Appendix

Glossary of Logical and

Rhetorical Fallacies

Sometimes after students have started to study fallacies, they are in-
clined to approach arguments searching just for fallacies in them, only
looking for points to pick apart, rather than also looking for good,
fallacy-free arguments or those that effectively point out fallacies in
someone else’s argument. The latter approach should be part of your
goal in studying this list of logical and rhetorical fallacies. (“Logical
fallacies” is the usual term, referring mainly to unintentional flaws in
reasoning. “Rhetorical fallacies” here refers to more devious motives
in, and modes of, argument.)

Students sometimes also fret excessively over what is the proper
label for a fallacious argument, rather than simply explaining in their
own words how the argument is fallacious; pinning the label to the
fallacy may be worthwhile, but it is secondary to showing your un-
derstanding of the argument’s substantive flaws. Another source for
fretting is which of several similar terms is the “correct” one; several
of these terms, however, are synonymous or closely enough related
so that they may be interchangeable. Here are some clusters of related
fallacies, gathered from the following alphabetical glossary.
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* Presenting only one side of a story, or slanting an account to
one side: propaganda, special pleading, stacking the deck, half-
truth, double standard, selective vision, cleans and dirties, tu
quoque (in the sense of someone pointing out legitimately the
fallacy in opponents who are guilty of the same fault of which
they accuse others).

* Oversimplification: overgeneralization, sweeping generaliza-
tion, either-or thinking, false dilemma, false dichotomy, reduc-
tive fallacy, not accounting for all factors or variables.

* Hasty conclusion or non sequitur: inadequate evidence, un-
representative sample, argument from the exception.

* Inconsistency: compartmentalized thinking, self-contradiction,
doublethink, shifting ground, equivocation, “I Won’t, but I
Will,” “Heads I Win, Tails You Lose.”

 Distraction: begging the question, evading the issue, shifting
ground, red herring, irrelevance.

* Personal attacks: ad hominem, name-calling, straw man, poi-
soning the well, smearing, character assassination, tu quoque,
guilt by association, derision, distortion.

» Appeals to widespread opinion or common practice: ad popu-
lum, bandwagon, plain folks, appeal to the past or resistance to
change, common practice, two wrongs make a right.

* Emotional appeal: appeals to pity or fear, demagogy, scare
tactics, sentimentality, religiosity, flag-waving, jingoism.

GLOSSARY OF LOGICAL AND
RHETORICAL FALLACIES

ad hominem. Latin for argument “against the man.” The rhetori-
cal tallaay of att(ukmg the ghar(utcr or motst of an oppomnt
Arguments. 5. Variants include name- callmg, pomonlng the well,
smearing, and character assassination.

ad populum. Latin, appeal “to the people.” The logical fallacy of argu-
ing that something is true because many or most people bdlcve it

is, or that a policy is valic because many or most agree with it. "The

accurate, or ]]]OIAHYJust When is it valid to cite majority opinion in
the general population, or within any particular group, to support
your position? When you can present evidence that the majority

is well informed and has benefited from the policy you advocate.

allacy hes in the fact that mass opinion is not AI\VJXS well mforde
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appeal to authority or transfer of authority. This logical fallacy
takes three common forms. One is ¢ iting as a source on a particular

Subject someone who is an authority on sorme ne subject but not t

at issue, or even someone who is only, in Daniel Boorstin’s phrase
“well-known for being well-known.” (The he celebrity endorsement

ad is the most frequent occasion for this form.) Another form is
citing the opinion of a source who is an authority on the issue as
@uthuem in itself, [, W fthout presenting the evidence on which fhat
opinion is based. The ¢ opinions of those who are authorities on a
subject are likely to be supported with better evidence than those
of nonexperts, but their evidence still needs to be > documented. The
third form is when a genuine autmtgiifsilted but the authority’s
opinion diverges from the opinions of other authorities or is oth-
erwise suspect. This might happen when the cited authority has a

conflict of interest or holds an opinion about an issue that differs
from the consensus of other authorities in a field. To avoid this
third form of the fallacy, you should acknowledge the difference

and present a case for why this  authority’s word should prev 411 over
others” if you thmk it should

appeal to fear or scare tactics. Along with its flip side, appeal to
pity, the most common form of emotional appeal—most promi-

nently in calls for war or, more recently, protection against terror-

ism. This is another case where a judgment call is always necessary
to determine whether such an appeal has legitimate grounds, when
it is a perfectly valid line of argument, or whether it is deliberately

fabricated or exaggerated to frighten people into compliance y w1th

those 1n powu or to attract a pxohtable media audience.

appeal to the past or tradition, or resistance to change. The
logical fallacy of arguing for a policy only because it has been fol-
_lowed in the past or is a tr tradition in one’s culture, regardless of

2Dl dni L CILIOF
“whether it might be outdated.

appeal to pity. A common variety of sentimentality. The judgment
call here is whether the people being defended truly deserve pity
or whether the audience’s heartstrings are being tugged on fraudu-
lenth For e\anlpk in law coEféTéttomcys will often attempt to
elicit the j Jury’s pity for their clients to help the clients’ case. But

pitying someone is not a goodjustlflgatlon for thinking that he or

he did or did 1 not LOH]l]llt a crime or tl at h1s or her leg,al Ll(llllls

argument from ‘the converse. The logical mllacy of starting with

T statement whose truth has been established, in the form of “All
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(or most) Xsare Y,” then jumping to the converse conclusion, “All
(or most) Ys are X,” which is a form of non sequitur. This fallacy
can usually be explained in terms of logical classes and subclasses
or sets and subsets, as in mathematics, and illustrated through circle
diagrams, as in figure 2.1, which indicates that all communists and
Communists are socialists but not all socialists are communists or
Communists.

argument from the exception. The logical fallacy of supporting
an argument with a_casethat{sam exception to o the rule, contrary

to thc larger body of wldenuds_umortm;o the opposing side; syn-

onymous with an unrepresentative sample.

bandwagon. A variety of ad populum, attempting to lure you to
get on the bandwagon, to agree with a policy or take an action
because “everybody’s doing it.” Extremely common in advertising.

begging the question. A fall;lcy in deductive logic in which a
»has not been eqtjl_lﬂ’_mhgi,or s dls] utablc‘ ‘Often used synonymously
with circular argument. In common usage, “begs the question”
is often used synonymously, but erroneously, with “raises the ques-
tion” rather than its accurate meaning of “evades the issue.”

changing the subject or shifting ground This rhetorical fallacy

awument on the same mﬁ_]ect wl'nle hop111<T no one notices that

= e . —

they are cvadmg the issue.

S e S

circular argurnent A logical tallacy in which a reason given in

support of a conclusion presupposes the “truth of the conclusion, or

in which the conclusion depends on prior acceptance of a premise

that 1s believed onIy because the condunon is already believed.
“I believe the president is telling the tr uth.” “How do you know
that?” “Because he’s a God—tearmg man.” “How do you know
that?” “Because he says so.” Another form is the > attempt to support

a premise with words that smlply repeat the p1§;1£1~sg_1n sllohtly
different language; for example, “Capitalism is “desirable because it
“promotes free enterprise.” Free enterprise is just another name for
capitalism, so the argument does not give a reason why capitalism,

or free enterprise, is desirable.

cleans and dirties. The rhetorical fallacy of using connotatively
loaded language applying all posmvc words to your side and all

mgatlve ones to your opponents pu?dy fﬁr LID()IIIOIldl appul
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without sufficient evidence that the words are accurate. Usmg
loaded language like this is not tallauous however if it is sup-

ported by evidence. ——

common practice. The rhetorical flll;lcy ofjustifying a shady ethi-
cal practice because “everybody does it.” Also see tu quoque and
two wrongs make a right.

compartmentahzatlon or compartmentalized thinking. Logi-
cal self-contradiction or inconsistency. In its extreme form it results

in Orwellian doublethink. The co concept can also dpply to saymg
one thing but domg another LR

demagogy or demagoguery The use of emotional appeal by un-
_scrupulous politicians or otheL publu ﬁgmes—demagogues—to
manipulate the_qm)gentna beliefs or prejudices of a mass audience

tm their own baneht.

derision. A form of ad hominem in which the opponent’s ideas or

character are just ridicul led or sneered at without any substantive
1emtat10n L

distortion. The rhetorical fallacy of misrepresenting an opponent’s

‘ “ideas, whether unintentionally or mtentlonally Related to straw

man

———————

double standard. The rhetorical fallacy, or mode of deception, in
~which a variety of critical standards are applied to opponents but
are not Jpphed consistently, notmcmmled
at all to one’s own views or to the views of people on one’s side.
See “A Semantic Calculator for Bias in R hetoric”’ in Chapter 1, as
well as selective vision and stacking the deck.

doublethmk Coined by George Orwell in his novel 1984 to de-
“scribe the logical or 1hctor1c<11 fallacy of being brainwashed by

\!'
plopaqandd to bdleve 5df contradictory ideas like “ war is peace,
l(wc‘ly 18 hwdom “ignorance is strength.” Also dppllcab e to

o S UTATICE 18 SUCHISE,
abr brupt reversals or dueptlom in political policies without recogni-

tion ()f an II’ILOI’ISISE€HLY ] 1981 a government reduction in the
—

chocolate ration is announced as an increase, but the people join
a mass celebration in gratitude.

either-or. Also known as false dilemma or false dichotomy. The fallacy of
setting two positions in opposition to each other when they might

be mutually compatible, or of suggesting th

e e ey |
feasible alternatives when there are in fact others,

at there are only two
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emotional appeal. The rhetorical fallacy of invalid appeal to the

audience’s emotions at the expense of reason. Appeals to emotion
are fallacious generally when they appeal to feeling about some

truth as evidence for it. For example, fearing that global warming
is now ha clppemnc Cannot serve as evidence that it is happenmg

However, if there is firm evidence that ‘global warmin g really is

happening, our fear of the consequences can be used as a good
reason ;u_ppqpm}_]g_g call to action.

irrational, extreme pQ_SlgOr_l’?rbl,lit then fallug to draw the lme in

lurching to an opposite extreme that is equally irrational, as in

Critics of the prejudices in white- or male-dominated culture who

end up prodalmm/g the innate mpeuorlty of blacks or women, in
““reverse racism’ or ‘reverse sexism.”

equivocation. The rhetorical fallacy of changing the sense in which
aw “word s used, in the middle of an argument, Or O ofumng_i@e_ﬁm—
tion of it that is not applicable in the context. A mode of shifting
ground. For example, when people defending Lap]tal punmhment
because they believe it deters potential murderers are confronted
with empirical evidence to the contrary, they sometimes respond

“Wdl it deters | thc executed LI‘llﬂlndl from n killing again.’

evading the issue. There are several fallacious means of trying
, ng sue 1ssi LCID0E THeIS gL
to squirm out of acknowledgmg ‘that one’s opponent has made
a point that one cannot logically refute, including begging the
— - e e————————————————————————— .
question, changing the subject, introducing a red herring,
SR Y VE e 3 =
shifting ground, ad hominem, name-calling, and tu | tu quoque

O (oS e,

Attacks on the opponént

false analogy or false eq equation. The logical fallacy of argumg that
two situations are similar to one another or cxagtly ‘the same, so

that what we accept as true about one should also be accepted about

thc other whan ther e are significant d1ffcrencejxtween them.

faulty causation. Common fallacies in assertions of causes. Post

hoc, ergo propter hoc: After, therefore because of; assuming (w1th—
out adequate evidence) that because one thing happened after
another one, the first caused the second, or some other confusion

of correlation with causation. Reductive fallacy: Reduw@ob—

e

able mulnphuty of causes to a single one. Slippery slope: Arguing

(without adequate evidence) that one ac tion or policy will lead to

a whole series of increasingly dne consequences. Confusion of cause

and effect: Viewing an action or poluy as the cause of a particular

APPENIL

effect WIW‘;QE_@
or too little?: Has a policy been t
pushed too far or not far enough
results: Along with giving your ¢
the other side for negative resul
Blaming the victim: Placing the bl
action or policy rather than on |
flag-waving, jingoism. The rhetc
deceptively manipulating patriot
guilt by association. The rhetori
by falsely associating them with
zation. It is not fallacious to cril

adnutted association with disrep

half-truth. The rhetorical fallacy «
up only those portions of a trutf
suppressing mention of other pc
that boast of a certain feature of
every other brand of the produc

hasty conclusion. The logical fa
based on inadequate evidence, :
overgeneralization.

inadequate evidence or unrepre:
reasoning, the fallacy of drawing
alization based on a sampling of
small to generalize from or unic

inconsistency or self-contradic:
gument some of whose parts arc

others in the same argument or

inductive leap. A form of non s
which one jumps to an extreme
pirical evidence.

lrrelevance An argument that dc
1ssuc Whether mtentlonal or u
ing the issue.

lip service. The rhetorical fallacy
in a popular cause, such as relig
tlung > what one preaches gaches.
name- callmg The most commx
stltutmg nasty words describing

e ————




APPENDIX 147

effect when it might be the effect of a different cause. Too much
or too little?: Has a pohcy been unsuccessful because it has been
pushed too far or not far enough? Giving your side credit for positive
results: Along with giving your side credit, you may be blaming
the other side for negative results (without adequate evidence).
Blaming the victim: Placing the blame on the victim of'a harmful
action or policy rather than on thc cause ot it..

flag-waving, jingoism. The r 1et011cal fallacy of emotional appeal
deceptively _manipulating p patriotism and fear of a forelgn enemy.

guilt by association. The rhetorical fallacy of smearing opponents
by falsely associating them with a disreputable person or organi-

zation. It is not fallacious to ) criticize ze opponents for their actual,
admlttad association with dlsreputabk forces.

half-truth. The rhetorical fallacy of stacking the deck by playing

up only those portions ot a truth that favor one’s own side, w hile
suppressing mention of other portions that discredit it, as in ads
that boast of a certain feature of a brand without mentioning that

every other brand of the product has the same feature.

hasty conclusion. The logical fallacy of jumping to a conclusion
based on inadequate evidence, , AN unrepresentative Sample or an

overgenerallzatlon

inadequate evidence or unrepresentative sampling. In inductive
reasoning, the fallacy of ~drawing a conclusion or making a gener-

alization based on a 5amplmg of ev1du1ce or set of examples, too

small to Oencrahze lize from or unrepr resentative of of a Luqu" samplmc

inconsistency or self-contradiction. The logical tdllacy of an ar-
gument some of whose parts are mconmtcnt ‘with, or contradict,
others i in the same argument or an garhel one by the same author.

inductive leap. A form of non sequitur or hasty conclusion in

which one jumps to an extreme conclusion based on skimpy em-
pirical evidence.

irrelevance. An argument that does not really “apply to the point at
issue. Whether intentional or unintentional, it isa form of evad-
1ng r the issue.

lip service. The rhetorical f fallacy ofmakmg a public show of belief

in a popul(n cause, such as rd1g1on or patrlotlsm , while not prac-
tumg wh Jt”on“c“‘p‘eaghes

name- calllng The most common variety of ad hominem, _sub-
stituting  nasty w01ds desc rlbmo opponents tol wasoncd ILfLIthOI’l
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of their arguments. As with other forms of emotional appeal,
“name-calling can be a valid rhetorical method if you support the

name you call someone by sufficient evidence, or if such evidence has

been h1st()11u1lly established beyond much dispute—such as, “Hit-
ler, Stalin, and Saddam Hussein were insane, murderous tyrants.”

non sequitur. Latin, “it does not follow,” that is, one statement does

not follow IOOically ﬂom the pwwous one. The many kinds ofnon

not follow from the premises, evading the issue, c1rcular argu-
ment, hasty conclusion, inductive leap, ‘and faulty causation.

Also a general term for anjbmpt change of s SleJ@Lt in Whth the

second subject is asserted to be related to the first but isn’t.

overgenerallzatlon or sweeping generallzatlon The logical
fallacy of making a generalization that is so vague or vast as to b be
plstlLdHY useless, or that jumps to a conclusion about a Lng class

‘of people ¢ or thmvs based on an 1nadequate 01 unrepresentatlve
sampling. SR Mg i

oversimplification. The broadest category of the many logical and
rhetorical fallacies that reduce a complex set of realities to an overly
simplistic, black-and-white LAmedtl()ﬂ

plain folks. The rhetorical fllLlcy of a politician or other public figure
who in wealth, power, or education is an elitist but who pretends
to be a populist, speaking like, and claiming to represent the iH—
terests of, the masses of ordmuy ut1zens often for the purpose of

dLnlaooglc mampulatlon

propaganda. A deliberately one-sided view of any issue, usually
produced by governments, politica'l'parties and candidates, spe-
cial interests, and profcsslonfll agents in their service. Plopaganda

employs the whole range of rhetorical methods of stacking the
deck. See Chapter 4.

quotation out of context. The rhetorical fallacy of quoting a few
words or sentences from a source text in a manner that makes

theim a7 appear to hdvc a dmmn they have within
the context of the Lompku text. This is a common tactic in writ-
ers of invective who deliberately distort their opponents’ ideas in
this manner. It is also used by advertisers of cultural productions
to put the most favorable spin on journalistic reviews, as when an
ad quotes a review of a movie calling it “spectacular,” when the

full text reads, “This film is the most spectacular disaster in years.”
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red herring. The rhetorical mllauy of changing the subject by

jumping from addrcssmo an issue to draggmc in another one,

usually stlong in emotlonal appe:ﬂ to dlstnut ‘ittentlon from
the fust

selective Vision. The rhetorical fallacy of seeing, or d discussing, only
your opponents’ bad poli
eye to your own side’s simil:
;iéndard,

and behavmr while turning a blind

ar faults. Synonymous with double

sentimentality. The rhetorical fallacy of using excessive or manipu-
lative evocation of positive emotional appeal. Words LOIHIDODIY
apphed to sentimental appeals are “tear-jerking,” “corny,” and
‘sappy.” Staples of sentimentality are religiosity (a religious pos-
ture without any commitment to substantial tial religious morality),
ﬂag—waviirﬁlgx‘liﬁ;écsr&)f Mom and apple pie, cute Tittle children
and puppy dogs, soap-opera-like appeal to pity (as in celebrity
journalism’s accounts of the tmcmdles of the rich and famous), and
so on. Also used in public relations to fabricate a cosmeticized,
saintly image of some public figure or organization. Like other
forms of emotional appeal, sentime ntality is often employed with
selective vision, by which one tries to gain sympathy for a favored
individual or group while ignoring the fact that an opponent or
some other social group might deserve as much or more sympathy:.
In politics and war, sentimentality is evident in selective emotional
appeals for one’s own side’s causes or forces (“our boys”) while the

opponents are dunomzed

shifting ground The logical or rhetorical fallacy of changing your

position or line of afgument—c‘speually in a contradictory man-

ner—without JustlﬁLdtIOH 1esultmng cofﬁiértirur;gnt\hzed

thmkmg or doublethmk In the 2000 presidential election, when

the Florida Supreme Court was overruled by the U.S. Supreme

Court to give George W. Bush the victory, Democrats, who usually

support the primacy of federal government over state governments,
shifted ground in denouncing the U.S. Supreme Court action,
while Republicans did the opposite shift.

special pleading. The rhetorical fallacy of claiming to be an Obj(.t—
tive, neutral analyst in order to conceal the teality that one is an
advocate for special interests or one side of an- issue, or of arguing
that some c‘\telluiﬁl‘éﬂaﬁumé’tancc apply—"T'm speudl” “This

case is special —when in fact the circumstances are not very special.
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stacking the deck. General term for the whole repertory of rhetorical
fallacies—including double standard and selective vision—used
to present a propagandlstlcally one-sided view, through playing
up, or “cherry picking,” all arguments and evidence in favor of one
side while downplaying or suppressing c1ltogether all arguments
and evidence against that side and in favor of the other side. See

“A Semantic 'Cakulat‘bl for Bias in Rhetoric” in Chapter 4.

straw man. The rhetorical fallacy of depicting an image of oppo-
nents that bears no real resemblance to them or that distorts or

ovusunpllﬁes their ideas and then claiming > that you have dlﬂsed
of their ideas by refuting the false version _of them.

tokenism. A form ofhp service in which one complies minimally
or halﬂqeaxtedl‘y witha requlred pohcy, such as equﬂ—opportumty

‘hiring, with “a token woman” or “a token minority.”

tu quoque. Latin, “you too.” The rhetorical fallacy of defending your

_sldc agdmst an accusatlon bys mymg the other ilde 1s oullty of the

your side trom fault but to pomt out the otl 1ér 51dc s hypocnsy in

not pr actlcmo “what thLy p1 reach to others.

tWo 3 wrongs ‘make a rlght The logical flllacy of rationalizing one’s
bad behavior on the grounds ofcommon practice, tu quoque,

or “getting even.’ That is, it's okay for me/us to do this, because

you/om Opponents have done the sa same 1e thing. This is tlequultly
pmgtued with a double standard bLWhl(h one side—in war,
for ex: its atrocities or desire to get even, while
denying any SULhJLlStlﬁ(,clthIl to the other side.

what do you mean, “we”? The rhetorical fall(uy of a falsely all-
encompassing “we,” as when a teacher says, ° We 1T have an exam

next week,”a wealthy government ()fﬁlel says, < We all need to
‘make sacrifices in these hard times,” a corporate polluter says,
“We re all LOIlLLIl]C“d about the environment, or someonc who 1s

not in nnhtaw servme and whose life is not at risk says, “We ha l’lch

tO L{O t() war.

behevc what they want to believe, or what benefits them or - their

allies, ratl her than drawmg chsqncd conclusions.

Bibliog

Alterman, Eric. What Liberal Media? Th
York: Basic Books, 2003.

Bagdikian, Ben. The New Media Monoy

Barnouw, Eric. The Sponsor: Notes on a
University Press, 1978.

Bleituss, Joel. “Flack Attack.” In These T
October 4, 1993.

Bloom, Allan. The Closing of the Americ
Schuster, 1987.

———. Giants and Dwarfs. New York:

Blumenthal, Sidney. The Rise of the Cor
Ideology to Political Power. New York:

Bozell, Brent, ITI. Weapons of Mass Dist
Liberal Media. New York: Crown, 2(

Britt, Lawrence. “Fascism Anyone?” Fr

Brock, David. Blinded by the Right: The
New York: Crown, 2002.

————. The Republican Noise Machine.

Brouwer, Steve. Sharing the Pie: A Citiz
America. New York: Henry Holt, 19




