
FALLACIES (chapter 5)

1) Induction:  (S(G)(think “increase”)

· from specific/particular instance or instances

· to generalization

· quantity: (#) sufficient # of items or people asked, sufficient data (stats)

· quality:  reliable source (authority), accurate & in-depth observation

· *probability, not certainty

bad ex:  You compare the prices 4 books at store #1 with those at store #2 and notice that the prices are higher at the former than at the latter. You conclude that store #1 is more expensive.

good ex:  A television documentary focuses on the issue of unwed teenage mothers in a particular city neighborhood.  Four girls are interviewed and followed for several days.  Then, a noted and respected sociologist who has studied thousands of unwed teenagers is interviewed, and she claims these four girls are representative of the many.

· *inductive fallacies:  wrong use of data—insufficient sample, ignore evidence

2) Deduction:  (G(S)(think “decrease”)  

· from inductive generalization

· to conclusion         (3 propositions of a deductive syllogism)

· major premise (inductive generalization)

· minor premise (statement about a member of that group)

· conclusion (1+2=3)(S(G, G(S)

· if major premise=absent or faulty induction

· if minor premise=faulty observation concerning the individual at issue 

· then conclusion=faulty, invalid

· *certainty, validity

bad ex:  A man is sitting opposite you on a train. He has what appears to be chalk dust on his fingers, and you conclude that he is a teacher. Major premise=“All men with chalk on their fingers are school teachers.” Minor premise=“This man has chalk on his fingers.” Conclusion= “Therefore, this man is a school teacher.”  (other occupations: draftsmen, carpenters, tailors, artists)(other powders: flour, confectioner’s sugar, talcum, heroin)

*deduction & your Introductory paragraph:  (“Funnel Effect,” “Inverted pyramid”)g to s, syllogism, conclusion=thesis statement  Major premise= “Reducing awareness of social differences is a desirable goal for the school.”  Minor premise= “A uniform dress code would help to achieve that goal.”  Conclusion/thesis= “Therefore, students should be required to dress uniformly.”

· *deductive fallacies: failure to follow the logic of a series of statements

_____________________________________________________________________________

1) facts:  probable, provable (senses, science, testimony=2ndary, historical evidence)

2) implications: unspoken message, suggestion, with indirect words

3) assumptions:  supposition, idea taken for granted, based on prior/little knowledge
4) inferences:  logical deduction, based on evidence/observation; educated guess (assumption=based on belief vs/ inference=based on sense data or premises)

* #2-4: not=facts; you fill in the gaps, make connections, supply missing data; you draw conclusion without all of the information/facts
* Rule of Simplicity: (p.338) When there are competing possibilities, choose the answer that requires the fewest assumptions. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

A. Problems with INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE:

1) Overgeneralizing: hasty generalization, false, sweeping. implies ALL.  

· easily disproved; too many exceptions & complications. (*need to be qualified)

· “established beliefs”=stood time& not easily overturned

· all, everyone, everybody, no one, nothing, everything, anything, always

· qualify with: many, some, few, usually

· too many maybe’s in your writing=indecisive

· racism, ageism, sexism   (prejudices, superstitions)*
ex: “Teenagers today are fat and lazy.” “Men don’t cry.”

Hasty generalization: "Jim Bakker was an insincere Christian. Therefore all Christians are insincere."  
Sweeping generalization: "Christians generally dislike atheists. You are a Christian, so you must dislike atheists." (senior citizens, Asians, guys, Americans=materialistic, war-mongers)

2) Stacking the Deck(card stacking): selecting only the data that supports your position

· ignoring contradictory data (only 1 side of the issue)(*need other side/s of issue)

· news bias, politicians, tobacco industry

· fraud, misleading

ex: “Ninety-five percent of the people I interviewed agreed with the Democratic Opposition.”

3) Ad Ignorantium: since cannot disprove, then must be true

· assumes lack of info (ignorance)=source of info (*need more info)

· absence of evidence is not evidence

ex: “Since the library has no books on Eva Braun’s intimate relations with Adolf Hitler, then she must not have had any.”

"Of course the Bible is true. Nobody can prove otherwise."  Or "Of course telepathy and other psychic phenomena do not exist. Nobody has shown any proof that they are real."

4) Post Hoc Ergo Propter Hoc: “after this, therefore b/c of this”

· assumes a causal relationship; no other explanations (C/E) 

· assumes a later event was caused by an earlier one (*need more info, more research)

an effect has more than one cause; indirect & direct causes

· B follows A; therefore, A causes B    (superstitions, astrology)

· disproof=coincidences, 1 cause of many, not even a significant cause of many (*more than 1 cause of an effect, more than 1 effect of a cause)—complexity of situations, of life

· Occam’s razor:  simpler, more credible answer or explanation is best

ex: “Because you left the milk out last night, it was spoiled this morning.”  Or "The Soviet Union collapsed after instituting state atheism. Therefore we must avoid atheism for the same reasons." Or “A rooster crows every morning, and shortly after, the sun rises. Therefore, the rooster causes the sun to rise.”  Or “After the school principal suspends daily prayers in the classroom, acts of vandalism increase, and some parents are convinced that the failure to conduct prayer is responsible for the rise in vandalism.”(But…decline in disciplinary actions, a relaxation of academic standards, a change in school administration, changes in family structure in the school community.) 

5) Ad Hoc:  The Ad Hoc fallacy is to give an after-the-fact explanation which doesn't apply to other situations. Often this ad hoc explanation will be dressed up to look like an argument. For example, if we assume that God treats all people equally, then the following is an ad hoc explanation:

"I was healed from cancer." "Praise the Lord, then. He is your healer."  "So, will He heal others who have cancer?"  "Er... The ways of God are mysterious."

6) The Natural Law fallacy / Appeal to Nature
The Appeal to Nature is a common fallacy in political arguments. One version consists of drawing an analogy between a particular conclusion, and some aspect of the natural world -- and then stating that the conclusion is inevitable, because the natural world is similar:

"The natural world is characterized by competition; animals struggle against each other for ownership of limited natural resources. Capitalism, the competitive struggle for ownership of capital, is simply an inevitable part of human nature. It's how the natural world works."

Another form of appeal to nature is to argue that because human beings are products of the natural world, we must mimic behavior seen in the natural world, and that to do otherwise is 'unnatural':

"Of course homosexuality is unnatural. When's the last time you saw two animals of the same sex mating?"
______________________________________________________________________________

B. Problems based on IRRELEVANT INFORMATION
1) Ad Baculum: (intimidation)

· threat of physical or psychological harm

· extortion, blackmail

ex: “If citizens don’t start patronizing downtown stores, then businesses will be forced to close & then the city will be in ruin.”

"... Thus there is ample proof of the truth of the Bible. All those who refuse to accept that truth will burn in Hell." Or "... In any case, I know your phone number and I know where you live. Have I mentioned I am licensed to carry concealed weapons?"

2) Ad Hominem: personal attack, insults (name calling)

· attack the person, not the facts or issue

· way to avoid dealing with the issue (diversion)

*a bad person does not necessarily mean a bad conclusion/point
* Accusations against the person are NOT a fallacy if the characteristics under attack are relevant to the argument. (if politician=irresponsible & dishonest in personal life, then it’s reasonable to think that he/she may be the same in public office)

ex: “What does he know; look at the way he’s dressed.”  Or “What can a priest tell us about marriage since he’s never been married himself.”(AA) Or “My doctor is overweight, so why should I listen to anything he has to say.”(Dr. Adkins)  Or “I won’t see a Jane Smith movie because she’s a drug addict.”(private life vs/professional record)

"You claim that atheists can be moral -- yet I happen to know that you abandoned your wife and children."  Or "Therefore we should close down the church? Hitler and Stalin would have agreed with you."  Or "Therefore it is perfectly acceptable to kill animals for food. I hope you won't argue otherwise, given that you're quite happy to wear leather shoes."  Or "Of course you'd argue that positive discrimination is a bad thing. You're white."  Or  

3) Fallacy of Opposition: (name calling) 

· whatever comes from opposition=wrong & detrimental

· assumes nothing good could come from those we oppose

ex: “Of course you’d say that, you’re an atheist/hippie/teenager.”

4) Genetic Fallacy: (name calling)

· assumes where the idea came from affects its validity (country, paper, school)

· akin to elitism, snobbery
ex: “You’re not a real Shakespeare scholar because you only teach at LCCC.” “All cars made in USA/Korea are junks.”

5) Guilt by Association: (birds of a feather stick together)

· assumes people’s behaviors must extend to their friends

ex: “Everyone who goes into a bar is an alcoholic.” “Sally’s promiscuous, so you must be too.”

6) Ad Misericordium: (pity) see war/famine/AIDS photos of kids

· manipulative & obfuscation (diversion)

· irrelevant (evoke pitiful image or situation, w/o basis, to distract from issue)

· don’t rely wholly on pity (pathos)

ex: “I couldn’t write my paper because my son/daughter/mother was sick.”

"I did not murder my mother and father with an axe! Please don't find me guilty; I'm suffering enough through being an orphan."

7) Ad Populum: (right b/c popular)--sound bites/slogans 

· biases & prejudices, appeals to tradition, halcyon days

· tells people what they want to hear, what they want to believe (strokes audience)

· slogans/sound bites subvert the reasoning process b/c do not define terms (mean whatever people want them to mean/whatever people say they mean)

ex: “If guns are outlawed, then only outlaws will have guns.”  Or “Zippo. It’s the grand old lighter that’s made right here in the gold old USA…” (patriotism)

8) Bandwagon: (right b/c popular)

· valid b/c popular

· do b/c others do---peer pressure, group/mob identity

ex: “Sixty million people can’t be wrong.”

*Similar to:  Argumentum ad numerum:  This fallacy is closely related to the argumentum ad populum. It consists of asserting that the more people who support or believe a proposition, the more likely it is that that proposition is correct. For example:  "The vast majority of people in this country believe that capital punishment has a noticeable deterrent effect. To suggest that it doesn't in the face of so much evidence is ridiculous."  Or "All I'm saying is that thousands of people believe in pyramid power, so there must be something to it."

* Similar to:  Appeal to Tradition:  right/valid because it’s old; since it’s lasted this long, it should continue. ex: “Since the Fiesta Club has been an exclusive male-only society since its founding at the turn of the 20th century, it should continue to exist in the same manner & form.” 

9) Plain Folks and Snob Appeal (right b/c popular)---see Genetic Fallacy

· do b/c ordinary person does (& avoid pretensions of snobs)

· do b/c rich/popular/beautiful do (*celebrity endorsements)

ex: “Why pay fancy salon prices for a shampoo”

ex: “Use the deodorant that professional athletes like Joe X use.” (appeals to reader’s vanity)

also known as: Argumentum ad lazarum: The fallacy of assuming that someone poor is sounder or more virtuous than someone who's wealthier. This fallacy is the opposite of the Argumentum ad Crumenam. For example: "Monks are more likely to possess insight into the meaning of life, as they have given up the distractions of wealth."

10) Ad Verecundiam: (inappropriate use of authority)

· assume b/c expert in one field that is an expert in another (*celebrity endorsement)

· OR the use of an obscure, hard to find source

· poor or irrelevant credentials, wrong field of expertise, no Other Side of the is sue (Rogerian Method) 

ex: “I play a doctor on TV...”  or "Isaac Newton was a genius and he believed in God."

*Good="Dr. Stephen Hawking has concluded that black holes give off radiation"

11) Red Herring: (diversion)

· skirt the issue; diversion, obfuscate

· use an irrelevant point or a side issue to lead away from the issue at hand

ex: “Sure, the Chargers had a bad year, but what about the Redskins.”  Or "You may claim that the death penalty is an ineffective deterrent against crime -- but what about the victims of crime? How do you think surviving family members feel when they see the man who murdered their son kept in prison at their expense? Is it right that they should pay for their son's murderer to be fed and housed?"

12) Strawman Argument (Weak Opponent)

· invent an opponent that can be attacked without fear of retaliation (easy target)

· generic/vague group or label (*no real person is involved)

· stereotypes, overgeneralizations (based on personal biases/prejudices)

· attack your opponent’s weakest argument, one s/he is not even offering

· like:  Tu Quoque, Ad Hoc, False Dilemma

ex: Richard Nixon’s 1952 Checkers speech.  “today’s student,” “moral majority,” “welfare cheats”  or "To be an atheist, you have to believe with absolute certainty that there is no God. In order to convince yourself with absolute certainty, you must examine all the Universe and all the places where God could possibly be. Since you obviously haven't, your position is indefensible."
13) Tu Quoque: (too kwo-kway)

· “you did it too”

· justify actions b/c accusers are supposedly guilty of same crime

· 2 wrongs make 1 right  (see ad populum)
ex: “You did it too when you were my age.”

quote: “It’s ok that I dis white people on my show because they’ve been doing it to us for years.” 

"You're just being randomly abusive." "So? You've been abusive too."

14) Oversimplification: 

· =Post Hoc/=Overgeneralization (see causes for war)

· overlook the complexity of an issue//no critical examination of the issue

· there’s always more than 1/2 sides to an issue (legal, moral, religious, political, racial, philo...)

ex: “Kids are fat b/c they eat too much McDonald’s.”

______________________________________________________________________________

C. Problems of AMBIGUITY
1) Amphiboly: (ambiguity)

· ambiguous, multiple meanings/interpretations

· caused by Bad Grammar (misplaced modifiers, PN reference)

· statistics/percentages--89% sounds like much, but not if only 5 people were asked

ex: “Her parents watered the flowers, yet they died.”

2) Begging the Question: (circular reasoning)

· restate the premise w/o answering the question (avoidance) (non-responsive)

· begs another/other question/s

· circular reasoning turns the question around w/o answering it

ex: “My mother is a good person b/c she’s so moral.”  Or "Homosexuals must not be allowed to hold government office. Hence any government official who is revealed to be a homosexual will lose his job. Therefore homosexuals will do anything to hide their secret, and will be open to blackmail. Therefore homosexuals cannot be allowed to hold government office."  

Or Petitio principii "The Bible is the word of God. The word of God cannot be doubted, and the Bible states that the Bible is true. Therefore the Bible must be true.”  

3) Equivocation: (quibble on the meaning of word/s)  Macbeth

· tactic to delay, distort, clutter, or avoid issue

· trivial distinctions; euphemisms

· Macbeth, Clinton (“That depends on what your definition of ‘is’ is.”)

4) Loaded Language: (biased words)

· leading questions/statements, the answer to which is misleading or damning

· readers should question users’ motives (they don’t want to consider the issue; they’ve already made up their minds)

· sarcasm & irony=ambiguity (so avoid using either)

ex: “Do I have to research any more junk on the stupid topic?”

5) False Analogy: 

· false relationship, false comparison, false impression

· more differences btw the 2 than similarities (despite few superficial similarities)

· dig more and find that not related//collapse when examined critically (difficult to use)

· exaggerations

· descriptive vs/ explanatory: 

· descriptive=metaphorical, more colorful than precise, remain dissimilar, short cuts, not enough to support your claim

· “life is a bowl of cherries”  Malcolm X, criticizing the participation of whites in the 1962 march on Washington, DC: “It’s like when you’ve got some coffee that’s too black, which means that it’s too strong. What do you do? You integrate it with cream, you make it weak. But if you pour too much cream in it, you won’t even know you ever had coffee.”—Claim=integration of whites & blacks in the march weakened the black movement for rights & jobs.  Support=putting white cream into black coffee weakens the coffee. Warrant=weakening coffee with cream is analogous to weakening the black rights movement by allowing white people to participate.—Vivid & descriptive, but not convincing. Too many dissimilarities. “Strong” and “weak” need to be defined.  No facts, no proof, just racist opinion.

· explanatory= more than imagery; offer facts, proof

· “In a world of nuclear overkill and redundance,, the United States and the Soviet Union are like two rivals locked in a small room in a duel to the death where one has 1,400 pistols and the other 1,200.  The one with 1,400 has no advantage when one or both of the parties are likely to be killed or maimed with the first pistol shot.” Claim=In enlarging their nuclear arsenals, the US and the USSR are engaged in a duel that neither can win. Support=A duelist in a locked room with 1,400 pistols could probably not win against a duelist with 1,200 pistols. Warrant= A pistol duel is analogous to the nuclear arms rivalry between the US and the USSR. (still some dissimilarities)

· ex: “The Patriot Act turns our government into another Reich.” (9/11 and Pearl harbor, Vietnam and Iraq 2003)

______________________________________________________________________________

D. Problems from FAULTY REASONING
1) False Dilemma: (either/or thinking)

· =Oversimplification, =Loaded Language

· assumes only 2 sides to an issue, both sides=unpleasant (but more than 2 options)

ex: “You either support Feminism or you’re a sexist pig.”  Or "Either man was created, as the Bible tells us, or he evolved from inanimate chemicals by pure random chance, as scientists tell us. The latter is incredibly unlikely, so..."  Or “You are either for unilateral nuclear disarmament or for nuclear war.”  Or “In a 1975 interview, the Shah of Iran was asked why he could not introduce into his authoritarian regime greater freedom for his subjects. He replied, ‘What’s wrong with authority? Is anarchy better?’ So, it’s either authoritarianism or anarchy.” 

2) Non Sequitur:  (“it does not follow)

· Big Leap in logic, faulty conclusion, unconnected, doesn’t make sense

· irrelevant information (like ad populum)

ex: “…Yet half a million copies were sold & it was a best-seller for two decades.” Or “B/c the Internet has so much information, there isn’t any need for libraries.”  Or "Since Egyptians did so much excavation to construct the pyramids, they were well versed in paleontology."
3) Rationalization:  (rationalize)

· Blame someone/thing else; self-serving excuse

ex: “I can’t hand in my paper today b/c the dumb computer wouldn’t print it.”

4) Reductio Ad Absurdum:  (reduce to absurdity)

· use opponents’ reasoning against them//extend their argument to absurd conclusion

· merely to ridicule opponent

· more/less is better

ex: “If 2 are good, then 5 are better.”

5) Slippery Slope:  (next step=danger/forbidden)

· one thing must lead to another (1 drink/puff=addiction)

· dangerous proposals

· too simplistic, ignores the similarities, ignores the complexity of life/institutions/checks and balances

ex: “She kept her kid away from soda b/c one drink and he’d be addicted to it for life.”  Or "If we legalize marijuana, then more people would start to take crack and heroin, and we'd have to legalize those too. Before long we'd have a nation full of drug-addicts on welfare. Therefore we cannot legalize marijuana."  Or “Legalizing abortion will lead to murder of the elderly and the physically and mentally handicapped.”  Or “If we ban handguns, what’s next?! Rifles and other hunting weapons?!”


