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F—A  Argument BIEZRAIV 7 brifE

g 1. XX ehEm FE K

1) BEANE

2) HAGH
a) Unity
b) Coherence

3) BB RE
a) Standard written English
b) Diction (choice of words)
¢) Syntactic (variety of sentence structure) 4]z HZE 1k, , i B8 4]/ & 4= /)

& 2. ETS 856 » &
A 6 paper presents a cogent, well-articulated critique of the argument and conveys meaning skill-
fully .
A typical paper in this category
1) clearly identifies important features of the argument and analyzes them insightfully,
2) develops ideas cogently, organizes them logically, and connects them with clear transi-

tions,

3) effectively supports the main points of the critique,

4) demonstrates control of language, including appropriate word choice and sentence vari-
ety, _

5) demonstrates facility with the conventions (i.e., grammar, usage, and mechanics) of
standard written English but may have minor errors.
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6 steps, 30 minutes

BRE5T % i[5 %2 HE FRTER
i3] 1 434 BB
BB 3-54r4h HE A5 H AR
1E S 40 3-54+4h 1% 58 1R
ECEF 5 43 4h ST
SRB 3 -5 4 4 HE & B
K 2-35+45h

Directions for the Argument Task

You will have 30 minutes to plan and write a critique of an argument presented in the form of a
short passage.

You will be asked to consider the logical soundness of the argument. A critique of any other argu-
ment is not acceptable.

College and university faculty from various subject matter areas will read your critique and evalu-
ate its overall quality, considering how well you do the following.

1. Identify and analyze important features of the argument

2. Organize, develop, and express your ideas

3. Support your ideas with relevant reasons and/ or examples

4. Control the elements of standard written English

Before you begin writing, you may want to take a few minutes to evaluate the argument and to
plan a response. Be sure to develop your ideas fully and organize them coherently, but leave time
to reread what you have written and make any revisions that you think are necessary .

For this task, you will read a brief argument and then discuss how well reasoned you find the ar-
gument. Note that you are not being asked to agree or disagree with the position taken or the
conclusion reached by the argument. In your discussion, be sure to analyze the line of reasoning
in the argument. You should consider what, if any, questionable assumptions underlie the think-
ing and, if evidence is cited, whether it supports the conclusion.//You can also discuss the sort

of evidence that would strengthen or refute the argument, changes in the argument that would
make it more logically sound, and whether additional information would help you to evaluate its
conclusion.

1. alternative explanation—a possible competing version of what might have caused the
events in question; an alternative explanation undercuts or qualifies the original explana-
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tion because it too can account for the observed facts

2. analysis—the process of breaking something (e.g., an argument) down into its compo-
nent parts in order to understand how they work together to make up the whole; also a
presentation, usually in writing, of the results of this process

3. argument—a claim or a set of claims with reasons and evidence offered as support; a line
of reasoning meant to demonstrate the truth or falsehood of something

4. assumption—a belief, often unstated or unexamined, that someone must hold in order to
maintain a particular position; something that is taken for granted but that must be true in
order for the conclusion to be true

5. conclusion—the end point reached by a line of reasoning, valid if the reasoning is sound;
the resulting assertion

6. counterexample—an example, real or hypothetical, that refutes or disproves a statement
in the argument
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1. The author concludes that . 2. To support the conclusion, the author reasons that ‘
. The author also points out that . 3.The argument is flawed for several rea-

sons.

! (=) FABRERBRYR
1. The author concludes that
* The author/editor/speaker concludes/reaches (come to/draw) the conclusion/ argues/as-
serts/proposes/recommends/rejects that
* The conclusion of the author is that
2. In support of the conclusion, the author points out/reasons that
* The author reaches the conclusion on the basis of/on the grounds that
* The line of reasoning is that
* The author employs several lines of reasoning to reach this conclusion
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3. The argument appears plausible, at the first glance, however, strict examination (scrutiny) re-
veal that it (the author’s reasoning) is unconvincing * ,
* for several reasons
» for the following logical fallacies/reasoning errors,
* because it suffers from several critical flaws.
« because it rests on (depends on, relies on, is based on) several unwarranted ( doubtful ,
problematic, ungrounded, groundless, questionable, gratuitous, dubious) assumptions.
* because several questionable assumptions must be made for the stated evidence to support
the author’s conclusion.
3. However ( nevertheless, nonetheless), the argument suffers several fallacies ( drawbacks,

flaws, reasoning errors), which renders it unacceptable * .
3. However, several logical fallacies seriously weaken (undermine, cast doubts on) the validity
of the reasoning, making/rendering the argument highly suspect. (adj.)

* BEiAg#k (adj.)

unacceptable, unconvincing, unpersuasive,//ungrounded, (groundless) , unfounded, unwarrant-
ed,//unsound, weak, unsubstantiated, flimsy, flawed, faulty, fallacious, fallible, erroneous, //
doubtful, dubious, doubtable, dubitable, suspicious, suspect//problematic, questionable

\ YT

% 7E {4 Paraphrase, /N AT 5t R 3l #4088 I 1 P4 25 L% copy, BB R EILAHIA

1. Recognize at least 2 logical fallacies
2. Weaken: how to weaken them?

In conclusion, this argument is unacceptable (unconvincing, not convincing) as it stands.
To strengthen the argument , the author would have to demonstrate that . To better evalu-
ate the argument , the author must

B, KRHCLMENAE SR, BB, tiFEHEEARBRERE LA AR, LRI
e LT f B A 1 LA B B X X S A IR BRI B EE M B, 5 B Sl B A X 5 A
B, fEEE!

RATEE, kB TE 05— ) 3% L% 5 1% Bt 7% i) Topic sentence, P ILX A5 ETS K%
ANEAELBBFE—E, FrNES FER, B0 XA 50MAFHKE— %, W 0K EEHR
MIBLZ%, PR LEEREAN . T R4 — 2 b a Bvg IF kA A AL
1. The first problematic assumption is that/involves that
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1.
8.
9.
10

11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17,

18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
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The argument depends on (rests on/relies on) the gratuitous assumption(s) that

There are several assumptions that deserve attention.

The author unfairly assumes that

The second/another assumption (that is) short of/lacking legitimacy/ without justification is
that .

The author commits a fallacy of :

The first/major problem with the argument is that/involves that

Another reasoning error is that

The author fails to provide evidence to prove that

. The author fails to consider/fails to take into account/ignores/neglects/ overlooks the possi-
bility that

The author fails to consider/ acknowledge and rule out/eliminate/exclude other possibilities/
factors that

The author provides no justification for
If so, even if ,the argument that would be seriously undermined .

We are merely informed that . We cannot ensure that/whether

While it is true that , it is also likely/true that

Unless. the author can prove that » the author’s claim/assumption/conclusion/as-
sertion that is unfounded.

Given that » the author made a premature conclusion/the author’s claim/ conclusion
is premature.

From the survey quoted in the argument, we find no sign of such procedures for random sam-
pling and have good reason to doubt/cast doubt on whether the sample of the survey is repre-
sentative so that it can reflect the general as a whole.

Not only does the author fail to , but also he'fails to

The evidence/facts cannot lend support to the claim/assumption/assertion that

The fact that lends no support to the conclusion that

The fact that is insufficient to prove/establish that

The author fails to establish a causal relationship between the fact that and the as-
sumption/assertion/conclusion that

The fact that does not necessarily mean that(ensure that)

We cannot safely infer that from the mere fact that

The arguer assumes that merely based on the fact that

The arguer assumes that . However, no evidence is provided to support this as-
sumption. We are only informed that i

The fact that tells little/nothing ( can say nothing) about the conclusion that

The fact does not lend significant support to the claim/ assumption that‘
The fact is scant evidence that

The fact that accomplishes nothing toward bolstering

The reasoning is open to doubt/doubtful.



B =% Argument B TE# 48 GRE B Fis [e!

33. The author assumes that ! may be indicative of . However,

there is no clear/compelling evidence to prove that
34. is not a good indicator of

# (?-% BYWIRER R B weaken 5 %

I. 7 1F1 48 & 3 4% A & ( doubtful statistics / result of survey)
II. )2 #h4%3% ( Hasty / False Generalization )
II. KR A453% (fails to establish the causal relationship / post hoc, ergo propter hoc”, “con-

currence”)
IV. X 484% ( False Analogy)
V. R%iE % Z % ( Unwarranted assumption)
VI. 3k 3k Bp 4% ( either-or thinking)
VIL. vAid &€ 3% 4 o7 I 42 3 ¥ & (all things are equal)

fiB 1. (1) The survey cited by the author is too vague to be informative. (2) The author does
not indicate (fails to provide information concermngﬁbow many people responded to the survey
e

anag/ whether the |respondents!| can represent (Nor does the author offer any informa-
tion about ) (3)UntJl these questions are answered, it is impossible to assess the va-
Mﬂlty of the - survey. (4) As it stands, the re_sults are worthless as evidence for
conclusion. s

1 OIRAEE B g B B kA )
2 LL4n subjects/respondents characteristics: age, sex, health condition, profession. . .
(DESE=23 ¥
(1) The survey, on which the argument depends, lacks representative.
(2) The argument depends on a doubtful survey to make a conclusion that
(3) The author does not indicate who conducted the poll, who responded, or how the poll
was conducted.

BBt 2. (1)The first problem with the argument involves the statistical reliability of the survey .

(2) The author provides no evidence that the number of the respondents is statistically signifi-
cant or that the respondents are representative of all the in general. (3) It is likely
that . (4)Lacking information about the randomness of sampling or the size of the sur-
vey’ s sample, the author cannot make a convincing argument (draw any firm conclusion) just

based on the survey.
(ORI 8
(1) The arguer provides no assurances that the survey on which the argument depends is sta-
tistically reliable.



| GRE 5tk 5 =% Argument % (BitX) Bk

(4) Unless the survey's respondents are representative of the overall population of
» the arguer cannot rely on it to conclude/predict that
(4) Lacking such evidence the author cannot draw any firm conclusion based on the study.

‘Bl 1. AAIS6 (A B WA JE)

Fa' ca

SERR .
1) The first problem with the argument involves the statistical reliability of the survey.
2) Even assuming that results of the survey are reliable, the argument also depends on a
false analogy in assuming that the printing company can likewise increase productivity and

save money.
3) The assumption that employing older workers will automatically increase productivity and
save money is ungrounded and may run counter to facts.

The first problem involves the statistical reliability of the survey. The director provides no evidence
that the number of respondents is statistically significant or that the respondents were representa-
tive of all the workers in the company in general. The survey was conducted through telephone,
in which case, those workers without telephone had no chance to be interviewed and to be in-
cluded in sample of the survey. Therefore, the situation may indicate that the respondents were
not chosen randomly and the sample may lack representativeness. Another problem is whether the
younger workers told the truth. It is entirely possible that they were not forthright. For example,
in order to get a rise, they had to admit that they were more productive in the presence of their
immediate supervisors, who could help them getting a rise. On the other hand, the older employ-
ees might retire from their places soon and they did not fear to offend their supervisors. (156w )

WO B 2. AAI7?6 (A B LA E)

S1ERMN:

1) The result of the study may be unreliable and misleading .

2) The decrease of cholesterol and risk of heart attack may be resulted from other factors
rather than Venadial . ]

3) The author also commits a fallacy of false analogy.

4) The author simplifies the issue of profitability. Many other factors determine a company’s
profitability . '

Firstly , the result of the study may be unreliable and misleading . No information is available about
how many subjects participated in the study, how the subjects in the study were chosen and
whether the subjects are representative of the overall population in the country of Alta. Without
such information, we cannot ensure that the result of the survey is statistically reliable. It is quite
possible that the subjects are not typical in the overall people in the country of Alta, in which
case, the survey cannot constitute a reliable basis for the argument. Moreover, we are not in-
formed whether the other conditions possibly affecting the result remain constant. (108w )
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