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Premises and Conclusion
Premise 1: Scientific research analyses endorse the instructions by the doctor.
Premise 2: Thorough testing on the cholinesterase inhibitors demonstrates that they inhibit acetylcholine from breaking down.
Premise 3: Research analyses from peer reviews combined with meticulous testing usually produce excellent results for medical treatments.

4. Conclusion: The premises affirm that the patient should continue using the cholinesterase inhibitors because they are hugely helpful to her. 
Deductive/Inductive

Type: Inductive


It forms an inductive argument because the premises direct to a probable conclusion, which means that it is not certain. The conclusion that the inhibitors are effective for Anika because of the scientific research and thorough testing is not fully justifiable. The drug might possibly help the patient because of the presented evidence but that does not mean that the conclusion is guaranteed since it is only probable. 
Validity/Strength

Strength: Strong

If the three premises are true, the argument holds great strength that makes the conclusion to be extremely probable. Medical treatments are normally approved after broad scientific research and testing, which means that the drugs posses a huge probability of effectiveness on the patient. The premises are, therefore, providing compelling reason that leads to a highly probable conclusion but with the reality that is not assured. 
Argument Map




LEGEND 
Premise 1: Scientific research analyses endorse the instructions by the doctor.
Premise 2: Thorough testing on the cholinesterase inhibitors demonstrates that they inhibit acetylcholine from breaking down.
Premise 3: Research analyses from peer reviews combined with meticulous testing usually produce excellent results for medical treatments.

4. Conclusion: The premises affirm that the patient should continue using the cholinesterase inhibitors because they are hugely helpful to her. 

Information Source

Peer-reviewed scientific research conducted by Anika.
Reliability

The source is of high reliability since it went through the research process and subsequent testing required in medicine.
Bias

The case exudes confirmation bias that occurs when an individual focuses on some information that supports an existing idea with a clear intention on avoiding other information that disregards the idea.

Bias Impact
Daniel demonstrates confirmation bias when he bases on information that supports his existing idea about mainstream medical treatments not working. His source is unverified evidence from an online health forum as well as his grandmother’s experience when she used a sound therapy device. He also dismisses the information from Anika, which is from a reliable source that is scientifically approved. The choice of affirming his belief and supporting it with unproven scientific information simply means that he adds bias to his argument.
Fallacy Name

Ad Hominem

Fallacy


This fallacy occurs when an argument happens between two individuals then individual one focuses on other things that deviate from the real argument. Daniel showcases this fallacy when his argument runs away from the actual argument with Anika, which makes him irrational. The very point that shows Daniel committing this fallacy is when he brings up Anika’s place of origin, Midwest as the reason why her judgment is not medically dependable. Daniel only focuses on Anika’s home town to subdue the real evidence that is backed by scientific research with adequate testing. Consequently, this shows that Daniel is evading the verified medical recommendation to run away from the primary argument, a scenario that summarizes the demonstration of this fallacy.
Source

Case study
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