CORE INFORMAL LOGIC CONCEPTS

IUNDERSTANDING CoORE INFORMAL LoGIC CONCEPTS

CORE INFORMAL LOGIC CONCEPTS ARE THE FOUNDATIONAL BUILDING BLOCKS FOR DISSECTING ARGUMENTS, IDENTIFYING
FALLACIES, AND CONSTRUCTING SOUND REASONING IN EVERYDAY LIFE. THIS ARTICLE DELVES DEEP INTO THESE ESSENTIAL
PRINCIPLES, ILLUMINATING HOW THEY EMPOWER US TO NAVIGATE COMPLEX DISCUSSIONS, MAKE BETTER DECISIONS, AND BECOME
MORE DISCERNING CONSUMERS OF INFORMATION. WE'LL EXPLORE THE NATURE OF ARGUMENTS, THE CRITICAL ROLE OF PREMISES
AND CONCLUSIONS, AND HOW TO DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN VALID DEDUCTIVE REASONING AND INDUCTIVE LEAPS. FURTHERMORE/
WE'LL SHED LIGHT ON COMMON PITFALLS IN REASONING, KNOWN AS FALLACIES, AND EQUIP YOU WITH THE TOOLS TO SPOT
THEM. UNDERSTANDING THESE CONCEPTS ISN/T_JUST AN ACADEMIC EXERCISE, IT'S A VITAL SKILL FOR CRITICAL THINKING IN AN
INCREASINGLY INFORMATION-SATURATED WORLD.
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WHAT ARE ARGUMENTS?

AT ITS HEART, AN ARGUMENT IS MORE THAN JUST A DISAGREEMENT OR A HEATED EXCHANGE OF W ORDS. IN THE REALM OF
INFORMAL LOGIC, AN ARGUMENT IS A SET OF STATEMENTS, CALLED PREMISES, THAT ARE OFFERED AS REASONS TO BELIEVE
ANOTHER STATEMENT, CALLED A CONCLUSION. THINK OF IT AS A STRUCTURED ATTEMPT TO PERSUADE SOMEONE BY PROVIDING
EVIDENCE OR JUSTIFICATION. W/HEN WE ENCOUNTER AN ARGUMENT, OUR GOAL ISN,TJUST TO UNDERSTAND WHAT SOMEONE
BELIEVES, BUT WHY THEY BELIEVE IT. THIS DISTINCTION IS CRUCIAL BECAUSE IT SHIFTS OUR FOCUS FROM THE EMOTIONAL
ASPECT OF DISAGREEMENT TO THE RATIONAL UNDERPINNINGS OF A CLAIM. WE'RE EXAMINING THE BRIDGE BUILT BY THE PREMISES
LEADING TO THE CONCLUSION, NOT JUST WHETHER WE LIKE THE DESTINATION.

ARGUMENTS CAN BE FOUND EVERYWHERE: IN ADVERTISEMENTS, POLITICAL SPEECHES, EVERYDAY CONVERSATIONS, AND EVEN IN
OUR OWN INTERNAL MONOLOGUES. RECOGNIZING AN ARGUMENT REQUIRES US TO LOOK FOR INDICATORS THAT ONE STATEMENT
IS INTENDED TO SUPPORT ANOTHER. THESE INDICATORS CAN BE WORDS LIKE “BECAUSE,” “sINCE,” “For,” “THErEFORE,” “s0,”
“THUS,” AND “CONSEQUENTLY.” THESE WORDS ACT AS SIGNPOSTS, GUIDING US THROUGH THE REASONING PROCESS. W/ ITHOUT
THEM, AN ARGUMENT MIGHT BE IMPLIED, MAKING IT EVEN MORE IMPORTANT TO BE ATTUNED TO THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

DIFFERENT STATEMENTS BEING PRESENTED.

’



THE ANATOMY OF AN ARGUMENT: PREMISES AND CONCLUSIONS

EVErY ARGUMENT, REGARDLESS OF ITS COMPLEXITY OR SUBJECT MATTER, IS COMPOSED OF TWO FUNDAMENTAL COMPONENTS:
PREMISES AND A CONCLUSION. THE PREMISE IS THE FOUNDATIONAL STATEMENT, THE EVIDENCE, OR THE REASON PRESENTED. IT’s
WHAT YOU'RE SUPPOSED TO ACCEPT AS TRUE IN ORDER TO ACCEPT THE CONCLUSION. CONCLUSIONS/ ON THE OTHER HAND, ARE
THE STATEMENTS THAT THE PREMISES ARE INTENDED TO SUPPORT OR PROVE. THEY ARE THE CLAIMS THAT THE ARGUER WANTS
YOU TO BELIEVE BASED ON THE PROVIDED PREMISES.

IMAGINE SOMEONE SAYING, “IT’S RAINING OUTSIDE, SO | SHOULD TAKE AN UMBRELLA.” HERE, THE STATEMENT “IT'S RAINING
OUTSIDE” IS THE PREMISE. |T’S THE EVIDENCE THAT SUPPORTS THE SUBSEQUENT CLAIM. THE CONCLUSION IS “| SHOULD TAKE AN
UMBRELLA.” THE PREMISE IS OFFERED AS THE REASON FOR BELIEVING THE CONCLUSION. THE STRENGTH AND VALIDITY OF THE
ARGUMENT DEPEND ENTIRELY ON THE TRUTHFULNESS OF THE PREMISE AND THE LOGICAL CONNECTION BETWEEN THE PREMISE AND
THE CONCLUSION. |F IT'S NOT ACTUALLY RAINING, THEN THE PREMISE IS FALSE, AND THE ARGUMENT , WHILE PERHAPS LOGICALLY
STRUCTURED, FAILS TO PROVIDE A GOOD REASON TO TAKE AN UMBRELLA.

IT’S ALSO IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THE ORDER OF PREMISES AND CONCLUSIONS CAN VARY. SOMETIMES, THE CONCLUSION
MIGHT COME FIRST, FOLLOWED BY THE PREMISES THAT JUSTIFY IT. FOR EXAMPLE, “I'M GOING TO NEED A JACKET TODAY. THE
TEMPERATURE HAS DROPPED SIGNIFICANTLY OVERNIGHT, AND THE WEATHER FORECAST PREDICTS A COLD FRONT.” IN THIS
INSTANCE, “I'M GOING TO NEED A JACKET TODAY" IS THE CONCLUSION, AND THE SUBSEQUENT STATEMENTS ABOUT THE
TEMPERATURE DROP AND FORECAST ARE THE PREMISES. |DENTIFYING THESE ELEMENTS CORRECTLY IS THE FIRST CRUCIAL STEP IN
ANALYZING ANY ARGUMENT.

DebucCTIVE VS. INDUCTIVE REASONING

INFORMAL LOGIC DISTINGUISHES BETWEEN TWO PRIMARY TYPES OF REASONING: DEDUCTIVE AND INDUCTIVE. THESE MODES OF
THOUGHT HAVE DIFFERENT STANDARDS FOR ESTABLISHING THE TRUTH OF THEIR CONCLUSIONS. UNDERSTANDING THIS
DISTINCTION IS VITAL FOR ASSESSING THE STRENGTH AND CERTAINTY OF AN ARGUMENT'S SUPPORT.

DebucTiIVE REASONING

DEDUCTIVE REASONING AIMS FOR CERTAINTY. |F THE PREMISES OF A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT ARE TRUE, THEN THE CONCLUSION
MUST BE TRUE. THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF THE CONCLUSION BEING FALSE IF THE PREMISES ARE ACCURATE. THIS IS OFTEN
REFERRED TO AS REASONING FROM THE GENERAL TO THE SPECIFIC. A CLASSIC EXAMPLE IS A SYLLOGISM:

e PreMiSE 1: ALL MEN ARE MORTAL.
® PREMISE 2: SOCRATES IS A MAN.

o CONCLUSION: THEREFORE, SOCRATES IS MORTAL.

IN THIS CASE, IF WE ACCEPT THAT ALL MEN ARE MORTAL AND THAT SOCRATES IS INDEED A MAN, THEN IT IS LOGICALLY
IMPOSSIBLE FOR SOCRATES NOT TO BE MORTAL. DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENTS ARE JUDGED BY THEIR VALIDITY (\X/HETHER THE
CONCLUSION LOGICALLY FOLLOWS FROM THE PREMISES) AND THEIR SOUNDNESS (\X/HETHER THEY ARE VALID AND HAVE TRUE
PREMISES). A VALID DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT WITH FALSE PREMISES IS NOT SOUND.



INDUCTIVE REASONING

INDUCTIVE REASONING, ON THE OTHER HAND, DEALS WITH PROBABILITY RATHER THAN CERTAINTY. [T INVOLVES DRAWING
CONCLUSIONS BASED ON OBSERVATIONS OR EVIDENCE THAT ARE LIKELY TO BE TRUE, BUT NOT GUARANTEED. THIS IS TYPICALLY
REASONING FROM THE SPECIFIC TO THE GENERAL. FOR INSTANCE:

o OBSERVATION 1: EVERY SWAN | HAVE EVER SEEN IS WHITE.

o CONCLUSION: THEREFORE, ALL SWANS ARE WHITE.

THIS CONCLUSION IS HIGHLY PROBABLE BASED ON THE EVIDENCE, BUT IT'S NOT GUARANTEED. THE DISCOVERY OF BLACK SWANS
IN AUSTRALIA PROVED THIS INDUCTIVE CONCLUSION FALSE. INDUCTIVE ARGUMENTS ARE ASSESSED BASED ON THEIR STRENGTH.
A STRONG INDUCTIVE ARGUMENT MAKES ITS CONCLUSION PROBABLE, WHILE A WEAK ONE DOES NOT. THE MORE SUPPORTING
EVIDENCE YOU HAVE FOR AN INDUCTIVE CLAIM, THE STRONGER IT GENERALLY BECOMES, BUT IT WILL ALWAYS REMAIN OPEN TO
REVISION IF NEW EVIDENCE EMERGES.

IDENTIFYING COMMON LoGIcAL FALLACIES

LOGICAL FALLACIES ARE ERRORS IN REASONING THAT UNDERMINE THE LOGIC OF AN ARGUMENT. THEY CAN BE DELIBERATE
ATTEMPTS TO MISLEAD OR UNINTENTIONAL MISTAKES IN THOUGHT. SPOTTING THESE FAULTY PATTERNS OF REASONING IS A
CORNERSTONE OF INFORMAL LOGIC, AS IT ALLOWS US TO AVOID BEING PERSUADED BY FLAWED ARGUMENTS AND TO
CONSTRUCT STRONGER ARGUMENTS OURSELVES. MANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF FALLACIES EXIST, BUT SOME ARE PARTICULARLY
PERVASIVE.

AD HOMINEM FALLACY

THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY, LATIN FOR “TO THE PERSON,” OCCURS WHEN SOMEONE ATTACKS THE CHARACTER, MOTIVE, OR
OTHER ATTRIBUTE OF THE PERSON MAKING AN ARGUMENT, RATHER THAN ATTACKING THE SUBSTANCE OF THE ARGUMENT ITSELF.
For EXAMPLE, DISMISSING A SCIENTIST'S FINDINGS ABOUT CLIMATE CHANGE BY SAYING, "OF COURSE, HE WOULD SAY THAT, HE
\WORKS FOR A CLIMATE RESEARCH INSTITUTE AND BENEFITS FINANCIALLY FROM IT,” IS AN AD HOMINEM ATTACK. THE ARGUMENT
SHOULD BE EVALUATED ON ITS OWN MERITS, NOT ON THE SUPPOSED FLAWS OF THE PERSON PRESENTING IT.

STRAW MAN FALLACY

A STRAW MAN FALLACY INVOLVES MISREPRESENTING OR EXAGGERATING AN OPPONENT'S ARGUMENT TO MAKE IT EASIER TO
ATTACK. INSTEAD OF ADDRESSING THE ACTUAL ARGUMENT, THE ARGUER CREATES A DISTORTED VERSION (A “STRAW MAN")
AND THEN REFUTES THAT WEAKER, FABRICATED ARGUMENT. For INSTANCE, IF SOMEONE ARGUES FOR INCREASED FUNDING FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOLS, AND THEIR OPPONENT RESPONDS BY SAYING, “So YOU'RE SAYING WE SHOULD THROW UNLIMITED MONEY AT
SCHOOLS WITH NO ACCOUNTABILITY?” THEY HAVE LIKELY COMMITTED THE STRAW MAN FALLACY BY DISTORTING THE ORIGINAL
PROPOSAL.

FALsE DicHoToMy (BLACK-OR-WHITE FALLACY)

THIS FALLACY PRESENTS ONLY TWO OPTIONS OR SIDES WHEN THERE ARE ACTUALLY MORE POSSIBILITIES. |T FORCES A CHOICE
BETWEEN T\WO EXTREMES, IGNORING ANY MIDDLE GROUND OR ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS. AN EXAMPLE WOULD BE SAYING,



“Y OU'RE EITHER WITH US OR AGAINST US.” THIS STATEMENT IGNORES THE POSSIBILITY THAT SOMEONE MIGHT AGREE WITH
SOME ASPECTS OF A POSITION BUT NOT OTHERS, OR MIGHT HAVE AN ENTIRELY NEUTRAL STANCE.

APPEAL TO AUTHORITY FALLACY

W/HILE CITING AN AUTHORITY CAN BE A VALID FORM OF EVIDENCE, THE APPEAL TO AUTHORITY FALLACY OCCURS WHEN AN
ARGUMENT RELIES ON THE ASSERTION OF AN AUTHORITY FIGURE WHO IS NOT AN EXPERT IN THE RELEVANT FIELD, OR WHEN THE
AUTHORITY'S OPINION IS PRESENTED AS INFALLIBLE. FOR EXAMPLE, CLAIMING A PARTICULAR DIET IS HEALTHY SIMPLY BECAUSE A
CELEBRITY ENDORSES IT, WITHOUT CONSIDERING ANY SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE, IS AN APPEAL TO AUTHORITY FALLACY.

HASTY GENERALIZATION

THIS FALLACY OCCURS WHEN A CONCLUSION IS DRAWN FROM A SAMPLE SIZE THAT IS TOO SMALL OR UNREPRESENTATIVE OF
THE LARGER POPULATION. FOR INSTANCE, MEETING TWO RUDE PEOPLE FROM A PARTICULAR CITY AND CONCLUDING THAT
EVERYONE FROM THAT CITY IS RUDE WOULD BE A HASTY GENERALIZATION. THE EXPERIENCE WITH A SMALL, POTENTIALLY BIASED
SAMPLE IS INSUFFICIENT TO MAKE A BROAD CLAIM ABOUT AN ENTIRE GROUP.

THE IMPORTANCE OF CLARITY AND PRECISION IN INFORMAL LoOGIC

IN THE WORLD OF INFORMAL LOGIC, CLARITY AND PRECISION ARE NOT MERELY STYLISTIC CHOICES, THEY ARE ESSENTIAL FOR THE
VERY POSSIBILITY OF REASONED DISCOURSE. AMBIGUOUS LANGUAGE, VAGUE TERMS, AND POORLY DEFINED CONCEPTS CAN
CREATE MISUNDERSTANDINGS THAT DERAIL EVEN THE MOST WELL-INTENTIONED ARGUMENTS. W/HEN STATEMENTS ARE UNCLEAR,
IT BECOMES IMPOSSIBLE TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE PREMISES ARE TRUE OR WHETHER THE CONCLUSION LOGICALLY FOLLOWS
FROM THEM.

THINK OF IT LIKE BUILDING A HOUSE. |F YOUR BLUEPRINTS ARE FUZZY OR THE MEASUREMENTS ARE IMPRECISE, THE CONSTRUCTION
WILL BE SHAKY, AND THE FINISHED PRODUCT MAY BE UNSTABLE. SIMILARLY, IN ARGUMENTATION, IF THE TERMS WE USE ARE NOT
CLEARLY DEFINED, THE CONNECTIONS BET\WEEN IDEAS BECOME TENUOUS. For EXAMPLE, IF AN ARGUMENT USES THE TERM “EAIR”
WITHOUT SPECIFYING WHAT KIND OF FAIRNESS IS BEING DISCUSSED (E.G.I EQUALITY OF OUTCOME, EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY,
OR NEED-BASED DISTRIBUTION), THE ARGUMENT CAN BE INTERPRETED IN MULTIPLE WAYS, MAKING IT DIFFICULT TO ASSESS ITS
VALIDITY.

THIS EMPHASIS ON CLARITY EXTENDS TO THE STRUCTURE OF AN ARGUMENT AS WELL. IDENTIFYING THE DISTINCT PREMISES AND
THE CONCLUSION, AND UNDERSTANDING THE INTENDED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THEM, REQUIRES CAREFUL ATTENTION TO HOW
SENTENCES ARE PHRASED AND CONNECTED. INFORMAL LOGIC ENCOURAGES US TO DISSECT ARGUMENTS, BREAK THEM DOWN INTO
THEIR COMPONENT PARTS, AND EXAMINE EACH PART WITH A CRITICAL EYE. THIS PROCESS DEMANDS PRECISION IN OUR OWN
THINKING AND IN OUR INTERPRETATION OF OTHERS  REASONING.

APPLYING CoRrE INFORMAL LoGic CONCEPTS

THE REAL POWER OF UNDERSTANDING CORE INFORMAL LOGIC CONCEPTS LIES IN THEIR PRACTICAL APPLICATION. THESE AREN'T
ABSTRACT THEORIES CONFINED TO ACADEMIC HALLS, THEY ARE TOOLS THAT CAN BE WIELDED DAILY TO IMPROVE OUR
UNDERSTANDING, DECISION-MAKING, AND COMMUNICATION. W/HEN YOU ENGAGE WITH NEWS ARTICLES, LISTEN TO POLITICAL
DEBATES, OR EVEN HAVE A CONVERSATION WITH A FRIEND, YOU ARE CONSTANTLY ENCOUNTERING ARGUMENTS. By APPLYING
THE PRINCIPLES OF INFORMAL LOGIC, YOU CAN MOVE BEYOND PASSIVE RECEPTION TO ACTIVE, CRITICAL EVALUATION.

For INSTANCE, WHEN YOU ENCOUNTER A PERSUASIVE ADVERTISEMENT, YOU CAN ANALYZE ITS PREMISES. IS IT TRYING TO



CONVINCE YOU THAT A PRODUCT WILL MAKE YOU HAPPY? W/HAT EVIDENCE DOES IT OFFER FOR THIS CLAIM? |S THAT EVIDENCE
RELIABLE, OR IS IT A FALLACY, LIKE AN APPEAL TO EMOTION? BY DISSECTING THE ARGUMENT, YOU CAN DETERMINE WHETHER THE
PRODUCT'S BENEFITS ARE GENUINELY SUPPORTED OR MERELY IMPLIED THROUGH CLEVER RHETORIC. THIS ANALYTICAL APPROACH
NOT ONLY SAVES YOU FROM POTENTIALLY MISLEADING CLAIMS BUT ALSO FOSTERS A HEALTHY SKEPTICISM AND A MORE
INFORMED CONSUMER BEHAVIOR.

FURTHERMORE, MASTERING INFORMAL LOGIC ENHANCES YOUR OWN ABILITY TO ARTICULATE YOUR THOUGHTS AND PERSUADE
OTHERS EFFECTIVELY. WHEN YOU CAN CLEARLY IDENTIFY YOUR PREMISES, STRUCTURE YOUR ARGUMENT LOGICALLY, AND AVOID
FALLACIOUS REASONING, YOUR COMMUNICATION BECOMES MORE IMPACTFUL AND CONVINCING. YOU CAN EXPLAIN YOUR
REASONING WITH GREATER PRECISION, MAKING IT EASIER FOR OTHERS TO UNDERSTAND AND ACCEPT YOUR POINT OF VIEW.
ULTIMATELY, THE APPLICATION OF INFORMAL LOGIC EMPOWERS YOU TO NAVIGATE THE COMPLEXITIES OF INFORMATION AND
DISCOURSE WITH GREATER CONFIDENCE AND CLARITY, LEADING TO MORE INFORMED DECISIONS AND MORE PRODUCTIVE
INTERACTIONS.

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

Q: WHAT IS THE PRIMARY DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DEDUCTIVE AND INDUCTIVE ARGUMENTS
IN INFORMAL LOGIC?

A: THE PRIMARY DIFFERENCE LIES IN THE CERTAINTY OF THEIR CONCLUSIONS. DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENTS, IF VALID AND WITH TRUE
PREMISES, GUARANTEE THE TRUTH OF THEIR CONCLUSION. INDUCTIVE ARGUMENTS, ON THE OTHER HAND, OFFER CONCLUSIONS
THAT ARE PROBABLE BASED ON THE EVIDENCE, BUT NOT ABSOLUTELY CERTAIN.

Q: \WHY IS IDENTIFYING PREMISES AND CONCLUSIONS SO CRUCIAL IN INFORMAL LOGIC?

A IDENTIFYING PREMISES AND CONCLUSIONS IS CRUCIAL BECAUSE IT ALLOWS US TO UNDERSTAND THE STRUCTURE OF AN
ARGUMENT AND EVALUATE THE REASONING PROCESS. |T HELPS US DETERMINE WHAT EVIDENCE IS BEING PRESENTED AND WHAT
CLAIM IS BEING MADE BASED ON THAT EVIDENCE.

Q: CAN YOU GIVE ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF AN AD HOMINEM FALLACY?

A: CERTAINLY. [F SOMEONE IS ARGUING FOR A PARTICULAR ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY, AND THEIR OPPONENT RESPONDS BY SAYING,
“\\/E SHOULDN'T LISTEN TO ANYTHING SHE SAYS BECAUSE SHE DRIVES A GAS-GUZZLING CAR,” THAT'S AN AD HOMINEM
FALLACY. THE OPPONENT IS ATTACKING THE PERSON'S ACTIONS RATHER THAN THE MERITS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ITSELF.

QZ \WHAT MAKES A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT VALID VERSUS SOUND?

A: A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT IS VALID IF ITS CONCLUSION LOGICALLY FOLLOWS FROM ITS PREMISES, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER
THE PREMISES ARE TRUE. A DEDUCTIVE ARGUMENT IS SOUND IF IT IS BOTH VALID AND ALL OF ITS PREMISES ARE ACTUALLY TRUE.
A VALID ARGUMENT CAN HAVE A FALSE CONCLUSION IF ITS PREMISES ARE FALSE.

Q: How CAN RECOGNIZING THE STRAW MAN FALLACY HELP IN DEBATES?

A: RECOGNIZING THE STRAW MAN FALLACY HELPS YOU AVOID BEING SIDETRACKED BY A MISREPRESENTATION OF YOUR
ARGUMENT. |T ALLOWS YOU TO POINT OUT THAT YOUR OPPONENT IS NOT ADDRESSING YOUR ACTUAL POSITION BUT RATHER A
DISTORTED VERSION, AND TO STEER THE CONVERSATION BACK TO THE REAL ISSUE.



Q: IS IT POSSIBLE FOR AN ARGUMENT TO BE WEAK EVEN IF TS CONCLUSION TURNS OUT
TO BE TRUE?

A: ABSOLUTELY. FOR INSTANCE, IF YOU SAY, “THE SKY IS BLUE TODAY, THEREFORE, | WILL GET A PROMOTION AT WORK,” THE
CONCLUSION MIGHT COINCIDENTALLY BE TRUE, BUT THE PREMISE ABOUT THE SKY'S COLOR OFFERS NO LOGICAL SUPPORT FOR IT,
MAKING THE ARGUMENT EXTREMELY WEAK.

Q: WHAT ARE SOME COMMON INDICATORS THAT SIGNAL AN ARGUMENT IS BEING
PRESENTED?

A: COMMON INDICATORS INCLUDE WORDS LIKE “BECAUSE,” “sINCE,” “FoR,” “THEREFORE,” “50,” “THUS,” AND

’

”CONSEQUENTLY.H THESE WORDS OFTEN INTRODUCE PREMISES OR CONCLUSIONS, GUIDING YOU THROUGH THE REASONING.

Q: How DOES THE CONCEPT OF “BURDEN OF PROOF" RELATE TO INFORMAL LOGIC?

A: THE BURDEN OF PROOF GENERALLY LIES WITH THE PERSON MAKING THE CLAIM OR ASSERTION, PARTICULARLY WHEN
PRESENTING AN ARGUMENT. THEY ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE OR REASONING TO SUPPORT THEIR
CONCLUSION AND PERSUADE OTHERS OF ITS TRUTH.
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