Practice Proficiency Exam for Phil 106 Critical Thinking

I. Basic Logical Concepts: accurately define the following words.

1. Premise

2. Conclusion

3. Deductive

4. Valid

5. Inductive

II. Definitions: respond accurately and appropriately to the following.

1. Define “apparently verbal” disputes.

2. Define “lexical.”

3. Define “intension.”

Use the rules for critiquing genus difference definitions to critique the next two definitions.

4. A raincoat is an outer garment of plastic that repels water.

5. A hazard is anything that is dangerous.

III. Fallacies: for each of the following passages, cite the fallacy present.

1. A bullfighter should not be a woman, because a bullfighter is and should be a man.

2. Have you stopped cheating on your taxes?

3. It is impossible for an intelligent person in modern society to be religious. Freud himself states this most clearly.

4. The advocates of conservation contend that if we adopt their principles we will be better off than if we did not adopt them. They are mistaken, for it is easy to show that conservation will not produce heaven on earth.

5. With her enormous nose aimed at the sky, my mother rushed toward the plane.

6. I disagree with arguments favoring increasing gun control. Those people are stupid morons who make decisions based on panic or fear.

7. I know you ate the last cookie. I have seen no evidence that proves you did not.

IV. Categorical Propositions: answer the questions below about the following proposition:

All monkeys are schpitzers.

1. Is the subject term “monkey” distributed?

2. Is the predicate term “schpitzers” distributed?

3. What is the quantity and quality name of this proposition?

4. Suppose this proposition is true, is “Some monkeys are not schpitzers” true, false, or undetermined?

5. Suppose this proposition is false, is “No monkeys are schpitzers” true, false, or undetermined?

6. Suppose this proposition is false, is “Some monkeys are schpitzers” true, false, or undetermined?

7. What is the valid and equivalent conversion of this proposition?

8. What is its valid and equivalent obversion?

9. What is its valid and equivalent contraposition?

10. Suppose this proposition is true, is “No nonschpitzers are monkeys” true, false, or undetermined?

V. Categorical Syllogisms: tell whether each of the following arguments is deductively valid (V) or deductively invalid (I). If it’s invalid, tell why it is.

1. All featherbeddders are crooks, and some plumbers are featherbedders, so some plumbers are crooks.

2. No wars are worthwhile, since no wars are glorious adventures and all glorious adventures are worthwhile.

3. All planets are heavenly bodies, thus all asteroids are planets, because all asteroids are heavenly bodies.

4. Some animals are not snakes, as some reptiles are not snakes and some animals are not reptiles.

5. No events with fatalities are worthwhile, and all wars are events with fatalities. It follows that all wars are worthwhile.

VI. Symbolic logic: write truth tables to define the following kinds of propositions.

1. conjunction

2. disjunction

3. negation

4. material implication

5. If A and B are true statements, and X and Y are false statements, determine if the following complex proposition is true or false.

It is not true that if A then X, and either B is not the case or Y is.

VII. Analogy and Probable Inference: for the following argument by analogy five additional premises are suggested. For each of these alternative premises, decide whether its addition would make the resulting argument more or less probable. Identify the criterion of appraisal that justifies this judgment, and explain how it applies in the given case.

Argument by analogy: a faithful alumnus, heartened by State’s winning its last four football games, decides to bet his money that State will win its next game, too.

1. Suppose that since the last game, State’s outstanding quarterback was injured in practice and hospitalized for the remainder of the season.

2. Suppose that two of the last four games were played away, and that two of them were home games.

3. Suppose that State had won its last six games rather than only four of them.

4. Suppose that it has rained hard during each of the last four games, and that rain is forecast for the next game as well.

5. Suppose that each of the last four games was won by a margin of at least four touchdowns.

VIII. Identifying Causal Connections Using Mill’s Methods

1. Analyze the following situation and determine which of Mill’s methods can be used to determine the probable cause.

Does Louisiana hot sauce, the principal ingredient  of the spicy New Orleans cocktail sauce commonly served with raw shellfish, kill certain bacteria found in raw oysters and clams? The answer appears to be yes. Bacteria of an infectious and sometimes fatal kind – Vibrio vulnificus – are found in 5 to 10 percent of raw shellfish on the market. A research team from Louisiana State University Medical Center in New Orleans, added Louisiana hot sauce to cultures of Vibrio growing in test tubes; the sauce, even when greatly diluted, killed V. vulnificus in five minutes or less.

Method used?

2. Do Mill’s methods have the ability to produce valid deductions? Explain.

IX. Science and Hypothesis: explain the two important and closely related differences between scientific and unscientific explanations.

