiming that advocates of affi rmative action are guilty of intel-
lectual inconsistency when it comes to the institution of the new affi rmative 
action programmes that are based on racism and sexism. In support of her 
claim she offers reasons why supporters of affi rmative action are being intel-
lectually inconsistent.

(3) What reasons does the author give in support of her claims?

If it was wrong to take race or sex as the basis for job reservation in the past, 
then it is equally wrong now to take race and sex as the basis for the imple-
mentation of affi rmative action programmes.

(4) Are the reasons in support of the conclusion acceptable?

According to me the premises offered in support of the conclusion are not ac-
ceptable for the following reason:

We agree with the author that the idea of affi rmative action, which amounts to 
reverse discrimination, is intellectually inconsistent. This, however, is hardly 
the point. The implementation of affi rmative action is not about intellectu-
al consistency, but about the redressing of a past reality of discrimination 
against blacks and women.

(5) Is it a good argument? Give reasons for your answer.

This is a bad argument because the argument is not sound. The author fails to 
offer good reasons in support of what she is claiming.

(J)  Winston Fletcher’s argument that we should not support proposals to fur-
ther limit or even ban tobacco advertising

This argument is an extended complex argument. A complex, or a chain argu-
ment, has several sub-arguments, each with its own conclusion. A simple or less 
complex argument usually has only one conclusion. An extended argument should 
be evaluated in the same way as any other less complex argument. Of course, ex-
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tended arguments are sometimes more diffi cult to evaluate, because they are usu-
ally long chains of connected arguments and you need to keep track of all of them 
as you read. This requires practise.

The evaluation of this argument was prepared by Prof Mashuq Ally, a former lec-
turer in the Department of Philosophy, Practical & Systematic Theology at Unisa.

(1) What kind of argument are we dealing with?

This is an inductive argument containing both empirical and value claims.

(2) What is the writer claiming?
The writer has three connected claims. In general, he argues against a ban on 
tobacco advertising. He includes consideration of how such a ban, contrary to 
the intentions of the health lobby, would in fact actively promote the interests 
of currently existing tobacco companies. In support of his main claim he of-
fers pragmatic considerations which are designed to demonstrate the futility 
of such a ban.

(3) What reasons does the author give in support of his claims?

The writer has three connected claims:

First claim. Argument against a ban on tobacco advertising:

The reasons the writer offers in support of this claim are the following:

(a)  Since the advertising of soap does not lead to increased use of soap but 
rather to possible switching of brands of soap, tobacco advertising does 
not lead to increased use of tobacco but rather to possible switching of 
brands.

(b) The fundamental fact is that banning cigarette advertising does not 
work because, despite the banning of cigarette advertising in countries 
such as Norway, Finland and Portugal, smoking has increased.

(c) Statistics show that in Britain and the United States the percentage of 
smokers (especially among young people) in these countries has con-
tinued to drop signifi cantly, despite a great deal of advertising in these 
countries.

(d) The fi ndings of a Canadian court suggest that there is no proven connec-
tion between advertising and tobacco consumption. It claimed that a ban 
on advertising would not lead to a drop in smoking.

(e) Banning tobacco advertising actively encourages consumption of tobac-
co.

Second claim. Argument to show that a ban on tobacco advertising will ac-
tively promote the interests of currently existing tobacco companies:

Reasons given in support of this claim:

(a) These companies will save a great deal of money which, in the absence 
of the ban, would have been spent on advertising.

(b) Existing companies will preserve a monopoly in the tobacco market.
(c) The absence of health warnings resulting from a ban will lead to the 
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production of products with a higher tar content (presumably cheaper 
to produce), which will be more dangerous to smokers.

(d) Increased consumption of tobacco may follow in the wake of a ban.

Third claim. Argument to show that a ban on tobacco advertising is a futile 
moral gesture:

Reasons supplied in support of this claim:

(a) The banning of advertising promotes the “forbidden fruit syndrome”.
(b) Since the use of marijuana and cocaine (examples of “forbidden fruit”) 

increases without the need for advertising, the use of tobacco will like-
wise increase if advertising is banned.

(c) Banning advertising of tobacco does not discourage its use among those 
who wish to smoke.

(d) Banning tobacco advertising “foists unnecessary controls on us” and 
gives those in favour of such controls a false sense of promoting the 
public good.

(e) It is of no more practical value to ban tobacco advertising than practices 
of the Hare Krishna movement are a practical means to world peace.

(f) It is “selfi sh” and duplicitous to interfere with the freedom of tobacco 
companies to advertise.

(4) Are the reasons in support of the conclusion acceptable?
To answer this question we have to take each point and evaluate it.

Point 1. Since the advertising of soap does not lead to increased use of soap 
but rather to possible switching of brands of soap, tobacco advertising does 
not lead to increased use of tobacco but rather to possible switching of brands.

Counterarguments:

(i) These “restrictions” on tobacco advertising may well have the effect of 
reducing sales of tobacco. Perhaps such restrictions actively discourage 
use among the public at large, specifi cally those members of the public 
who contemplate smoking.

(ii) Moreover, whereas the use of soap is a necessity among people of most 
countries, the use of tobacco, among those who have never begun smok-
ing, is optional.

Point 2. State ownership of tobacco in China and the old Soviet Union and 
not advertising is responsible for the heavy smoking among the population in 
those countries.

Counterargument:

In countries such as China and the old Soviet Union the high degree of smok-
ing may be ascribed as much to ignorance of its dangers as to limited access 
to other “bourgeois pleasures”.

Point 3. Statistics show that in Britain and the United States the percentage of 
smokers (especially among young people) in these countries has continued to 
drop signifi cantly despite a great deal of advertising in these countries.
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Counterargument:

The fact that fewer young people smoke suggests that they have been alerted 
to the dangers of smoking by the “restrictions” placed on tobacco advertis-
ing. The fact that smoking has increased in Norway, Finland and Portugal is 
evidence in favour of restrictions on advertising and not outright banning of 
advertising.

Point 4. The fi ndings of a Canadian court suggest that there is no proven con-
nection between advertising and tobacco consumption. It claimed that a ban 
on advertising would not lead to a drop in smoking.

Counterargument:

Fletcher uses the term “proven connection” ambiguously to describe the 
court’s fi ndings. It may very well be that a ban on advertising will not lead to 
a drop in smoking, but this may be as much because of the absence of warn-
ings about the dangers of smoking resulting from the “lifting of restrictions” 
(presence of health warnings) as it may be because of the “forbidden fruit” 
syndrome (according to which the outright banning of a product encourages 
its use through the defi ance and “subversive glamour” resulting from contin-
ued consumption of the product in such circumstances).

Point 5. Banning tobacco advertising actively encourages the consumption of 
tobacco.

A ban on tobacco advertising will actively promote the interests of currently 
existing tobacco companies:

(a) They will save a great deal of money which, in the absence of the ban, 
would have been spent upon advertising.

(b) Existing companies will preserve their monopoly of the tobacco market.
(c) The absence of health warnings resulting from a ban will lead to the 

production of products with a higher tar content (presumably cheaper 
to produce), which will be more dangerous to smokers.

(d) Increased consumption of tobacco may follow in the wake of a ban.

Point 6. A ban on tobacco advertising is a futile moral gesture:

(a)  The banning of advertising promotes the “forbidden fruit syndrome”.

Since the use of marijuana and cocaine (examples of “forbidden fruit”) 
increases without the need for advertising, the use of tobacco will like-
wise increase if advertising is banned.

Counterarguments:

(i) A false analogy is drawn between marijuana and cocaine, on the 
one hand, and tobacco, on the other. Whereas using the former 
is illegal, using the latter is not. This difference in status may 
account for the subversive glamour of the former — a glamour 
which may be signifi cantly greater than that of the latter.

(ii) The addictive properties of marijuana and cocaine may be much 
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greater than those of tobacco (especially in terms of initial use). 
If this is so, it may account for the fact that such habits “thrive 
without advertising”.

(b) Banning advertising of tobacco does not discourage its use among peo-
ple who wish to smoke.

Counterargument:

It has not been proved that it does, nor has it been proved that it does 
not. Evidence against banning of tobacco advertising is provided by 
the experience of certain countries. There are the countries in Europe 
in which “smoking has increased most”, namely Norway, Finland and 
Portugal, and in which tobacco advertising has been banned for more 
than a decade. Evidence in favour of continued restrictions (albeit not 
an outright ban) on tobacco advertising is provided by declining num-
bers of tobacco users in Britain and the United States — where, contrary 
to Fletcher’s interpretation of the statistics, increased awareness of the 
dangers of smoking (“those frightening health warnings”) would seem 
to play a role.

(c) Banning advertising of tobacco “foists unnecessary controls on us” and 
gives those in favour of such controls a false sense of promoting the 
public good.

Counterarguments:

(i)  This is a value argument. The “controls” exerted on us by ban-
ning advertising are no different from the “controls” exerted by 
actual advertising. Advertising attempts to manipulate us into 
smoking; banning advertising denies tobacco companies the op-
portunity to freely promote their products.

(ii) The argument commits the fallacy of equivocation. To whom 
does the word “us” refer? There may be a surreptitious confl ation 
(combination) of “us” with the tobacco companies. If “us” refers 
to the public in general then it appeals to general considerations 
such as freedom of choice which can still be exercised even if 
tobacco advertising is banned. But the argument throughout has 
been directed toward the right of tobacco companies to advertise 
freely, so there is a suggestion that our rights and the tobacco 
companies’ rights are being confl ated. But there is no reason to 
believe these rights to be identical.

(iii) Furthermore, whether people feel good about promoting the 
public good is irrelevant. What is relevant is whether the public 
good is served by banning tobacco advertising.

(d) It is of no more practical value to ban tobacco advertising than the prac-
tices of the Hare Krishna movement are a practical means to world peace.
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Counterargument:

Here a false analogy is drawn. Devotees of the Hare Krishna movement 
attempt to revise general attitudes among people, which is an extremely 
ambitious undertaking and it is in principle impossible to quantify the 
effect of their actions — whereas the effects of the anti-advertising lobby 
can be quantifi ed.

(e) It is “selfi sh” and duplicitous to interfere with the freedom of tobacco 
companies to advertise.

Counterargument:

If it is conceded that the use of tobacco is itself harmful, then any means 
which can be shown to discourage its use and which thereby “interferes 
with other people’s (tobacco companies’) freedom” may, arguably, be le-
gitimate. It can, most defi nitely, not be regarded as “selfi sh”.

(5)  Is this a good argument? Explain.

This is a chain argument. Of its three substantive claims only the second, 
namely the view that a ban on advertising will actively promote the interests 
of currently existing tobacco companies, can stand up to examination. Since 
this view is only a side issue, one has to conclude that the argument is not a 
good one.

One reason why the argument is not good is that it fails to specify what is 
meant by “restrictions”. Restrictions on advertising include such items as 
warnings against the effects of using tobacco, which may very well have the 
effect of discouraging the use of tobacco. It need not be the case that banning 
tobacco advertisements also entails fewer visible warnings about the detri-
mental effects of smoking, but this issue is not considered. This suggests that 
Fletcher’s article covertly supports the efforts of tobacco companies to trans-
mit their message, irrespective of the possible dangers of smoking to the pub-
lic at large. His use of statistics clearly suggests that he ought to be aware of 
the correlation between the effects of “restrictions” as opposed to the effects 
of “banning”. If nothing else, his failure to draw the distinction convicts him 
at best of gross oversight — and at worst of cunning and deliberate partiality.

In summary
In this topic you had the opportunity to apply the knowledge and skills you 
have gained from all our previous discussions, explanations and activities to 
evaluating the arguments of others. In the next topic you will have the chance 
to construct your own philosophical arguments. See this as an adventure and a 
challenge, rather than a dull and painful experience. Writing is fun! Mastering the 
skill to express your thoughts in writing by constructing arguments is empower-
ing — writing effectively and clearly enables you to make your voice heard by 
defending your own ideas and insights.
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THE USE OF ARGUMENTS IN DIFFERENT 
KINDS OF WRITING

If you actively participate in the learning opportunities provided in topic 5, you 
will acquire the competence to:

   distinguish between different kinds of writing
  understand and follow the rules of constructing arguments when writing 

argumentative essays
  understand that a critical evaluation of the ideas and beliefs of other people 

requires a critical attitude of self-refl ection and critical evaluation of our own biases, 
misconceptions and preconceived ideas

5.1 Different kinds of writing
By now you should have a clear idea of how to analyse and evaluate the argu-
ments of others. But this is only one aspect of your task as a critical reasoner. A 
second, and equally important task, is the construction of arguments — that is, 
the construction and defence of a philosophical argument of your own. Obvi-
ously, you should expect your own argument to meet the requirements that you 
demand of any other argument. Your argument must be coherently stated and 
its premises must supply suffi cient and relevant reasons for the conclusion to be 
accepted.

Because critical reasoning is about arguments and argumentation, its primary fo-
cus is argumentative writing. However, it would be a mistake to think that argu-
mentative writing is the only kind of writing. There is nothing new in telling you 
that writing can exist in different forms. Most likely we have all composed both a 
grocery list and a love letter at some point in our lives already, so we needn’t tell 
you the obvious. However, in this course we will focus on the kinds of writing 
used in academic environments.

There is also descriptive writing, comparative writing and narrative writing. Al-
though we are concerned only with argumentative writing in critical reasoning, 
we should know about other kinds of writing, because this will help us to better 
understand what argumentative writing entails.
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ACTIVITY

Do yourself the favour and write down answers to the questions following below 
in your journal before you read any further:

(1) Why do students write?
(2) What are the different kinds of writing which, up to now, you have been 

asked to use in the school or university environment?
(3) Why is it necessary to have different kinds of writing?
(4) What do different kinds of writing have to do with philosophy?

Please do not take this exercise lightly. Remember that, through journal writing, 
you write in order to understand yourself better:

In a very real sense, the writer writes in order to teach 

himself to understand himself … (Alfred Kazin)

FEEDBACK

Why do students write? Easy, most students would say, “Because we have to.” Hon-
est, perhaps, but discouraging. It makes writing seem pretty trivial. How about 
another go? Here’s a likely second answer: “To show what we know.” Hmm, I’m 
not sure I like that much better. Isn’t there something more positive we can say 
about writing?

Yes, there is. The best reason to write is the best reason to do anything: because it 
helps you grow and develop your potential. Writing is a terrifi c way to learn. When 
you write you discover whether you really understand something, or just think 
you do; and the very process of writing makes you think, and think hard.

The process of writing pushes students toward the true goals of higher education: 
critical thinking, creativity, analysis, synthesis, and informed judgment. Therefore, 
writing is primarily about learning, not showing off what you already know. If 
writing an essay teaches you nothing, the assignment has been a failure. One com-
mon way to categorise writing is to distinguish between expressive and communica-
tive writing.
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5.1.1 Expressive writing

Expressive writing is personal and informal, written to encourage comprehen-
sion and refl ection on the part of the writer. Open-ended and creative, expressive 
writing is a good way to start learning about a topic. By contrast, communicative 
writing is analytical, formal and more or less impersonal. It presupposes that the 
writer already has considerable knowledge and understanding of the topic and 
is writing to inform a reader. It demands adherence to established conventions of 
tone, voice, diction, evidence, and citation; these conventions will vary according 
to discipline and type (e.g. laboratory report, history paper, business plan, legal 
brief).

Writing as learning begins with expressive writing. Consider what it’s like when 
you’re fi rst learning about a topic. Everything is unfamiliar. It’s like being in a 
strange land where not only the terrain but even the signs and maps are unfamil-
iar, and the words themselves are foreign. That’s the situation students fi nd them-
selves in when they begin studying a fi eld like history or anthropology or biology 
or business. Expressive writing gives students an opportunity to start to make 
sense of the world they fi nd themselves in, to bring the myriad of facts, defi ni-
tions, rules, theories, and perspectives to life and impose some order on them.

There are many different kinds of expressive writing: one kind used in this 
course is journals.

5.1.2 Journals

Many educators rely on journals (also known as learning logs, idea notebooks, 
laboratory journals, or commonplace books) to encourage student thinking. 
Journals give students the chance to refl ect on what they’re studying, to record 
thoughts, questions, ideas, hunches, or seemingly stray tangents.

Journals are easy to fi t into any course – fi ve or ten minutes of journal writing 
once or twice a week can be enough to keep a journal going (and spark better 
understanding of what you know and do not know). Even if a lecturer doesn’t 
require journals, you should consider keeping one. It can help you keep track of 
ideas you may wish to develop later on.

5.1.3 Communicative writing

With communicative writing, logic and argumentation count a great deal. Com-
municative writing includes essays, fi nal papers, laboratory reports, handouts 
accompanying student presentations, senior theses, and the like. Outside the 
classroom, communicative writing includes reports, plans, offi cial documents of 
all sorts, letters of application, and so on. What all these kinds of writing have in 
common is the great weight they place on logic. University assignments like es-
says or laboratory reports give students practise in writing for others according to 
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a strict format and fi xed conventions. Writing assignments trains students to turn 
personal observations into impersonal prose, avoid value judgments unwelcome 
in the sciences, and write with economy and precision.

In chapter 8 of your prescribed textbook, the difference between the following 
kinds of writing is discussed and explained in detail:

  descriptive writing
  comparative and contrast writing
  narrative writing
  argumentative writing

These kinds of writing can largely be classifi ed as communicative writing. Read 
these sections carefully and then do the following activity:

ACTIVITY

Read the following passages and identify the kind of writing in each text. In each 
case, I will provide you with some background on the quoted text so that you 
have a context in which you could make sense of the passage and identify the 
kind of writing apparent in the text.

The following text was taken from a book on social psychology, dealing with 
social infl uence, attitude change, group processes and prejudice. TM New-
comb was a social psychologist, who conducted a study of student attitudes at 
Bennington College in Vermont. Vermont is one of the six New England states 
in America. Newcomb’s study reports the impact the college environment had 
on student attitudes (Collins 1970:75):

(1)  “Newcomb chose to focus on changes in political and economic attitudes 
brought about by the Bennington experience. This was a topic of some 
concern to the community in general and provided an excellent opportunity 
to study the impact of the community on individual members. He found 
that the college community did indeed have a marked impact on students’ 
attitudes. The generally liberal atmosphere resulted in a defi nite decrease 
in conservatism as the girls went from their freshman to their senior year. 
The senior class was more liberal than the freshman class; the attitudes of 
the students became more liberal each year they spent at Bennington. New-
comb’s study, with this fi nding alone, provided an important starting point 
for the study of social attitudes, since it showed that attitudes can be modi-
fi ed as a result of social experience. Newcomb was also able to give us some 
insight into the specifi c mechanisms by which the values of the college com-
munity were internalised into individual attitudes.”
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The text that follows was taken from a book written by Ursula LeGuin. Le-
Guin is well-known for her poetry and science fi ction writings. This text was 
taken from her book, The left hand of darkness (LeGuin 1992:170):

(2) “How the devil can I believe anything you say!” he burst out. Bodily weak-
ness made his indignation sound aggrieved and whining. “If all this is true, 
you might have explained some of it earlier, last spring, and spared us both 
a trip to Pulefen. Your efforts on my behalf —”

“Have failed. And have put you in pain, and shame, and danger. I know 
it. But if I had tried to fi ght Tibe for your sake, you would not be here 
now; you’d be in a grave in Erhenrang. And there are now a few people 
in Karhide, and a few in Orgoreyn, who believe your story, because they 
listened to me. They may yet serve you. My greatest error was, as you say, in 
not making myself clear to you. I am not used to doing so. I am not used to 
giving, or accepting, either advice or blame.”

“I don’t mean to be unjust, Estraven —”

“Yet you are. It is strange. I am the only man in all Gethen that has trusted 
you entirely, and I am the only man in Gethen that you have refused to 
trust.”

The text below was constructed by the authors of this study guide to serve 
as an example of a particular kind of writing. It is up to you to identify what 
kind of writing this is:

(3) Concerns about human rights presently fall into two schools: liberal and 
communitarian. Liberals base the notion of human rights on the democratic 
basis of basic civil and political rights of all citizens as individuals and in-
sist that, since the individual’s interests can easily be threatened, all citizens 
should be protected against the oppression of the state and against collective 
authoritarianism. In contrast to the liberal perspective, communitarians ar-
gue that the community, rather than the individual, the state, or the nation, 
is the ultimate originator of values and, in their analysis of human rights, 
group or communal rights, rather than individual rights, are emphasised.

The following text was taken from a book written by Maurice Merleau-Ponty. 
Merleau-Ponty (1908–1961) was a French philosopher and contemporary of 
Jean-Paul Sartre, the well-known existentialist philosopher. Merleau-Ponty 
wrote numerous books on phenomenology and perception. The text below is 
taken from his book, Signs (Merleau-Ponty 1964:109):

(4)  “Since we are all hemmed in by history, it is up to us to understand that 
whatever truth we may have is to be gotten not in spite of, but through, our 
historical inherence. Superfi cially considered, our inherence destroys all 
truth; considered radically, it founds a new idea of truth. As long as I cling 
to the ideal of an absolute spectator, of knowledge with no point of view, 
I can see my situation as nothing but a source of error. But if I have once 
recognized that through it I am grafted onto every action and all knowledge 
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which can have meaning for me, and that step by step it contains everything 
which can exist for me, then my contact with the social in the fi nitude of my 
situation is revealed to me as the point of origin of all truth.”

FEEDBACK

(1) This text is an example of descriptive writing. The author describes the im-
pact of the community on individuals’ attitudes. Note that the author is not 
telling a story, comparing phenomena, or engaging in an argument.

(2) This kind of writing is narrative writing. Note that the text does not argue for 
or against a particular point of view. Rather, the text aims at unfolding a story.

(3) This kind of writing is comparative writing. Here the author compares two 
different approaches to human rights: liberal and communitarian.

(4) This text is an example of argumentative writing. It argues about the philo-
sophical problem of absolute truth versus subjective truth.

You should now have a basic idea of what the various kinds of writing entail. Let 
us look for an opportunity to practise this basic competence by doing the following 
activity.

ACTIVITY

For this activity you will need access to a library. If you do not have access to a 
library, we suggest you get hold of magazines and newspapers. Consult books 
from the library (it could also be your personal home “library” or a friend’s collec-
tions of books) and select an example of each of the following different kinds of 
writing: descriptive writing, narrative writing, comparative writing, and argu-
mentative writing.

You may need to consult a variety of books, dealing with different topics, such as 
philosophical problems, psychology, law, history, and fi ction. But in the end you 
should have selected only four different passages, each of them representing a 
particular kind of writing. Now make a collage of these four passages by making 
photocopies of them and pasting the photocopied passages in your journal. Mark 
each of them according to the appropriate type of writing.

5.2 Writing argumentative essays
Good critical essays cannot be plucked out of the sky. They depend on a good 
knowledge of the issues and arguments dealt with in a particular topic. A good 
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starting point when writing critical or argumentative essays is to apply the expe-
rience and competence you have gained from your critical reasoning studies. A 
careful reading of the prescribed material and other philosophy texts will give 
you a good idea of how to write argumentative essays. Don’t worry if you have 
diffi culty in understanding some of what you read. It is not easy to reach a full 
understanding of a complex philosophical text on an issue which has puzzled 
minds much greater than yours and mine. So you should not expect to under-
stand such a text before you have read through it several times. All we expect is 
that you offer a reasonable interpretation. Keep in mind that the more you read, 
the easier you will fi nd it to understand these texts.

Earlier on we have said that critical reasoning is concerned about argumentative 
writing. The aim of this section, then, is to introduce you to some key features of 
argumentative writing. This should enable you to start writing argumentative 
essays within the framework of an acceptable structure. As you become more 
skilled, you may want to change this method and organise your arguments dif-
ferently. Until then, this method is useful to get you going and, by using it, you 
can be confi dent that you have adopted a sound approach.

When writing argumentative essays, we should keep the following key points in 
mind:

  Clearly state the thesis that you intend to defend in your essay.
   Analyse and explain the problem the thesis deals with.
   Use research material, documentation and referencing.
   Provide suffi cient and relevant reasons to support the thesis.
   Defi ne the key concepts used in your arguments.
   Consider/anticipate possible opposition (counterarguments) to the thesis.
   Reply to possible opposition.
   Use appropriate language and structure.

In chapter 8 of the prescribed book, these key aspects are explained in greater 
detail. Please read the section titled, “Writing an argumentative essay”.

Below is a brief guide to writing argumentative essays. These hints dovetail well 
with the key aspects of argumentative essay writing that we explored in chapter 
8 of the prescribed book. Consider these hints together with the key aspects and 
do the activity that follows (Jordan-Henley 1988).

A Brief Guide to Writing Argumentative Essays

Jennifer Jordan-Henley

The art of argumentation is not an easy skill to acquire. Many people might think that if one simply has an 
opinion, one can argue it effectively, and these folks are always surprised when others don’t agree with 
them because their logic seems so correct. Additionally, writers of argumentation often forget that their 
primary purpose in an argument is to “win” it – to sway the reader to accept their point of view.
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It is easy to name call, easy to ignore the point of view or research of others, and extremely easy 
to accept one’s own opinion as gospel, even if the writer has not checked his or her premise in a 
couple of years, or, as is the case for many young writers, never questioned the beliefs inherited 
from others.

Want to know what you think about something? Then write an argumentative essay. To be fair, 
however, you’ll find that one of the first things you must do is become an expert on the issue. 
When you pick a topic, you should avoid writing about issues that cannot be won, no matter how 
strongly you might feel about them. The five hottest topics of our time seem to be gun control, 
abortion, capital punishment, freedom of speech, and probably the most recent, euthanasia, or 
the right to die. If possible, avoid writing about these topics because they are either impossible to 
“win,” or because your instructor is probably sick of reading about them and knows all the pros 
and cons by heart (this could put you at a serious disadvantage). The topics may be fine reading 
material, however, because most people are somewhat aware of the problems and can then con-
centrate on understanding the method of argument itself. But care should be taken that if you read 
one side, you also read the other. Far too many individuals only read the side that they already 
believe in. These issues cannot be won for good reason: each touches on matters of faith and 
beliefs that for many people are unshakable and deeply private.

Features

1.  So, what do you write about? Pick a well- defined, controversial issue. (Spend some time with the latest 
copies of several news magazines, watch 60 Minutes, or listen to National Public Radio to generate 
ideas.) Readers should understand what the issue is and what is at stake. The issue must be arguable, 
as noted above. After stating your thesis, you will need to discuss the issue in depth so that your reader 
will understand the problem fully.

2.  A clear position taken by the writer. In your thesis sentence, state what your position is. You do not 
need to say: “I believe that we should financially support the space station.” Using the first person 
weakens your argument. Say “Funding for the space station is imperative to maintain America’s com-
petitive edge in the global economy.” The thesis can be modified elsewhere in the essay if you need to 
qualify your position, but avoid hedging in your thesis.

3.  A convincing argument. An argumentative essay does not merely assert an opinion; it presents an ar-
gument, and that argument must be backed up by data that persuades readers that the opinion is valid. 
This data consists of facts, statistics, the testimony of others through personal interviews and question-
naires or through articles and books, and examples. The writer of an argumentative essay should seek 
to use educated sources that are nonbiased, and to use them fairly. It is therefore best to avoid using 
hate groups as a source, although you can use them briefly as an example of the seriousness of the 
problem. Talk shows fall into the same category as they are frequently opinionated or untrue.

4.  A reasonable tone. Assume that your reader will disagree with you or be sceptical. It is important, 
therefore, that your tone be reasonable, professional, and trustworthy. By anticipating objections and 
making concessions, you inspire confidence and show your good will.

ACTIVITY

Write an argumentative essay on a topic of your own choice by applying the key 
rules of writing argumentative essays. Your essay need not be longer than 2 000 
words. We will give you examples of argumentative themes but the choice of 
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topic is entirely yours. Have fun and enjoy writing in order to understand your-
self better!

(1)  When, in your opinion, is euthanasia legally and morally acceptable?
(2) Do you think cloning human beings should be allowed? Why? Why not?
(3) Give an informed opinion on the looming threat of bioterrorism.
(4)  Is affi rmative action, according to you, justifi able? Give reasons for your 

answer.
(5) Express an informed opinion on the moral permissibility of the death pen-

alty.
(6) What is your opinion on human traffi cking?
(7) Give an informed opinion on the issue of xenophobia.

FEEDBACK

When we write an argumentative essay, we should consider the following points:

(1) Explain the relevant problem/claim and say what it entails; then state the po-
sition you are going to defend (your thesis).

(2) Argue your claim, by giving acceptable and adequate reasons for your stand-
point.

(3) Your discussion must be relevant. Make sure that you discuss the issues 
raised in the premises.

(4) Illustrate and clarify the points you are making by giving examples.
(5) Always consider the opposite viewpoint and discuss one or two possible 

counterarguments to your position.
(6) Always include a bibliography, listing the sources that you have consulted 

and referred to in your essay.

Let us put some of these guidelines into practice and write brief notes on an ar-
gument that deals with abortion.

Let us say our thesis is the following:

The practice of abortion is morally permissible when the mother’s life is 

endangered by continued pregnancy. 

The practice of abortion is morally permissible when the mother’s life is endan-
gered by continued pregnancy.

One argument we might use here is that, since everyone has a right to self-de-
fence and even the right to kill someone when this is the only way to save oneself, 
therefore a mother has the right to defend herself against a foetus whose con-
tinued existence clearly and unambiguously threatens her life. Here there is an 
appeal to a general principle that “everyone has a right to self-defence.” We might 
defend this by showing through examples how the principle fi ts in with what we 
take to be reasonable. For instance, could we morally blame someone who de-
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fended herself from a lethal attack from a man wielding a knife if she deliberately 
pushed her attacker over a cliff and this was the only way to save herself? Surely 
not. We may then go on to claim that a mother who requests an abortion when 
continued pregnancy is a clear danger to her life is doing nothing more than the 
victim in this example and, by parity of the same kind of reasoning, we should 
attach no moral blame to such actions. We may offer further arguments claim-
ing that, since a foetus is not yet, properly speaking, a person (perhaps only a 
potential person), the rights of a mother (who is a person) should take precedence 
over the less important rights of the foetus. Here we would have to defend our 
defi nition of “person,” and show how being a person makes one a rights bearer, 
and how some rights are more important than other rights. Our defi nition of a 
person may assume some factual claims about human abilities, such as the ability 
to reason and communicate, and these assumptions would have to be articulated 
and defended.

In general, whatever arguments we use, all the points that we made in the pre-
ceding topics (on awareness of fallacious reasoning and avoidance of fallacies, 
and on argument analysis and evaluation) should guide us in our defence of our 
thesis.

We should take care never to simply make an assertion but always back it up with 
reasons which we ourselves would accept as appropriate and well founded.

When we write an argumentative essay, our opinions carry more weight if we 
look at both sides of the issue. In other words, we acknowledge our opponents’ 
views but try to convince the reader that our own argument is stronger.

Our essay would be extremely dull if we used the words “supporters” and “oppo-
nents” all the way through. Similarly, it would be unimpressive if we only used 
the verb “say” to refer to people’s opinions. The tables below contain lists of use-
ful alternatives. Study them and then do the gap-fi ll task that follows.

+ –

supporters opponents

proponents opponents

those in favour of … those opposed to … 

defenders of … critics of …

advocates of … objectors

pro… (e.g. pro abortionists) anti… (e.g. anti abortionists)
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say that …
Alternative words

argue
claim
maintain
assert
contend
allege
insist
contend
suggest
point out

ACTIVITY

(1) Complete the text below using words/phrases from the tables above. (Solid 
lines relate to the fi rst table; dotted lines relate to the second):

______________ of TV …….…………….. that it exposes us to too much vio-
lence and, as a result, we become less sensitive to real-life violence. They also 
………………………. that school children neglect homework and have prob-
lems concentrating in class as a result of spending too much time glued to 
the box. Finally, ____________ ……………….……. that television has turned 
many of us into overweight, unfi t “couch potatoes”.
_______________________, on the other hand, …………..……… that it is a 
blessing for lonely, elderly or housebound people. Furthermore, they
………………….., it does not simply entertain; it can be very educational as 
well. Another argument ______________ of TV is that it sometimes plays
an important role in fundraising for disaster relief and various charities. For 
example, the “Live Aid” rock concert in 1984 raised millions of pounds for 
victims of the Ethiopian famine.

(2) Choose another controversial issue (e.g. school violence, hijacking, school 
uniforms, meat eating, the use of animals in medical research, single sex 
schools, etc.). Write some sentences that express the views of people on both 
sides of the argument. Aim for variety in your choice of language.

5.3 The philosophical attitude
In all the sections of this study guide, you have been doing (or practising) phi-
losophy. But what does it mean to “do philosophy”? It is not easy (perhaps not 
even desirable) to give a defi nition of philosophy. So, it is equally diffi cult to say 
exactly what we are doing when we engage in philosophical reasoning. Although 
it would be convenient to have a recipe, it would be contrary to the spirit of 
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philosophical enterprise — which demands a critical and open attitude toward 
the ideas and beliefs of other people, a critical attitude and evaluation of our own 
beliefs and assumptions and a critical, open attitude toward philosophy itself.

In the following few paragraphs we discuss some of the key features of a philo-
sophical attitude to questions and problems. There is no recipe here: merely a few 
essential ingredients.

(1) Philosophers have an absolute regard for clear and rigorous reasoning and 
the clear and rigorous use of language.

Clarity in thought and language leaves few hiding places for prejudice and 
distortion. Clarity is therefore essential if we are to achieve an acceptable 
understanding of the fundamental questions which puzzle us and if we 
are to obtain the likely answers to these questions. This is not to say that 
philosophical writings are easy to understand (they seldom are), but rather 
that the diffi cult and complex concepts and arguments employed should be 
articulated in a way which is precise and exact.

(2) The philosophical attitude requires tolerance of the opinions, thoughts, at-
titudes and arguments of others.

Philosophers should be swayed only by the cogency of an argument, not 
by preconceived ideas and prejudices. This calls for openness to other 
viewpoints, however unpalatable these views may seem to us at fi rst. This 
does not mean that a philosopher may not strongly and forcibly advocate a 
particular position (the best philosophers always do). What it does mean is 
that a philosopher’s advocacy stands on a reasoned conviction that his or her 
arguments are sound, together with openness to the possibility that he or 
she is mistaken.

Merely having an open mind is nothing. The object of opening the mind, as of opening the mouth, 
is to shut it on something solid. (GK Chesterton)

(3) The philosophical attitude is a critical one.

The questions philosophers ask are important and they are aimed at the 
foundations of our thought about the world and our place in it. A critical at-
titude takes nothing as “given”. This may appear to the outsider as “nitpick-
ing”, but there is no surer way of being led astray in thought than simply to 
assume that something is true. To allow one’s mind to glide over uncomfort-
able and diffi cult issues is the opposite of the philosophical attitude. Howev-
er, having a critical approach does not mean that we argue merely for argu-
ment’s sake. Philosophers treat their questions seriously and treat arguments 
with respect.

(4) Finally, a philosophical attitude demands imagination.

The best philosophy invites us to look at our world in fresh and new ways. 
This requires an imaginative approach. To have an imaginative approach 
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means to be creative about other possibilities, to imagine alternative scenari-
os and consider different options.

ACTIVITY

Do yourself the favour and turn back to topic 1 and refl ect critically on the follow-
ing:

At the beginning of this module, we said that the aim of this module is to equip you 
with the necessary critical thinking tools to critically analyse and evaluate knowl-
edge claims and provide you with the skills to develop a critical attitude towards 
cultural stereotypes, biases and preconceived ideas. We also said that these tools are 
vitally important for making informed, rational and responsible decisions so that, 
when you are faced with ethical dilemmas in your professional or even private lives, 
you will have the tools that will enable you to make the appropriate choice.

Now take your journal and write refl ective answers to the following questions:

(1) What did you gain from your studies in critical reasoning?
(2) How did critical reasoning help you to make responsible decisions and to 

justify choices in diffi cult situations you encountered in your work environ-
ment, your home life and interaction with your community?

(3) Did critical reasoning assist you with your studies of other disciplines, such 
as Psychology, History, English Studies, Anthropology, Developmental Stud-
ies, Sociology, Political Science and Health Care?

(4) What, according to you, does it mean to think critically about the world? 
For this exercise you can open clips 6B, 6C, 6D and 6E of your CD and write 
down your thoughts about these pictures. What do you see? What do you 
think infl uenced the way you perceived the images? You can also initiate a 
discussion on “the way we see things differently” on the discussion forum 
on myUnisa.

FEEDBACK

The point of this exercise is to make you aware that our worldviews colour our per-
ception of the world, other people and ourselves. People differ in their approach and 
views on issues because they see things differently. That is, their understanding 
and interpretation of issues differ. The way a person sees things is fundamentally 
infl uenced by his or her worldview. A worldview is the comprehensive framework 
of a person’s basic beliefs about gender, race, religion, life and death, the meaning 
of human life, and so on. In turn, these beliefs infl uence our values, attitudes, as-
sumptions and emotional experiences. Fortunately, our worldviews are not static 
but they change as we go through life, encountering a variety of experiences. Re-
fl ecting on your own thinking about the pictures might give you the opportunity 
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to “dig a little deeper” to uncover your framework of basic beliefs and see how 
these beliefs infl uence your attitude and behaviour. A further point of this exercise 
is to share with you the idea that a critical attitude calls for an openness (which is 
not the same as blind acceptance) to the viewpoints of other people.

Conclusion
In this study guide we have invited you to explore the path of critical self-re-
fl ection and self-discovery. If you have taken your role as “initiate” seriously by 
actively participating in the “initiation process” and you have worked conscien-
tiously, you would have acquired the competence and experience to refl ect on 
your own thinking, to develop a critical attitude towards all kind of stereotypes, 
biases and fallacies in reasoning, to analyse and evaluate different kinds of argu-
ments, and to construct your own critical arguments. As your guides and men-
tors, we wish to thank you for the very positive way in which you have partici-
pated in the “initiation process”. We further wish to welcome you to the society 
of critical thinkers and hope that the competencies you have acquired will be of 
great value to you throughout your studies at Unisa and your personal and pro-
fessional life. We hope that you have enjoyed your journey of critical reasoning. 
We certainly enjoyed accompanying you!

We want to invite you, as new initiates of an exclusive group of critical think-
ers, to take up your position in the world of philosophy by registering for some 
other modules in philosophy. In the Department of Philosophy, Practical and 
 Systematic Theology we offer a variety of interesting and challenging modules, 
such as Introduction to Western Philosophy; Biomedical Ethics, Business Ethics 
and Environmental Ethics; Philosophy of Science; Introduction to African Phi-
losophy; Advanced Western Philosophy, Advanced African Philosophy, etc.



98

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bibliography
Allport, GW. 1954. The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, Mass: Addison-Wesley.

Butterworth, J & Thwaites, G. 2005. Thinking skills. Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Bentham, J. 1970. Introduction to the principles of morals and legislation. London: Athlone.

Barnett, HA. 1997. Sourcebook on feminist jurisprudence. London: Cavendish.

Collins, BE. 1970. Social psychology. Emeryville: Calif: Addison-Wesley.

Cozic, CP & Petriken, J. 1995. The abortion controversy. San Diego, Calif: Greenhaven.

Descartes, R. 1986. Meditations on fi rst philosophy. Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Friedman, M. 2002. Social responsibility of business is to increase its profi ts, pp 225–230, in Perspectives 
in business ethics, edited by LP Hartman. Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Honderich, T (ed). 1995. The Oxford companion to philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University.

Jordan-Henley, J. 1988. A brief guide to writing argumentative essays. Available at http://www.rscc.cc.tn.
us/ow/&writingcentre/OWL/Argument.html (accessed on 2009/07/03).

Kahane, H & Cavender, N. 2006. Logic and contemporary rhetoric. Belmont, Mass: Wadsworth/Thomson 
Learning.

LeGuin, U. 1992. The left-hand of darkness. London: Orbit.

Merleau-Ponty, M. 1964. Signs. Evanston, Ill: Northwestern University.

Milgram, S. 1974. Obedience to authority: an experimental view. London: Tavistock.

Olen, J & Barry, V. 1999. Applying ethics: a text with readings. Belmont, Calif: Wadsworth.

Plato. 1966. The Republic. London: Longmans.

Random House College Dictionary (The). 1975. Sv “humanity”. Revised Edition. USA: Random House.

Sparks, AW. 1991. Talking philosophy: a wordbook. London: Routledge.

The Guardian, Wednesday 17 November 2004.

Teays, W. 2003. Second thoughts: critical thinking for a diverse society. Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Van den Berg, MES. 2010. Critical reasoning and the art of argumentation. Pretoria: Unisa Press.

Van den Haag, E. 1998. On deterrence and the death penalty, pp 47–58, in Capital punishment: a reader. 
Edited by Glen H Stassen. Cleveland, Ohio: Pilgrim.

Wasserstrom, RA. 1997. A defence of programs of preferential treatment, pp 198–204, in Affi rmative 
action: social justice or reverse discrimination? Edited by FJ Beckwith & TE Jones. Amherst, New York: 
Prometheus.

Wikipedia, the free encyclopaedia. 2008. Julius Malema. Available at: www.Wikipedia.org (accessed on 
27/10/2008, 12:00).

http://www.garlikov.com/philosophy/slope.htm (assessed on 12/03/2009, 13:00).



99

GLOSSARY: ENGLISH

Glossary: English
Ad hominem argument. An attack on the character, interests or circumstances of an opponent who is 

making a claim rather than challenging the claim itself.

Affi rming the consequent fallacy. This fallacy is committed when the consequent in a conditional 
statement is affi rmed and the antecedent is taken to be true on these grounds.

Analogy. Reasoning by analogy is based on comparison with similar cases. An argument based on 
analogy only succeeds when the similarities between the cases or entities are relevant.

Analysing arguments. The process of dismantling arguments in order to identify their premises and 
conclusions.

Antecedent. An antecedent is the condition that is claimed to lead to a certain effect (also called the 
“consequent”).

Appeal to force fallacy. This fallacy occurs when an arguer appeals to the threat of force or coercion 
to persuade an opponent to accept a point.

Appeal to the masses. Fallacious reasoning based on mass sentiment, popular feelings, or national-
ism, rather than offering good reasons for accepting a conclusion.

Argument. An argument is a group of statements, one of which is called the conclusion, whose truth 
or acceptability the argument is intended to establish. The other statements are called premises, 
which are supposed to support the conclusion.

Argumentative writing. Argumentative writing argues for or against a particular point of view. It is 
concerned with arguments and the point of an argument is to convince the reader or the audience 
that a claim is true or acceptable.

Begging the question fallacy. This fallacy occurs when what is supposedly proved by the conclusion 
of an argument is already assumed to be true in the premises.

Cause-and-effect reasoning. A kind of inductive argument in which it is argued that a particular 
event or effect occurs on the basis of specifi c antecedent conditions or causal factors.

Comparative writing. A kind of writing that compares or contrasts two or more things, events or 
viewpoints by focusing on similarities and differences.

Complex question fallacy. This fallacy occurs when two or more questions are disguised as one ques-
tion and it demands a “yes” or “no” answer.

Conclusion. The main claim in an argument that the premises are intended to prove.

Conclusion indicator. A signal word or phrase that precedes a conclusion.

Consequent. A consequent is what is said to follow if the antecedent condition is assumed true.

Counterargument. This is an argument an arguer formulates in answer to another argument.

Counterexample. A counterexample is a specifi c example which defeats or runs counter to the claim 
made in an argument.

Critical reasoning. Critical reasoning involves the ability to actively and skilfully conceptualise, anal-
yse, question and evaluate ideas and beliefs.
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Critical self-refl ection. Critical self-refl ection is an act of examining one’s own thoughts and beliefs; 
related to self-knowledge and self-awareness.

Critical thinking. Synonym for “critical reasoning”.

Deductive argument. An argument in which the premises are claimed to give suffi cient support for 
the conclusion to follow.

Denying the antecedent fallacy. This type of fallacy occurs when someone argues that because the 
antecedent doesn’t happen, the consequent cannot happen.

Descriptive writing. A kind of writing that describes something or gives information about state of 
affairs or events.

Distraction fallacies. These fallacies occur when attention is distracted from the weak point of an 
argument.

Emotion fallacies. These fallacies confuse emotion with reason.

Empirical argument. An argument in which the premises assert that some empirically determinable 
facts apply.

Equivocation. The fallacy of equivocation occurs when a word or phrase is used in one sense in one 
part of an argument and in a different sense in another part of the same argument.

Evaluating arguments. The process of critically examining the plausibility of claims advanced in an 
argument; critically considering assumptions; and weighing possible solutions to issues.

Fallacy. A fallacy is a deceptive argument that tries to persuade us to accept the claim that is being 
advanced, but the reasons in support of the claim are irrelevant or inappropriate.

False appeal to authority. This fallacy is committed when someone cites an authoritative or famous 
person who is not an expert in the fi eld under discussion.

False dilemma. A false dilemma is created when an arguer presents an either-or choice when, in fact, 
there are more than two alternatives.

Faulty analogy. The error of faulty analogy occurs when a comparison is drawn between two differ-
ent cases or issues, though there are no relevant similarities between them.

Fallacious reasoning. Invalid reasoning that suppresses relevant evidence, or contains questionable 
premises.

Hasty generalisation. The fallacy of hasty generalisation occurs when a conclusion is drawn on the 
basis of ill-considered or insuffi cient evidence.

Inductive argument. An argument in which the conclusion is subject to probability, even if the prem-
ises are assumed to be true.

Invalid deductive argument. An argument in which the structure is invalid and the premises fail to 
give suffi cient support to the conclusion.

Logical defi nition. This type of defi nition defi nes a term by selecting those properties that are shared 
by and confi ned to all the things that the term covers.

Narrative writing. A kind of writing that aims at unfolding a story or recounting a series of events.
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Persuasive defi nition. A type of defi nition that aims at infl uencing the reader’s attitude and thinking 
by suggesting a new meaning for a term that is already in common use.

Preconceived idea. A preconceived idea is a societal assumption that decisively infl uence our think-
ing, but which we have not critically refl ected upon.

Premise indicator. A signal word or phrase that precedes a premise.

Premise. A premise is a statement that serves as a reason in support of an argument’s conclusion.

Principle of charitable interpretation. This principle entails that when more than one interpretation 
of an argument is possible, the argument should be interpreted so that the premises provide the 
strongest support for the conclusion.

Slippery slope argument. A slippery slope argument leads one from seemingly unimportant and 
obviously true fi rst premises to exaggerated consequences in the conclusion.

Social conditioning. Seeing only what we expect to see.

Sound. An argument is sound if it is valid and you accept that all its premises are true.

Soundness. Refers to the truth or strength of the premises of an argument.

Statement. A statement is an assertion that is either true or false.

Statistical extrapolation. A kind of inductive reasoning that refers to some statistical study or evi-
dence. An inference is drawn about a target population on the basis of what is taken to be true of a 
sample group.

Stereotypes. Generalisations, or assumptions, that people make about the characteristics of all mem-
bers of a group, based on an image (often wrong) about what people in that group are like.

Stipulative defi nition. A kind of defi nition that stipulates that a given term should be used in a par-
ticular way.

Straw man argument. A fallacious form of reasoning that consists of making one’s own position ap-
pear strong by misrepresenting, or ridiculing an opponent’s position.

Structural fallacies. These fallacies contain fl aws in reasoning because their form or structure is in-
valid.

Thesis. The conclusion of an extended argument.

Valid. A criterion of cogent reasoning that requires that the premises of an argument in fact support 
its conclusion, either deductively or inductively.

Valid deductive argument. An argument of which the structure is valid and the premises give suffi -
cient support for the conclusion to follow.

Validity. Refers to the relationship between the premises and the conclusion of an argument.

Value argument. An argument that assets a claim of preference or a moral judgment about right and 
wrong, good and bad.
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Glossary: Afrikaans
Ad hominem argument. Ad hominem-argument. ‘n Aanval op die karakter, belange of omstan-

dighede/gesteldheid van ‘n opponent wat ‘n bewering maak, eerder as om die bewering self te 
betwis.

Affi rming the consequent fallacy. Bevestiging van die konsekwens drogredenasie. Hierdie drogre-
denasie word begaan wanneer die konsekwens in ‘n voorwaardelike stelling bevestig word en die 
antesedent op grond daarvan as waar aanvaar word.

Analogy. Analogie. Redenering deur analogie is gebaseer op ‘n vergelyking met soortgelyke gevalle. 
‘n Argument wat op analogie gebaseer is, slaag net indien die ooreenkomste tussen die gevalle of 
entiteite relevant is.

Analysing arguments. Ontleding van argumente. Die uitmekaarhaal van argumente ten einde hul 
premisse en konklusies te identifi seer.

Antecedent. Antesedent. ‘n Antesedent is ‘n toestand/omstandighede/gesteldheid/voorwaarde wat 
na bewering lei tot ‘n sekere uitwerking (wat ook bekend staan as die “konsekwens”).

Appeal to force fallacy. Beroep op dwang drogredenasie. Hierdie drogredenasie kom voor wanneer 
die argumenteerder hom/haar op ‘n dreigement van geweld of dwang beroep om ’n opponent te 
oorreed om ‘n punt te aanvaar.

Appeal to the masses. Beroep op die massas. Valse redenering gebaseer op massasentiment, po-
pulêre gevoelens of nasionalisme eerder as wat goeie redes aangebied word waarom ‘n konklusie 
aanvaar behoort te word.

Argument. Argument. ‘n Argument is ‘n groep stellings, waarvan een die gevolgtrekking/konklusie 
genoem word, en waarvan die waarheid of aanvaarbaarheid veronderstel is om deur die argument 
bevestig te word. Die ander stellings staan bekend as premisse, en hulle is veronderstel om die 
konklusie/gevolgtrekking te ondersteun.

Argumentative writing. Argumentatiewe skryfwerk. Argumentatiewe skryfwerk is skryfwerk 
waar in argumente aangevoer word ten gunste van of teen ‘n spesifi eke gesigspunt. Dit is gemoeid 
met argumente, en die punt van ‘n argument is om die leser of die gehoor te oortuig dat ‘n stelling 
waar of aanvaarbaar is.

Begging the question fallacy. Sirkelredenering. Hierdie drogredenasie kom voor wanneer dit wat 
veronderstel is om deur die gevolgtrekking van ‘n argument bewys te word, reeds in die premis as 
waar aanvaar word.

Cause-and-effect reasoning. Oorsaak-en-gevolg-redenering. ‘n Tipe induktiewe argument waarin 
geredeneer word dat ‘n spesifi eke gebeurtenis of uitwerking voorkom op grond van spesifi eke 
voorafgaande omstandighede of kousale faktore.

Comparative writing. Vergelykende skryfwerk. ‘n Tipe skryfwerk waarin twee of meer dinge, ge-
beure of gesigspunte vergelyk of gekontrasteer word deur op ooreenkomste en verskille te fokus.

Complex question fallacy. Kompleksevraag-drogredenasie. Hierdie drogredenasie kom voor wan-
neer twee of meer vrae vermom word as een vraag waarop ‘n “ja”- of “nee”-antwoord verlang word.

Conclusion indicator. Konklusie-aanwyser. ‘n Snellerwoord of -frase wat ‘n konklusie voorafgaan.
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Conclusion. Konklusie/gevolgtrekking. Die hoofstelling in ‘n argument wat veronderstel is om deur 
die premisse bewys te word.

Consequent. Konsekwens. ‘n Konsekwens is dit wat volg indien die voorafgaande toestand/omstan-
dighede/voorwaarde as waar aanvaar word.

Counterargument. Teenargument. Dit is ’n argument wat deur die argumenteerder geformuleer 
word in antwoord op ‘n ander argument.

Counterexample. Teenvoorbeeld. ‘n Teenvoorbeeld is ’n spesifi eke voorbeeld wat gebruik word om 
die bewering wat in ‘n argument gemaak word, te weerlê.

Critical reasoning. Kritiese redenering. Kritiese redenering behels die vermoë om idees en oortui-
gings op aktiewe en bedrewe wyse te konseptualiseer, te ontleed, te bevraagteken en te evalueer.

Critical self-refl ection. Kritiese selfrefl eksie. Kritiese selfrefl eksie behels aktiewe bevraagtekening 
van ‘n mens se eie denke en oortuigings; dit is verwant aan selfkennis en selfbewussyn.

Critical thinking. Kritiese denke. Sinoniem vir “kritiese redenering”.

Deductive argument. Deduktiewe argument. ‘n Argument waarin aanvaar word dat die premisse 
genoegsame steun gee aan die konklusie wat volg.

Denying the antecedent fallacy. Ontkenning-van-die-antesedent-drogredenasie. Hierdie tipe 
drogredenasie kom voor wanneer iemand argumenteer dat omdat die antesedent nie gebeur nie, 
die konsekwens ook nie kan gebeur nie.

Descriptive writing. Beskrywende skryfwerk. ‘n Tipe skryfwerk waarin iets beskryf word of waarin 
inligting gegee word oor ‘n stand van sake of oor gebeure.

Distraction fallacies. Afl eidingsdrogredenasies. Hierdie drogredenasies kom voor wanneer die aan-
dag afgelei word van die swak punt van ‘n argument.

Emotion fallacies. Emotiewe drogredenasies. Hierdie drogredenasies verwar emosie met rede.

Empirical argument. Empiriese argument. ‘n Argument waarin die premisse aanvoer dat sekere 
empiries bepaalbare feite van toepassing is.

Equivocation. Dubbelsinnigheid. Die denkfout van dubbelsinnigheid kom voor wanneer ‘n woord of 
frase in een deel van ‘n argument in een betekenis gebruik word, en in ‘n ander deel van dieselfde 
argument in ‘n ander betekenis.

Evaluating arguments. Evaluering van argumente. Die proses van die kritiese bestudering van die 
geloofwaardigheid van bewerings wat in ‘n argument gemaak word; die kritiese oorwegings van 
aannames; en die opweeg van moontlike oplossings vir vraagstukke.

Fallacious reasoning. Valse redenering. Ongeldige redenering wat relevante getuienis/bewyse on-
derdruk, of twyfelagtige premisse bevat.

Fallacy. Drogredenasie. ‘n Drogredenasie is ‘n misleidende argument wat ‘n mens probeer oortuig om 
die bewering/stelling wat gemaak word te aanvaar, terwyl die redes ter ondersteuning van hierdie 
bewering/stelling irrelevant of ontoepaslik is.

False appeal to authority. Valse beroep op gesag. Hierdie drogredenasie word begaan wanneer 
iemand ’n gesaghebbende of beroemde persoon aanhaal wat nie ‘n kundige is op die gebied onder 
bespreking nie.
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False dilemma. Valse dilemma. ‘n Valse dilemma ontstaan wanneer ‘n redeneerde ‘n óf-óf-keuse aan-
bied wanneer daar in werklikheid meer as twee alternatiewe is.

Faulty analogy. Gebrekkige analogie. Die fout van gebrekkige analogie kom voor wanneer ‘n 
vergelyking getrek word tussen twee verskillende gevalle of kwessies terwyl daar geen relevante 
ooreenkomste tussen hulle is nie.

Hasty generalisation. Oorhaastige veralgemening. Die drogredenasie van oorhaastige veralge-
mening vind plaas wanneer ‘n gevolgtrekking gemaak word op grond van ondeurdagte of onvol-
doende getuienis/bewyse.

Inductive argument. Induktiewe argument. ‘n Argument waarin die gevolgtrekking onderworpe is 
aan waarskynlikheid, selfs al word die premisse as waar aanvaar.

Invalid deductive argument. Ongeldige deduktiewe argument. ‘n Argument waarin die struktuur 
ongeldig is en die premisse gee nie voldoende steun aan die gevolgtrekking nie.

Logical defi nition. Logiese defi nisie. Hierdie tipe defi nisie word gebruik om ‘n term te defi nieer deur 
daardie eienskappe te selekteer wat gedeel word deur en beperk is tot al die dinge wat deur die 
term gedek word.

Narrative writing. Narratiewe skryfwerk. ‘n Tipe skryfwerk wat gerig is op die ontvouing van ‘n 
storie of die oorvertel van ‘n reeks gebeure.

Persuasive defi nition. Oorredende defi nisie. ‘n Tipe defi nisie wat gerig is op die beïnvloeding van 
die leser se houding en denke deur ‘n nuwe betekenis voor te stel vir ‘n term wat reeds algemeen in 
gebruik is.

Preconceived idea. Vooringenome idee. ‘n Vooringenome idee is ‘n aanname wat in ‘n samelewing 
heers en ‘n beslissende uitwerking het op die denke in daardie samelewing, maar waaroor daar nie 
krities nagedink word nie.

Premise indicator. Premis-aanwyser. ‘n Snellerwoord of -frase wat ’n premis voorafgaan.

Premise. Premis. ‘n Premis is ‘n stelling wat dien as rede vir of ondersteuning van die konklusie van 
‘n argument.

Principle of charitable interpretation. Beginsel van welwillende interpretasie. Hierdie beginsel 
behels dat wanneer meer as een interpretasie van ‘n argument moontlik is, die argument so geïn-
terpreteer moet word dat die premisse die sterkste steun aan die konklusie bied.

Slippery slope argument. Gladdehelling-argument. ‘n Gladdehelling-argument lei ‘n mens van ‘n 
skynbaar onbelangrike eerste premis wat klaarblyklik waar is na oordrewe gevolge in die konklu-
sie.

Social conditioning. Sosiale kondisionering. Wanneer ‘n mens net sien wat jy verwag om te sien.

Sound. Begrond. ‘n Argument is begrond indien dit geldig is en ‘n mens kan aanvaar dat al die pre-
misse waar is.

Soundness. Begronding. Het betrekking op die waarheid of sterkte van die premisse van ‘n argu-
ment.
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Statement. Stelling. ‘n Stelling is ‘n bewering wat óf waar óf vals is.

Statistical extrapolation. Statistiese ekstrapolasie. ‘n Tipe induktiewe redenering wat betrekking het 
op ‘n statistiese studie of statistiese bewyse. ‘n Gevolgtrekking word gemaak oor ‘n teikenpopulasie 
op grond van wat as waar aanvaar word met betrekking tot ‘n steekproefgroep.

Stereotypes. Stereotipes. Veralgemenings of aannames wat deur mense gemaak word oor die ken-
merke/eienskappe van alle lede van ‘n groep, gebaseer op ‘n siening (dikwels verkeerd) oor hoe 
mense in daardie groep is.

Stipulative defi nition. Stipulerende defi nisie. ‘n Tipe defi nisie wat stipuleer dat ‘n gegewe term op ‘n 
bepaalde wyse gebruik moet word.

Straw man argument. Strooiman-argument. ‘n Misleidende vorm van redenering wat daaruit be-
staan dat ‘n mens jou eie posisie sterker laat voorkom deur ‘n wanvoorstelling of bespotting van ‘n 
opponent se posisie.

Structural fallacies. Strukturele drogredenasies. Hierdie drogredenasies bevat redenasiegebreke 
omdat hul vorm of struktuur ongeldig is.

Thesis. Tese. Die konklusie van ‘n uitgebreide argument.

Valid deductive argument. Geldige deduktiewe argument. ‘n Argument waarvan die struktuur 
geldig is en die premisse gee voldoende steun aan die konklusie wat volg.

Valid. Geldig. ‘n Kriterium van koherente redenering wat vereis dat die premisse van ‘n argument die 
konklusie óf deduktief óf induktief ondersteun.

Validity. Geldigheid. Dit het betrekking op die verhouding tussen die premisse en die konklusie van 
‘n argument.

Value argument. Waarde-argument. ‘n Argument waarin ’n voorkeur uitgespreek word , of ‘n morele 
oordeel gevel word oor reg en verkeerd, goed en sleg.
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Glossary: Zulu
Ad hominem argument. Ukuhlaselwa okubhekiswe kumuntu siqu sakhe, kwizintshisekelo zakhe 

noma kwisimo somuntu ophikiswayo okunguyena obeka umbono othile endaweni yokuba ku-
phonselwe inselelo umbono wakhe ngokwawo.

Affi rming the consequent fallacy. Ukuqinisa into engamalutha. Ukuqinisa into engamalutha kwen-
zeka lapho okulandelayo esitatimendeni esinemibandela kuqiniswa khona bese kuthathwa leso 
esandulelayo njengesiyiqiniso ngenxa yalezi zizathu.

Analogy. Isifanekiso. Ukucabangisisa ngengqondo okwenziwa ngesifanekiso kwesekelwe ekuqha-
thaniseni izimo ezifanayo. Impikiswano eyesekelwe phezu kwesifanekiso iphumelela kuphela uma 
ukufana phakathi kwalezo zimo noma kwalezo zinto kufanele.

Analysing arguments. Ukuhlaziya izimpikiswano. Uhlelo lokwehlukanisa izimpikiswano ukuze 
kubonwe isichasiselo kanye nesiphetho sayo.

Antecedent. Okwandulelayo. Okwandulelayo yisimo esithathwa njengesiholele kumthelela othile 
(ophinde waziwe “njengomphumela”).

Appeal to force fallacy. Ukukhalazela ukuphoqelela into engamalutha. Le nto engamalutha yen-
zeka lapho ophikisayo ekhalazela ukwesabisa okuphoqelela ngamandla noma ingcindezelo yoku-
vumisa lowo aphikisana naye ukuba emukele iphuzu lakhe.

Appeal to the masses. Ukuncenga uquqaba lwabantu. Ukucabangisisa okungamalutha okwesekelwe 
emcabangweni woquqaba lwabantu, imizwa evamile, noma okobuzwe, kunokuba kunikezwe 
izizathu ezizwakalayo zokwemukela isiphetho.

Argument. Impikiswano. Impikiswano yiqoqo lezitatimende eziningi, esinye sazo esibizwa ngokuthi 
yisiphetho, okuhloswe ngaso ubuqiniso kumbe ukwemukeleka kwaso. Lezi ezinye izitatimende 
zibizwa ngokuthi yizichasiselo, okumele zesekele isiphetho.

Argumentative writing. Umbhalo oyimpikiswano. Umbhalo oyimpikiswano wesekela noma uphiki-
sana nephuzu elithile. Uphathelene nezimpikiswano kanye nephuzu lempikiswano ukuze kudel-
iswe ofundayo noma abalaleli ukuthi umbono othile uyiqiniso noma wemukelekile.

Begging the question fallacy. Ukushwelezela into engamalutha. Lokhu okungamalutha kwenzeka 
lapho lokho okuthathwa njengokufakazelwe yisiphetho sempikiswano sekuvele kwathathwa njen-
gokuyiqiniso ngenxa yezincasiselo ezibekiwe.

Cause-and-effect reasoning. Ukucabangisisa isisusa nomphumela. Uhlobo lwempikiswano eset-
shenziswayo lapho kubhekwa khona ukuthi isehlakalo noma umphumela othile wenzeka ngenxa 
yezimo ezithile ezandulelayo noma izigameko zesikhashana.

Comparative writing. Umbhalo oqhathanisayo. Uhlobo lombhalo oluqhathanisa noma olweh-
lukanisa izinto ezimbili noma ngaphezulu, izehlakalo noma imibono ngokubhekisa ekufaneni 
nakumehluko.

Complex question fallacy. Indida yento engamalutha. Lena yinto engamalutha eyenzeka lapho 
imibuzo emibili noma ngaphezulu kwalokho ivezwa sengathi ingumbuzo owodwa bese idinga nje 
kuphela impendulo ethi “yebo” noma “cha”.

Conclusion. Isiphetho. Okukhulu yimpikiswano izichasiselo ezihlose ukuyifakazela.
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Conclusion indicator. Inkomba yesiphetho. Igama noma isigejana samazwi andulela isiphetho.

Consequent. Okungumphumela. Okungumphumela yilokho okulandelayo uma isimo esandulelayo 
sithathwa njengesiyiqiniso.

Counterargument. Impikiswano ephikisayo. Lena yimpikiswano elethwa yilowo ophikisayo lapho 
ephendula enye impikiswano.

Counterexample. Isibonelo esiphikisayo. Isibonelo esiphikisayo yisibonelo esithile esehlula noma 
esiphikisa iphuzu elibekwe kwimpikiswano.

Critical reasoning. Ukucabangisisa okuneso elihlolayo. Ukucabangisisa okuneso elihlolayo kufaka 
phakathi ikhono lokwakha umqondo ngokukhuthele nangokhalipha, ukuhlaziya, ukubuza kanye 
nokulinganisa imibono kanye nezinkolelo.

Critical self-refl ection. Ukubhekisa kuwe okuhlaziyayo. Ukubhekisa kuwe okuhlaziyayo yisenzo 
sokuzihlola imicabango nezinkolelo zakho; okuhambisana nokuzazi kanye nokuziqonda wena 
ngokwakho siqu sakho.

Critical thinking. Ukucabanga okunokuhlaziya. Ngelinye igama elisho “ukucabangisisa okuneso 
elihlolayo”.

Deductive argument. Impikiswano esuselwa kokuthile. Impikiswano lapho izizathu ezibekwayo 
kuthathwa ngokuthi zinikeza ukwesekela okwenele ukuthi kuthathwe isiphetho esizolandela.

Denying the antecedent fallacy. Ukuphika into engamalutha eyandulelayo. Lolu hlobo lwento 
engamalutha kwenzeka lapho ebeka ukuthi ngenxa yokuthi lokho okwandulelayo akwenzeki, 
ngakho-ke okuwumphumela akukwazi ukwenzeka.

Descriptive writing. Umbhalo ochazayo. Uhlobo lombhalo oluchaza okuthile noma olunikeza ulwazi 
mayelana nesimo sezinto noma sezigameko.

Distraction fallacies. Into ethikamezayo engamalutha. Le nto engamalutha yenzeka lapho kuba 
nokuthikanyezwa ephuzwini lempikiswano elingenamandla.

Emotion fallacies. Into engamalutha ethinta imizwa. Le nto engamalutha idida imizwa ngesizathu.

Empirical argument. Impikiswano eyesekelwe embonweni. Yimpikiswano lapho isichasiselo sifaka-
zela khona ukuthi amaqiniso angatholakalanga ngendlela yesayensi kodwa asekelwe embonweni 
ayasebenza.

Equivocation. Ukumbangcaza. Into engamalutha yokumbangcaza yenzeka lapho igama noma isige-
jana samagama sisetshenziswa khona ngomqondo owodwa engxenyeni eyodwa yempikiswano 
nangomqondo owehlukile kwenye ingxenye yempikiswano eyodwa.

Evaluating arguments. Ukulinganisa impikiswano. Uhlelo lokuhlola ngeliso elihlolayo ubuqiniso 
benkulumo eyethulwe kwimpikiswano; ukubhekisisa okulinganiswayo ngeliso elihlolayo; kanye 
nokubheka isisindo salokhu okungaba yisisombululo sodaba.

Fallacy. Into engamalutha. Into engamalutha yimpikiswano edukisayo ezama ukusivumisa ukuba 
semukele umbono oveziwe, kodvwa izizathu zokwesekela lowo mbono azivumelani noma zingez-
ingafanele.

False appeal to authority. Ukufuna ukufakazelwa yisiphathimandla ngento eyize. Le nto enga-
malutha yenziwa lapho othile ecaphuna khona umuntu osesikhundlela noma odumile ongeyona 
ingcweti emkhakheni okukhulunywa ngawo.
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False dilemma. Ubucayi obungelona iqiniso. Ubucayi obungelona iqiniso bakhekha ngesikhathi 
ophikisayo ethula izinto ezimbili noma ukukhetha phakathi kwezinto ezimbili lapho, empeleni, 
kukhona ezinye izinto ezingaphezulu kwezimbili.

Faulty analogy. Isifanekiso esinephutha. Iphutha lesifanekiso esinephutha lenzeka lapho kwenziwa 
ukuqhathanisa phakathi kwezimo noma kwezindaba ezimbili, kungabi khona ukufana okuham-
bisanayo phakathi kwazo.

Fallacious reasoning. Ukucabangisisa into engamalutha. Ukucabangisisa okungasebenzi okucin-
dezela ubufakazi obufanele, noma okuqukethe izichasiselo ezingaqondakali kahle.

Hasty generalisation. Inkulumo emawala mayelana nezinto eziningi. Le nto engamalutha yenku-
lumo emawala mayelana nezinto eziningi yenzeka lapho kuthathwa isinqumo esesekelwe phezu 
kobufakazi obungabhekisisiwe noma obungenele.

Inductive argument. Impikiswano evumisayo. Impikiswano lapho isiphetho sithathelwe phezu kok-
wethembela entweni ukuthi ingenzeka, nakhona izichasiselo zithathwa njengeziyiqiniso.

Invalid deductive argument. Impikiswano esuselwa entweni engasebenzi. Impikiswano lapho 
uhlaka lungasebenzi kanti nesichasiselo sehluleka ukunikeza isiphetho ukwesekela okwenele.

Logical defi nition. Incazelo eqondile. Lolu hlobo lwencazelo luchaza itemu ngokukhetha lezo zingx-
enye okwabelanwa ngazo nezibophela zonke izinto ezichazwa yilelo temu.

Narrative writing. Umbhalo olandisayo. Uhlobo lombhalo oluhlose ukwembula indaba noma uku-
bala uchungechunge lwezehlakalo.

Persuasive defi nition. Incazelo enamandla okuvumisa. Uhlobo lwencazelo ehlose ukufaka ithonya 
endleleni ofundayo abona nacabanga ngayo ngokwenza isiphakamiso sencazelo entsha yetemu 
eselivele lisetshenziswa ngokwejwayelekile.

Preconceived idea. Umbono ocatshangelwe phambili. Umbono ocatshangelwe phambili ngumca-
bango ovame emphakathini, lo mcabango uba nethonya ekucabangeni kwethu, kodwa kube wum-
cabango ocatshangisisiwe kahle.

Premise indicator. Inkomba yesichasiselo. Igama noma isigejama samazwi esiwuphawu olwandule-
la isichasiselo.

Premise. Isichasiselo. Isichasiselo yisitatimende esisebenza njengesizathu esesekela isiphetho sem-
pikiswano.

Principle of charitable interpretation. Umgomo wokuguqulela okunokuzwela. Lo mgomo uquke-
the ukuthi uma kunokwenzeka kube nokuguqulelwa okungaphezulu kokukodwa, impikiswano 
kumele iguqulelwe ukuze izichasiselo zikwazi ukunikeza ukwesekela okuqinile kulokho okuy-
isiphetho.

Slippery slope argument. Impikiswano eba yihaba. Inkulumo eba yihaba eholela othile kusichasise-
lo esibonakala singabalulekile nesiyiqiniso ekuqaleni iye ekubeni ngumphumela owenziwe ihaba 
lapho iphethwa.

Social conditioning. Ukubeka isimo sengqondo kokuthile. Ukubona kuphela lokho esilindele uku-
kubona.

Sound. Okunesisindo. Impikiswano iba ngenesisindo uma ineqiniso futhi wemukela nokuthi zonke 
izichasiselo zayo ziyiqiniso.
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Soundness. Ukuba nesisindo. Kubhekiswe eqinisweni noma esisindweni sesichasiselo sempiki-
swano.

Statement. Isitatimende. Isitatimende yinto esiqinisa ukuthi into ethile iyiqiniso noma ingamanga.

Statistical extrapolation. Izibalo ezilinganisayo. Uhlobo lwempikiswano esetshenziswayo ebhek-
ise ocwaningweni noma kubufakazi bezibalo obuthile. Kunikezwa isibalo ngengqondo mayelana 
nenani labantu okungumqondo walokho okuthathwa njengokuyiqiniso mayelana nesampuli 
yeqembu.

Stereotypes. Ababheka uhlangothi olulodwa. Inkulumo emawala mayelana nabantu abaningi, 
imicabango, eyenziwa ngabantu mayelana nobunjalo bawo wonke amalungu eqembu, eyesekelwe 
emfanikisweni (ovame ukungabi lona iqiniso) mayelana nokuthi banjani abantu kulelo qembu.

Stipulative defi nition. Incazelo eyalezelayo. Uhlobo lwencazelo ebeka ukuthi itemu elithile kumele 
lisetshenziswe ngendlela ethile.

Straw man argument. Impikiswano yomuntu oyedwa. Uhlobo lokucabangisisa okungamalutha oku-
veza umbono womuntu oyedwa ubonakale unamandla ngokuba kungabekwa kahle, noma kwen-
ziwe inhlekisa umbono walowo ophikisayo.

Structural fallacies. Ukuma kwento engamalutha. Lokhu okungamalutha kuqukethe into okung-
eyona ekucabangisiseni ngoba uhlobo noma ukwakheka kwakho kungelona iqiniso.

Thesis. Umqondo ogcinayo. Isiphetho sempikiswano eyeluliwe.

Valid. Iqiniso. Indlela yokucabangisisa eqinisekile edinga ukuthi isichasiselo sempikiswano yesekele 
isiphetho sayo, ngendlela ehlaziyayo noma evumisayo.

Valid deductive argument. Impikiswano ehlaziyayo eyiqiniso. Lena yimpikiswano okuhleleka 
kwayo kuyiqiniso kanye nesichasiselo kunikeza ukwesekela okwenele kwesiphetho esizolandela.

Validity. Ukuba neqiniso. Kubhekise ebudlelwaneni phakathi kwesichasiselo kanye nesiphetho sen-
kulumo.

Value argument. Impikiswano eyiqiniso. Impikiswano evuma inkulumo yesinqumo esinconyway-
wo noma sokuziphatha ngokuthi ingefanele kanye nengafanele, ingenhle noma akuyona enhle.
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Glossary: Northern Sotho
Ad hominem argument. Kgang ya Ad hominem (kgang kgahlanong le motho). Tlhaselo go motho, 

kgahlego goba mabaka a mophengkišani yo a dirago sephetho go na le go hlohla sephetho seo ka 
bosona.

Affi rming the consequent fallacy. Go tiišetša kgang ya sephetho se se fošagetšego. Kgang ye e 
fošagetšego ye e dirwago ge ditlamorago ka go pego ya peelano di tiišetšwa gomme seo se diregi-
lego pele se tšewa bjalo ka nnete go ya ka mabaka ao.

Analogy. Tshwano. Go nagana ka mokgwa wa go swantšha wo o theilwego papišong ya dilo tša go 
swana. Kgang yeo e theilwego go tshwantšho e atlega fela ge ditshwantshwani gare ga ditaba goba 
dilo tša moswananoši di le tša maleba.

Analysing arguments. Go sekaseka dikgang. Mokgwa wa go fetšiša dingangišano gore go šupše 
bonnete le phetho ya tšona.

Antecedent. Ketapele. Ketapele ke peelano yeo go tšewago gore e iša go sephetho se se itšego (gape se 
bitšwa “ditlamorago”).

Appeal to force fallacy. Kgopelo go gapeletša kgang ye e theilwego sephethong seo se fošagetšego. 
Kgang ye e fošagetšego ye e direga ge mongangiši a nyaka maatla a go tšhošetša goba a go 
gapeletša go kgodiša mophenkgišani go dumela taba goba ntlha.

Appeal to the masses. Kgopelo go mašabašaba. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego go ya ka boitshwaro bja 
batho, maikutlo ao a tumilego goba bosetšhaba, go e na le go fa mabaka ao a kwagalago a go amo-
gela sephetho.

Argument. Kgang. Kgang ke sehlopha sa dipego, seo ye nngwe ya tšona e bitšwago sephetho, 
yeo nnete goba kamogelego ya tšona kgang e ratago go e hwetša. Dipego tše dingwe di bitšwa 
ngangišano yeo e fago lebaka le le thekgago sephetho.

Argumentative writing. Go ngwala ka mokgwa wa go ngangiša. Go ngwala ka mokgwa wa go 
ngangiša ke go nganga ga go kwana goba go ganetša kgopolo ye e itšego. Go ama diphegišano 
gomme tabataba ya kgang ke go kgodiša mmadi goba mmogi gore sephetho ke therešo goba se a 
amogelega.

Begging the question fallacy. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego wa go kgopela potšišo. Kgopolo ye e 
fošagetšego ye e direga ge go tšewa gore seo se kgonthišitšwego ke sephetho sa ngangišano se šetše 
se tšeerwe go ba therešo pegong yeo e thekgago sephetho.

Cause-and-effect reasoning. Kgopolo ya lebaka le ditlamorago. Mohuta wa go ngangiša ka go 
naganišiša woo go ona go ngangišwago gore tiragalo goba ditlamorago tše di itšego di direga go ya 
ka mabaka ao a itšego ao a bilego gona pele goba di hlotšwe ke mabaka a mangwe.

Comparative writing. Go ngwala ka go bapiša. Mokgwa wa go ngwala wo o bapišago goba o 
fapantšhago dilo tše pedi goba go feta, ditiragalo goba ditebelelo ka go šetša kudu go ditshwantsh-
wani le diphapantšho.

Complex question fallacy. Kgopolo ye e fošagetšego ya potšitšo yeo e raranego. Kgopolo ye e 
fošagetšego ye e direga ge dipotšišo tše pedi goba go feta di itira nke ke potšišo e tee gomme di 
nyaka karabo ya “ee” goba “aowa”.

Conclusion. Sephetho. Sephethokgolo ge go ngangišanwa seo dipego tšeo go tšewago gore ke nnete 
di ratago go e kgonthišiša.
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Conclusion indicator. Tšhupo ya sephetho. Lentšu goba sekafoko tšhupi tšeo di tlago pele ga 
sephetho.

Consequent. Ditlamorago. Ditlamorago ke seo se latelago ge peelano yeo e tlago pele go tšewa gore 
ke nnete.

Counterargument. Kgang ya go ganetša. Ye ke kgang yeo mongangi a e hlamago go araba kgang ye 
nngwe.

Counterexample. Mohlala wo o lego kgahlanong. Mohlala wo o lego kgahlanong ke mohlala wo o 
itšego wo o lego kgahlanong le sephetho seo se dirilwego ge go ngangišanwa.

Critical reasoning. Phahlelo ya go tsenelela. Go naganišiša ka go tsenelela go hlaloša bokgoni bja go 
bopa kgopolo, go sekaseka, go botšiša le go lekola dikgopolo le ditumelo.

Critical self-refl ection. Boitekolo bja go tsenelela. Boitekolo bja go tsenelela ke tsela ya go itekola 
monagano le ditumelo; tšeo di tswalanego le go tseba semelo sa gago le go lemoga boitshwaro bja 
gago.

Critical thinking. Kgopolo ya go tsenelela. Lehlalošetšagotee la “Phahlelo ya go tsenelela”.

Deductive argument. Sephetho go tšwa mehlaleng. Kgang yeo go yona dipego tšeo di theilwego go 
tšewago gore di fa sephetho seo se tlogo latela thekgo ye e kgodišago.

Denying the antecedent fallacy. Go ganetša kgopolo ye e fošagetšego ya mathomo. Mohuta wo wa 
mogopolo wo o fošagetšego o direga ge motho a nganga gore ka ge seo se tlago mathomong se sa 
ba gona, gona ditlamorago di ka se be gona.

Descriptive writing. Go ngwala ka go hlaloša. Mokgwa wa go ngwala woo ka ona o hlalošago selo 
goba o fago tshedimošo ka seemo sa mabaka goba ditiragalo.

Distraction fallacies. Maaka a go tloša šedi. Megopolo ye e fošagetšego ye e diregago ge šedi e tlošwa 
go ntlha ye e fokolago ya kgang.

Emotion fallacies. Kgopolo ye e fošagetšego ya go huetša maikutlo. Megopolo ye e fošagetšego ye e 
hlola kgakantšho gare ga khuduego le kgang ye e kwagalago.

Empirical argument. Kgang go ya ka maitemogelo. Kgang yeo go yona tshedimošo ye e tšewago 
gore ke nnete e tiišago gore nnete yeo e ka hwetšago go tšwa maitemogelong e gona.

Equivocation. Polelo ye e sa kwagalego. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego wa polelo ye e sa kwagalego o 
direga ge lentšu goba sekafoko le/se šomišwa tlhalošong ye nngwe karolong ye nngwe ya kgang le 
go tlhalošong ye e fapanego karolong ye nngwe gape ya kgang yona yeo.

Evaluating arguments. Go lekola dikgang. Mokgwa wa go hlahloba ka go sekaseka bonnete bja 
tiišo/polelo yeo e tšweleditšwego ngangišanong; ka go eleletša kakanyo o di sekaseka; le go 
hlokomediša ditharollo tša maleba tša ditaba.

Fallacy. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego ke kgang ye e lahletšago woo o 
lekago go re gapeletša go amogela sephetho seo se tšweletšwago, gomme mabaka ao a thekgago 
sephetho seo e se a maleba goba e se a maswanedi.

False appeal to authority. Maatlakgogedi a bofora go bolaodi. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego wo o 
phethagatšwa ge motho a bolela ka motho yo a nago le maatla a taolo goba yo a tsebegago yo e sego 
setsebitsebi lefapheng la taba ye go bolelwago ka yona.
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False dilemma. Boemo bjo bothata bja bofora. Boemo bjo bothata bja bofora bo hlolega ge 
mongangiši a hlagiša kgetho e tee go tše pedi mola, nneteng, go na le dikgetho tša go feta tše pedi.

Faulty analogy.Ditshwantshwani tše di nago le phošo. Ditshwantshwani tša phošo goba tše di nago 
le phošo di direga ge papetšo e dirwa gare ga mabaka goba ditaba tše pedi, gomme go se ditsh-
wanthswani tša maleba gare ga tšona.

Fallacious reasoning. Kakanyo ye e fošagetšego. Kakanyo ye e fošagetšego gomme e theilwe go 
phošo yeo e utago bohlatse bja maleba, goba yeo e nago le pego ye go tšewago gore e nepagetše fela 
e belaetša.

Hasty generalisation. Sephethokakaretšo sa ka pela. Mogopolo wo o fošagetšego wa go tšea 
sephethokakaretšo ka pela go ya ka bohlatse bjo bo sa šetšwago gabotse goba bjo bo sa kgodišego.

Inductive argument. Ngangišano go ya ka sephetho go tšwa maitemogelong. Kgang yeo go yona 
sephetho se theilwego go mabaka go ya ka kgonagalo, le ge pego yeo go tšewago gore ke nnete e 
tiišetšwa gore e nepagetše.

Invalid deductive argument. Kgang ya kgonthišišo ya bonnete bja sephetho yeo e sego ya kgonthe. 
Kgang yeo go yona sebopego e sego sa makgonthe gomme pego yeo go tšewago gore ke nnete e sa 
fego sephetho thekgo ye e kgodišago.

Logical defi nition. Tlhalošo ya go kwagala. Mohuta wo wa tlhalošo o hlaloša lereo ka go kgetha dip-
opego tšeo di lego gona go, gape e lego fela tša dilo ka moka tšeo lereo le di akaretšago.

Narrative writing. Mongwalokanegelo. Mokgwa wa go ngwala wo o lebišitšwego go go anega kane-
gelo goba go anega tatelano ya ditiragalo.

Persuasive defi nition. Tlhalošo ya go kgodiša. Mohuta wa tlhalošo wo o lebišitšwego go go huetša 
boitshwaro le go nagana tša mmadi ka go šišinya tlhalošo ye mpsha ya lereo leo le šetšego le 
tlwaetšwe go šomišwa.

Preconceived idea. Kgopolo yeo go šetšego e akantšwe. Kgopolo yeo e šetšego e akantšwe yeo e 
huetšago ka moo re naganago, eupša e le yeo re sa e lebelelago ka go e sekaseka.

Premise indicator. Sešupo sa pego yeo go tšewago gore ke nnete. Lentšu goba sekafoko leo le/seo se 
tlago pele gape leo/seo go tšewago gore ke therešo.

Premise. Pego yeo e thekgago sephetho. Pego yeo go tšewago gore ke nnete ke pego yeo e fago lebaka 
leo le thekgago sephetho sa kgang.

Principle of charitable interpretation. Molao wa tlhathollo ya maleba. Molao wo o ra gore ge tlha-
thollo ya go feta e tee ya kgang e ka ba gona, kgang e swanetše go hlathollwa gore dipego tšeo go 
tšewago gore ke nnete di fe thekgo ye e tiilego ya sephetho.

Slippery slope argument. Kgang ya ditiragalo tšeo di ka hlolago kotsi goba go se atlege. Kgang 
ya ditiragalo tšeo di ka hlolago kotsi goba go se atlege e iša motho go tšwa go dipego tša 
tšeo go tšewago gore ke nnete tšeo go bonalago di se bohlokwa go iša go ditlamorago tšeo di 
feteleditšwego sephethong.

Social conditioning. Tlwaetšo yamaitshwaro/ditumelo. Go bona fela seo re letetšego go se bona.

Sound. Kwagalago. Kgang e a kwagala ge e le ya kgonthe gomme o amogela gore dipego ka moka tša 
yona ke nnete.
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Soundness. Bokgonthe. Bo šupa nnete goba maatla a theo ya kgang.

Statement. Pego. Pego ke polelo yeo e ka bago nnete goba maaka.

Statistical extrapolation.Kakanyo ya sephetho sa dipalopalo. Mokgwa wa go tšweletša kgopolo 
wo o šupago thutelo ya dipalopalo goba bohlatse. Sephetho go ya ka tshedimošo ye o šetšego o na 
le yona se tšewa ka ga palo ya baagi bao ba lebantšwego go ya ka seo go tšewago go ba nnete ka 
mohlala wa sehlopha.

Stereotypes. Dikgopolotee. Dikakaretšo, goba dikakanyo, tšeo batho ba di dirago ka ga boitshwaro 
bja maloko ka moka a sehlopha, go ya ka seswantšho (gantši seo se fošagetšego) ka ga ka moo 
batho ba sehlopha seo ba lego ka gona.

Stipulative defi nition. Tlhalošo go ya ka mabaka. Mohuta wa tlhalošo wo o gapeletšago gore lereo 
leo le fi lwego le swanetše go šomišwa ka tsela ye e itšego.

Straw man argument. Kgang ya kganetšo ya mophenkgišani. Mokgwa wo o fošagetšego wa go 
nagana woo o dirago gore motho a tšee seo a dumelago go sona go ba seo se nago le maatla ka go 
nyatša, goba go dira metlae ka seo mophenkgišani a dumelago go sona.

Structural fallacies. Kgang ya tlhamego ye e fošagetšego. Megopolo ye e fošagetšego ye e na le bofo-
kodi ge motho a nagana gobane popego goba sebopego sa yona ga se amogelege.

Thesis. Thesese. Sephetho sa kgang ye telele.

Valid. Kgonthe. Selekanyo sa kgopolo ye e gapeletšago tumelo ya gore gabotsebotse theo ya kgang 
e thekga sephetho sa yona, e ka ba sephetho go tšwa mehlaleng yeo e šetšego e le gona goba 
sephethokakaretšo seo se dirwago ka morago ga mehlala ye mmalwa yeo e lekilwego.

Valid deductive argument. Sephetho sa makgonthe sa go tšwa mehlaleng. Kgang yeo popego 
ya yona e amogelegago gomme dipego ka go yona di fago sephetho se se tlogo latela thekgo ye e 
kgodišago.

Validity. Tiišetšo. E šupa tswalano gare ga pego yeo e fago lebaka leo le thekgago sephetho le 
sephetho tša kgang.

Value argument. Kgang ya mohola. Kgang yeo e tiišago sephetho sa dikgetho goba kahlolo go boitsh-
waro bja setho mabapi le seo se lokilego goba se se sa lokago goba botse le bobe.


