More Fallacies

Students will learn to

1. Recognize several types of fallacies
that confuse the qualities of a
person making a claim with the
qualities of the claim

N

] Repog_nize the fallacy involved in
thinking that a claim is refuted
because of its origin

i

. Recognize fallacies that misrepre-
sent an opponent’s position

4. Recogqize fallacies that errone-
ously limit considerations to only
two options

5. Recognize fallacious claims that
one action or event will inevitabil-
ity lead to another

6. Recognize arguments that place the
burden of proof on the wrong party

7. Recognize the problem in argu-
ments that rely on a claim that is
itself at issue
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?rf tl'ésa:(})lsi?goitncgglmon fand most seductive| error

out. In this chapt it T r o
mentum ad homine pter, we examine the infamous argu-

Taderi ity m; as well as other common fallacies.

explored ways tge uhu th.e overall picture, in Chapter 5 we
can be used to aff ; el:or} cal content of words and phrases
P o, ::Ctl elief and attitude. In Chapter 6, we
Btoaarseceaysy na appfeals and related fallacies. The
™0to now, like the devices in the preceding

chapters, can tem

Pt us to beliey . ' £
radesit € som
us alegitimate reason. for doing so ShaE b aiveos

THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY

The ad homi
most conll)rl:(l)ﬁe:fl :ﬁua(-:y largumentum ad hominem) is the
mMistakes in reasoning, The fallacy rests

on a confusion bet
: 1 ween the 4 i
a claim and the qualities of haitisaniuhempersammsking

be pqderstood broadly here [ re—" eforopirions,
positions, arguments propo:s
Parker is an ingenious

opinion.on-som i
e
itrrpess subject, whatever it is is th inion of
us person. SEEsuspIsEIEIte

‘ingen: But it 4
opinion-itself is i \ oes not follow that Parker’s
self is ingenious, To. think that it is would be to

’

THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY

confuse the content of Parker’s claim with Parker himself. Or let's suppose
youare listening to somebody, your teacher perhaps, whom you regard as a bit
strange or maybe even weird. Would it follow that the car your teacher drives
is'strange or weird? Obviously not. Likewise, it would not follow that some
speeific proposal that the teacher has put forth is strange or weird. A proposal
made by an oddball is an oddball’s proposal, but it does not follow that it is an
oddball proposal. We must not confuse the qualities of the person making a
claim with the qualities of the claim itself.

We commit the ad hominem fallacy when we think that considerations
about a person “refute” his or her assertions. Ad hominem is Latin for “to the
man,” indicating that it is not really the subject matter that’s being addressed,
but the person. The most common varieties of the ad hominem fallacy are as
follows.

The Personal Attack Ad Hominem

“Johnson has such-and-such a negative feature; therefore, his claim (belief,
opinion, theory, proposal, etc.) stands refuted.” This is the formula for the
personal attack ad hominem fallacy. The name “personal attack” is sellf-
explanatory, because attributing a negative feature to Johnson is attacking him
personally. ‘

Now, there are many negative features that we might att;lbute to a per-
sonPerhaps Johnson is said to be ignorant or stupid. Maybe he is charged ynth
being self-serving or feathering his own nest. Perhaps he is accus_ed of being a
racist.or.a.sexist ora fascist or-a cheat or of being cruel or uncaring or soft on
communism or taking pleasure in strangling songbirds. The point to remem-
beris that shortcomings in a person arc not equiva}ent to shortcomings 1n
that person’s ideas, proposals, theories, opinions, c‘la.lrlns, or arguments. This
is not inconsistent with what was said about credibility. Indeed, facts about
the source of a claim can correctly make us skeptical about the claim. But we
should not ordinarily conclude that it is false on this account. . _

Now, it is true that there are exceptional circumstances we can imagine
in'which some feature of a person might logically imply that ‘\:vhat thaE Px?rspn
says is false; but these circumstances tend to be far-fetched. ]qhnson s (_,lal?n‘
is false because he has been paid to lie about the matter” rplght quahfyhas
an example. “Johnson’s claim is false because he has been glzel} a dégi:wt a?;
makes him say only false things” would quahfy, too. But such situa vy
rare. True, when we have doubts about the credibility of a sogrc%th srsrnee
careful before we accept-a claim from that source. But the dou :v o clainz
sufficient grounds for outright rejection of the claim: No matter e
Johnison might make and no matter what his faults might be},1 we ?:1 n y
tified in rejecting the claim as false simply because he has those s.

The Inconsistency Ad Hominem
se Moore has said or done;

Moore’s claim is inconsistent with something € : SEARL
therefore, -his claim. (belief; opinion, theory, prop 0§a1’£ t:iljtzgjse;eg:umcr
This is the formula for the inconsistency ad h?mlgsosr HillaryClinton and
versions of this fallacy all the time. An example: In

Barack Obama awere, both,yyingforthe Democ;a‘t‘ic ni
dency. After Obama was quoted as saying he had “no

omination for the presi-
ntention of taking away

2N

R TR SRR
They believe the Boy Scouts’
position on homosexuality was
ybjectionable, but they gave
no heed to people's objections
about using state money to
fund displays about sodomy in

the people’s Capitol
California assemblyman Biut
LeonaARD (R-San Bernardino),

criticizing the legislature for

ng a gay pride display in

e state's Capitol

Man! As if sodomy in the
people's Capitol isn't bad
enough, they have to go and
fund displays about it!

Leonard's remark is an
example of an inconsistency
ad hominem. (It also contains
a wild syntactical ambiguity,
as noted above.)
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In Depth

Ad Hominem

The id i - :

hi:1 :Jre:eijz?g(:n;h;aﬁ gzgnénezl falla;y 1510 point to- the person making a claim and accuse
: ' eed, or othe ; S

claim, the accuser hopes to refute the F'negative feature. By indicting the person behind the
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it peammrss ity M. But while some fact about the author of a claim
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0ham§ ha(i sauf h(ilf‘l;?;pg::n (]; ;;)lgn pointed out that on a 1996 questionnair¢
ot handguns,” and that this sfl ar&nmg th,e manufacture, sale and possession
“take away folks’ guns” was r:)(:: ieatll;at his new claim about not intending to
was expressed in 1996 and a different Z;;ge. Aain, the fact that one opinion

for changing one’s mind. The faet that cther there might be a good reason

ing on the truth of what they say eithem ;fecg:?ﬁe their minds has no bear-
er.»
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THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY

Sometimes a person’s claim seems inconsistent, not with previous state-
ments but with that person’s behavior. For example, Johnson might tell us
to be more generous, when we know Johnson himself is as stingy as can be.
Well, Johnson may well be a hypocrite, but we would be guilty of the incon-
sistency ad hominem fallacy if we regarded Johnson'’s stinginess or hypocrisy
as-grounds for rejecting what he says. This type of reasoning, where we reject
what somebody says because what he or she says seems inconsistent with
what he or she does, even has a Latin name: tu quoque, meaning “you, too.”
This version of the inconsistency ad hominem often boils down to nothing
mote than saying “You, too” or “You do it, too!” If a smoker urges another
smoker to give up the habit, the second smoker commits the inconsistency ad
hominem if she says, “Well, you do it, too!”

The Circumstantial Ad Hominem

“Parker’s circumstances are such-and such; therefore, his claim (belief, opin-
ion, theory, proposal, etc.) stands refuted.” This is the formula for the circum-
stantial-ad hominem: An example would be “Well, youcan forget about what
Father Hennesy says about the dangers of abortion, because Father Hegnesy’s a
priest, and priests are required to hold such views.” The speaker in this exam-
pleis citing Father Hennesy's circumstances (being a priest) to “1"efute” Father
Hennesy’s opinion. This example isn't 2 personal attack ad hominem because
the speaker may think very highly of priests in general and of Father Hennesy
in-particular. Clearly, though, a person could intend to issue a personal a_attack
by mentioning circumstances that (in the opinion of the speakgr] coirrlstltuted
a defect on the part of the person attacked, For-example; consider “You.can
forget about what Father Hennesy says about the dangers of abortion because
he is a priest and priests all have sexual hang-ups: That would qualify as_both
acircumstantial ad hominem (he’s a priest) and a personal attack ad hominem

[priests have sexual hang-ups}.

Poisoning the Well

Poisoning the well can be thought of as an ad hominem in advalilce. Ili sorgeo:f
dumps poison down your well, you don’t drink f.rom it. Slomllatl; y, “;3 en u [[1)1 3
sons your mind about B by relating unfavorable information a out B, yo y

be‘inclined to reject what B says to you.

Weéll-poisoning is easier to arrange than'y would have to
pose that to poison someone’s thinking about Mrs. Joncs, ym; her. In fact
sayor at least insinuate something deprecatory of i ;:olge’s tilinkult;
recent psycholinguistic research suggests you can pOIfSC;(n " Mrs. Jones, even
about Mrs. Jones by doing just the opposite! If we don’ 90: between hansig
asentence that expresses an outright denial of 2 RTINS

impression of her.
' 1 m an-unfavorable i
Poyehologieslstudses adicas paie ore apt to form an unfavorable

Psychological studies indicate that people are m¢ e i§ Ot M ax mur-
Impression of Mrs. Jones from a sentence like “Mrs. Jo >
derer” than from a sentence like “Mis. jones has a-siSter.
Moral: Because. it-might be easy for-others to-arrang®
Degative impression of someone, we must be extra Ca::ssion
Person says just because we have an unfavorableimp

ou might think. You might sup-

for us to have a

ful not to reject what a
of the individual.
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| get calls from nutso environ-
mentalists who are filled with
compassion for every snail
darter that is threatened by
some dam somewhere. Yet,
they have no interest in the
1.5 million fetuses that are
aborted every year in the
United States. | love to argue
with them and challenge their
double standard

—RusH LIMBAUGH

Often an inconsistency
ad-hominem will accuse
someone of having a double
standard. Notice how this
example is combined with
ridicule (See Chapter 5),

L RS SRR S
Hey, maybe you have no better
sense, but | personally would
not accept anything as news
coming from that fat drug
addicted loudmouth

Comment on a media blog

An ad hominem used against
Limbaugh.




T S R E R T TR
Whom are they kidding? Where
are NOW's constitutional objec
tions to the billions of dollars
(including about $1 million

to NOW itself) that women's
groups receive under the Vio
lence Against Women Act?

~ARMIN BROTT, issuing an ad
hominem response to opposi
tion by the National Organiza
tion for Women to a proposal
to provide poor fathers with
parenting and maritalskills
training and classes on money
management

Gender-based inconsistency
ad hominem
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"Positive Ad Hominem Fallacies”

An ad hominem fallacy, then, is committed if we rebut a person on the basis
of considerations that, logically, apply to the person rather than to his or her
claims. Strictly speaking, if we automatically transfer the positive or favorable
attributes of a person to what he or she says, that’s a mistake in reasoning, as
well. The fact that you think Moore is clever does not logically entitle you to
conclude that any specific opinion of Moore’s is clever. The fact that, in your
view, the NRA represents all that is good and proper does not enable you to
infer that any specific proposal from the NRA is good and proper. Logicians did
not always limit the ad hominem fallacy to cases of rebuttal, but that seems
to be the usage now, and we shall follow: that policy in this book. You should
just remember that a parallel mistake in reasoning happens if you confuse the
favorable qualities of a person with the qualities of his or her assertion.

THE GENETIC FALLACY

The genetic fallacy occurs when we try to “refute” a claim (or urge others to
do so) on the basis of its origin or its history. If this sounds like what we've
been .talking about in the ad hominem section, it’s no surprise. The genetic fal-
lacy is often considered to be a blanket category for all fallacies that mistake
an atta(_:k on a source for an attack on the claim in question. Taken this way,
all versions _of ad hominem, poisoning the well, and so forth are also examples
of the genetic fallacy. : 3

In our treat i
ment, we reserve the use of the term “genetic fallacy” for

cases where it isn” T _
T — disparaged as the source of a claim but

events like storms, earthquakes, and so on.

We have heard peopl SEE
people declare the U S, Constitution “invalid” because it was

policy, that qualifies. If we “ ¢ '
q iy rebut” (or urge others to reject) a ballot initiative

on the grounds that the Insurance industry or the Tesociatiom ot PrarTIVe

yers or the American Civil Liberti i
vEy ies Union or “B; " or “Big Oil”
or multinational corporations o B

National Ritle Association or the

posal itself. Knowing the NRA is beh:

the same as knowing about a specif :
detest the NRA. pecific defect

THE GENETIC FALLACY

Classify each of the following cases of ad hominem as persgnal attagk aq homi-
nem, circumstantial ad hominem, inconsistency ad ht.)rnnllem,- poisoning the
well, or genetic fallacy. Identify the cases, if any, in which it might be difficult
or futile to assign the item to any single one of these categories, as well as thgse
cases, if any, where the item doesn't fit comfortably into any of these categories

atall.

A -\‘\K\“\'\\ e

¥ : ents of this spend-n '

} ; ;’/1 ’tl;hlieiiirs\l?f rtlhat this measlzlre will cost you only one billion dollars. That's

/ NOT TRUE. In the last general election, some of these very same people

argued against unneeded rail projects because they would cost taxpayers
millions more in interest payments. Now they haye changed theu m1nds

\ and are willing to encourage irresponsible borrowing. Connecticut is

\ already awash in red ink. Vote NO. ; !
\, 2. Rush Limbaugh argues that the establishment clauge of the First Amend-
ment should not be stretched beyond its intenglec.i dimensions by pre-
cluding voluntary prayer in public schools. This is a pecuh;;lr ﬁgtg:;r;t&
when you consider that Limbaugh is quite willing to stretch the

»y‘f"'\) Amendment to include the right to own assault rifles and Saturday night
¥ specials. ihesidt
\ ﬁ‘-\[i‘\ 3. Ithink you can safely assume that Justice Scalia’s o_plmcglskon th}tlaiScassae;c

| before the Supreme Court this term will be every bit as tlaky as his p

opinions.
A 4. Harvard now takes the positio

ow-pay-later boondoggle would like you

n that its investment in urban redevel-

opment projects will be limited to projects that are eﬁ\_r(iironr;zntzgg
friendly. Before you conclude that that is such a swell i 16?{1 lorclljs il
think. For a long time, Harvard was one of the biggest slu

country. |
5. Capital punishment was invented during ba
society ought to tolerate it.

6. Dear Editor— : - 1ed “It's time to get
ealr reald (\)‘Vith amusement the letter by Leslie Burr titled “It’s time to g

i i iews? It seems a
tough.” Did anyone else notice a little problem in her view's

i i " could
little odd that somebody who claims that she l'(f)aEFfS:::lego(f/sﬁgle
also say that “criminals should pay with their life.” 1 8 ey

isn’t Ms. Burr’s greatest cCOncern.

A 7. you: Look at this. It says here that white ma
minorities and women for doing the same job. no doubt.
YOUR rrIEND: Yeah, right. Written i sorfle woma:i’ation said document-
8. “Steve Thompson of the Califorr_lia MEHS Aii%ms. That'’s because,
checking might everzi take plaC:El :: :rg:fil(.iggzcg);vell emergency ¢ afge’ rot allf
i immigra nition o0
r;l;;l: 3123(;%1;26;21 emerggncy rooms fall under the federal de

an emergency.
“To all those argu
\ They say the educatio

rbaric times. No civilized

les still earn a lot more than

nts say hogwash.
sing the initiative are

ments initiative propone
n and health groups 0pPpP°

Exercise 7-1
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interested in protecting funding they receive for providing services to the
undocumented.”

—Article in Sacramento Bee

9. Ugh. Fred Smith. FedEx Founder and CEO. Presented as an “American
Leader.” Hard _for me to get past what an ineffective father he is. [Smith is
the father of Richard Wallace Smith, who pled guilty to assault and bat-

tery chgrges_ after he and two accomplices beat up a freshman student on
the University of Virginia campus.|

—Jason Linkins, The Huffington Post, December 2, 2007

10. Are Moore _angl Parker guilty of the ad hominem fallacy or poisoning the
well in their discussion of Rush Limbaugh on page 180?

11. “Creationism cannot possibly be true. People who believe in a literal

gllterpl:?tation of the Bible just never outgrew the need to believe in Santa
aus.

—Melinda Zerkle

12 Amefrlcans spend between $28 billion and $61 billion a year in medical
;2221 S(;rt :;F:l;zt?lgnt of hypertension, heart disease, cancer and other ill-
1buted to consumption of meat, says
. ) a report out today from a
pro-vegetarian doctor’s group. : : iy
i
1#f DrMNggl D. Barnard, lead author of the report in the Journal of Pre-
2 Ve”:; arie 1cmfi1, and colleagues looked at studies comparing the health
Suffeid " ans‘an ‘ meat eaters, then figured the cost of treating illnesses
Y meat caters in excess of those suffered by vegetarians. Only

studies that controlled for th
e health effects of s i i 7
hol consumption were considered. L R

“The American Medic iati i
al Association in a s
tater
Schwarz, charged that Barnard’s group is a tstiaspiiit ot g

i ! n lalllmal Ii ht f i 3

tion’ whose agenda ‘definite : ghts tront organiza
h( r s itely taints wha tever unsubstantiated findings it

may claim. nang

—USA Today

STRAW MAN

A man made of straw is easier to k
reason this fallacy has its name. We
writerdistorts, exaggerates, or other
In such a case, the position attriby
position made of straw and thus m
simple example: Imagine that our
you got busy and cleaned out the
have to clean out the garage every

nock over than a real one. And that's the
Set a straw man fallacy when a speaker or
WIS€ misrepresents an opponent’s position.
ted to the opponent isn't a real one; it's a
ore easily criticized and rejected. Herce's a
editor’s wife says to him, “Mark, it's time
Eirage.” He protests, “What? Again? Do I
ing to his wife-a much less defensibledsz)z('itdaygn A
would agree that he 'should have to cler;nlnmn i e
's a real-life example fro R ey
[Senator Lindsey| Graham believe

; s th i !
priate to make stakeholders of fut bbb pe-

UTe generations, which will be. the

" You could question ever

STRAW MAN

In the Media
Sieg Heil? . . . or Shut Up?

In November 2006, Andrés Manuel Lopez Obrador was a candidate for the presidency of
Mexico after a bitterly contested national election. He is shown here before a speech in Mexico
City. It certainly appears that Lpez Obrador is giving a facist salute in this photo (it may be
that his party makes use of such a gesture; we are not sufficiently informed to say), but we've
also been told that he was just trying to quiet the crowd at the moment the shot was taken. In
any case, it's another example of a photo that can be used to mislead, whichever interpretation

you choose.

nal accounts. But substantially reduci{m
emocrats the ability to disguise as fis-
personal accounts, which really
ple to become less dependent on

biggest beneficiaries of perso
the borrowing would deny D
cal responsibility their opposition to
is rooted in relictance to-enable peo

government.

TIaEas, n-
it's the final portion; which we’veput in italics; that's the straw ";)ap’ m::,l]iz:;m
derful example it is. Will describes the Democrats’ position-as eing

»'re pretty sure
to enable people to become less dependent on government. We.i re prtl:)c ycvcry
y Democrat in Washington, D.C., and - mayb
not find even one who'is reluc-

on government.” To be in
need them is a far cry from
long.as possible.

that is often-a part-of a
d the minds of an entire
ason Democrats

Democrat in the United States, and you could
tant “to enable people to become less dependent
favor of government programs to help people who

being 1 - o people-on those Prograins-as
ing in favor of keeping peol e

A-second point regarding this-€ PeORie
Straw-man fallacy, is that the wrter 1s‘presum1ng 1(1) soverm
group of people—how could he possibly know-the
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I'm a very controversial figure
to the animal rights move-
ment. They no doubt view me
with some measure of hostility
because | am constantly chal-
lenging their fundamental
premise that animals are supe-
rior to human beings

—RusH LIMBAUGH, setting up a
straw man for the kill

CHAPTER 7: MORE FALLACIES

In the Media

Straw Man in the Elder Competition

Irl 2005, t_he political group USA NEXT ran an ad attacking the AARP, a nationwide organiza-
tion of retired persons. The ad made it appear that the AARP stood for gay marriage when in
fact the organization had never taken a stand on the subject. Charlie Jarvis, chairman of USA
Next, de_fended the ad by saying that an AARP affiliate in Ohio had come out against a same-
sex marriage ban in that state. To claim that this is the same as saying the AARP endorses gay
marriage is a good example of a straw man fallacy.

oppose personal accounts if they're claiming something entirely different?
(This is sometimes called “reliance on an unknown fact.”) { |
t 'fl‘tlzle straw man faﬂacy 15 S0 common that it ranks next to the top on our
of the top ten fallacies of all time (see inside front cover). One person will

say he wants to eliminate the words “under God” from th-e Pledpe of Alle-
imnce, and }_us opponent will act as if he wants to eliminate the enfire pledge.
an&‘?ﬂ%;‘f;tlﬂ‘fﬁvlﬂ oppose tlghtemn_g emission standards for sulfur dioxide,
ill- accuse him of wanting to relax the standards. A Democratic

congresswoman will say she opposes :
. cutting taxes, a i )
nent will accuse her of wanting to raise taxegs T

. The ad hominem fallacy attempts to “refute”
siderations that logically apply to its source. T
refute” a claim by altering it so that it seems

a claim on the basis of con-
he straw man fallacy attempts to
patently false or even ridiculous.

FALSE DILEMMA

alz e dlat ey
e Ot cator's wife, i the-example-earlier; says:to-him Lol Mark,
SR YT prefe: ti“::%?’ or all this junk will run us out of house and
out the garage or let the 'ual'; Now she is offering him a “choice”: either clean
she offers is limited to Junk run them out of house and home. But the choice
i Lirl&;t tvzo_altgrnatives, and there are alternatives that
The false dilemr;m fal]';i oing it later or not acquiring additional junk.

btttk othy oceurs when you limit considerations to only
man fallacy, it is enc e er alternatives may be available. Like the straw

yr it is encountered all the time, Yoy say you don’t want to drill for

oilin the Alaskan National Wildlif
nians dictate the price of oil? e Reserve? Would you prefer letting the lra-

Or take alook at this example:

CONGRESSMAN+ (GUess we're goin

CLAGHORN:" Onsocial progra 8 to have to cut back expenditures

ms again this year.
You: Why's that?

cracHORN: + Well, we ¢ither dg

deficit, and thav o - OF live with.this high

something we can’t allow.

FALSE DILEMMA

Here, Claghorn maintains that either we live with the high deficit, or we cut
social-programs, and that therefore, because we can't live with the high defi-
cit, we have to cut social programs. But this reasoning works only if cutting
social programs is the only alternative to a high deficit. Of course, that is not
the case (taxes might be raised or military spending cut, for example). Another

example:

paNters  Theresaand T'both endorse this idea of allowing
prayer in public schools, don’t we, Theresa?

THERESA: | never said any such thing!

panieL: Hey, I didn’t know you were an atheist!

Here, Daniel’s “argument’-amounts to this: Either you endorse prayer in pub-
lic schools, or you are an atheist; therefore, because you do not endorse school
prayer, you must be an atheist. But a person does not have to be an atheist
in-order to feel unfavorable toward prayer in-public schools. The alternatives
Daniel presents, in other words, could both be false. Theresa might not be an
atheist and still might not endorse school prayer.

The example Daniel provides shows how this type of fallacy and the pre-
ceding one can work together: A straw man is often used as part of a false
dilemma. A person who wants us to accept X may not only ignore other alter-
natives besides Y but also exaggerate or distort Y. In other words, this person
leaves only one “reasonable” alternative because the only other one provxded is
really a straw man. You can also think of a false dilemma as a false dlchot.omy.

Here’s an example of a false dilemma by President Obama from an inter-

view-on March 17, 2010, with Bret Baier of Fox News:

is that the vote that’s taken
a vote for health care reform.
hatever form that takes,
for health care reform.”

oBaMA:~ “WhatTcan tell you
in the House will be
And if people vote yes, W
that is going to-be a vote

[Baier breaks in for a moment.]

Bret, let me finish. If they don't, if tbey vote
against, then they're going to be voting against
health care reform and they're going to be voting
in favor of the status quo.

OBAMA.

Reduced to bare bones, Obama is saying that either the I—Io‘usc WII“ zot »
for the health care bill before it or they'll be voting for the status ql;m- f g ‘”'[t’
many members of the House were unsatisfied with the statui f}uob ’u‘tl ‘imfilgr
like the bill in question either; those members would_rather ave beel &
against the status quo but fora different health care bill.

One might defend the president’s remark by saying v
health care bigll was going to be available to vote on; therefore, members of the

House really had only two alternatives: this health care l:fill (;rlr;‘(: c?itl:iltil:nia;z
bill. However, without this being made clear, the remark is 413

it stands,
It might help in understa
dilemma. Consider: You know

that, in fact, no other

as to look quickly at a real

: ilemm :
nding false di ust-heat their house in.the

that the Smiths m
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Real Life

Which Is It Going to Be, Springfield?

This or THIS!

:?rllscy\trassthe rriz:]ssaghe on a flyer urging a 'no” vote on a proposed zoning law change in a west:
surell Bt ; € photos depict only two (fairly extreme) alternatives, and given that there are
y many other reasonable ones, the flyer presents an excellent example of a false dilemma.

T WY TR =

B R e T e T
3 a i i G W T AT

wi k -

tm?ltzrre“:; :Lsc(j) klnnwl t.hat the only heating options available in their loca-
T If - e lectrlgt)r. quer these circumstances, if you find out that
hea)t( ba ‘a:: . 3:' s e}t}:tnc heat, it must indeed be true that they must use gas
when r;aq(:ahlit:l:er‘;:?ly Sh— remaining. False dilemma occurs only

§ i 1ves are ignored. In such
false, and some other alternative may be true T m————
Theret f ]
certain ti;th;;ea;nb; f\?re you accept X because some alternative, Y, is false, make
e cannot both be false: Look especially for some third alter-
) § y o rejecting Y without having to accept X. Example:

MOORE: . Look; Parker, you've been
you could afford tha
for over a year. You
buy it or just
and doing wi

*en worrying about whether
t bigger house on the corner
need to grit your teeth and

get'used to staying where you are
thout the extra space.

Parker could reject both of Moore's g} o

corner or staying where heiis) because of some o Fh T PTETIY

bvious but unmentioned alter-

Before moving on, we should ———
way to present a pair of alternatives. Asid

Y” version we've dcscribed & far’ ki € fr()m the obvious “either X or

use the form “if not X, then ¥.”

FALSE DILEMMA

For instance, in the example at the beginning of the section, Congressman
Claghorn can say, “Either we cut back on expenditures, or we’ll have a big
deficit,” but he can accomplish the same thing by saying, “If we don't cut
back-on-expenditures, then we’ll have a big deficit.” These two ways of stat-
ing the dilemma are equivalent. Claghorn gets the same result: After denying
that we can tolerate the high deficit, he concludes that we’ll have to cut back
expenditures. Again, it’s the artificial narrowness of the alternatives—the fal-
sity of the claim that says “if not one, then surely the other”—that makes
this a fallacy.

The Perfectionist Fallacy

A particular subspecies of false dilemma and common rhetorical ploy is some-
thing we call the perfectionist fallacy. Tt comes up when a plan or policy is
under consideration, and it goes like this:

If policy X will not meet our goals as well as we'd like them met
(i.e., “perfectly”), then policy X should be rejected.

This principle downgrades policy X simply because it isn't perfect@on. It's a
version-of false-dilemma because itsays; in-effect; “Either the policyis perfect,
or else we must reject it.”

An excellent example of the perfectionist fallacy comes frorp the Nat-
ional Football League’s experience with the instant replay rule, whu:h allows
an-off-ficld official to review videorecordings of a play to determlne whe'_cher
the on-field official’s ruling was correct. To help the replay officml, recordings
from several angles can be viewed, and the play runs in slow motion. _

When it was first proposed, the argument most frequently heard against
the replay policy went like this: “It's a mistake to use Feplays to make calls
because no matter how many cameras you have following the action on 'Fhe
field, you're still going to miss some calls. There’s no way to see everything
that's.going on.”

According to this type of reasoning,
they can prevent every crime or apprehen _
think of other examples that show perfectionist rea
able indeed.

we should not have police unless
d every criminal. You can probably
soning to be very unreli-

The Line-Drawing Fallacy

Another . version of the false -dilemma is called the hne-drawmg fallf‘ac}?.f An
example comes from the much-publicized Rodney King case, in w ‘1::6 f(;;gé
Los Angeles police officers were acquitted of charggs of usmgfg :}fca:srlo e
when they beat King during his arrest. After the trial, one 3 . )re a]nd a; st
cated that an argument like the following finally convinced he

one other juror to vote “not guilty”:

one of the officers struck King with
essive force. Therefore, if we are to
d used, then sometime during

Everybody agrees that the first time
anightstick it did not constitute exc

conclude that excessive force was indee ' 1 RS
the course of the beating (during which King was hit el l

3 i force
there must have been a moment—a particular blow;a . WI;:; gz?:rmiuc
became-excessiveSineesthere is Tio pointat whic erec STy
that the use of force changed from warranted to €XcessIve,
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[People] who are voyeurs, if
they are not irredeemably sick,

.. feel ashamed at what they
are witnessing

—IrvinG KrisToL, “Pornography,
Obscenity, and the Case for
Censorship”

False dilemma

CHAPTER 7: MORE FALLACIES

to-conclude that it did not become excessive at any time during the
beating; and so the officers did not use excessive force.

These jurors accepted the line-drawing fallacy, the fallacy of insisting that a
line must be drawn at some precise point when in fact it is not necessary that
such a precise line be drawn.

To see how this works, consider another example: Clearly, it is impos-
sible for a person who is not rich to become rich by our giving her one dollar.
But, equally clearly, if we give our lucky person fifty million dollars, one at a
time (very quickly, obviously—maybe we have a machine to deal them out|,
she will be rich. According to the line-drawing argument, however, if we can-
not point to the precise dollar that makes her rich, then she can never get rich,
no matter how much money she is given.

The problem, of course, is that the concepts referred to by “rich” and
“excessive force” (and many others) are vague concepts. (Remember our dis-
cussion in Chapter 3.) We can find cases where the concepts clearly apply and
cases where they clearly do not apply. But it is not at all clear exactly where
the borderlines are.

Many logicians interpret line drawing as a variety of slippery slope (dis-
cussed next). The King case might be seen this way: If the first blow struck
against King did not amount to excessive violence, then there’s nothing in the
series of blows to change that fact. So there’s no excessive violence at the end
of the series, either.

 Ourown preference is to see the line-drawing fallacy as a version of false
dilemma. It presents the following alternatives: Fither there is a precise place
where we draw the line, or else there is no line to be drawn (no difference)
between.one end of the scale and the other: Bither there is a certain blow at

which the forqe used against King became excessive, or else the force never
became excessive.

Again, remember that our cate
that happens, it doesn’t matter as
we see that an error is being made.

gories of fallacy sometimes overlap. When
much which way we classify a case as that

SLIPPERY SLOPE

We've all heard people make claims of t
thing you know, Y will be happening.”
Such claims are fallacious when in fact
lead to Y. Sometimes X and Y can be th
kind of similarity to one another, but t
bly lead to the other.

Opponents of handgun control som
saying that if laws to register handguns
to making ownership of any kind of gu

his sort: “If we let X happen, the first
This is one form of the slippery slope.
there is no reason to think that X will
€ same kind of thing or can bear some
hat doesn’'t mean that one will inevita-

etimes use a slippery slope argument,
are passed, this will eventually lead
N illegal. This is fallacious if there is

no reason to think that the first kind of law Wi

kind. It's up to the person who offers

first action will lead to the second.
It 1s also argued

that one should .
j “hirw not experim ' in drugs
because experimentation is apt to-lead Y IR T Y
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MISPLACING THE BURDEN OF PROOF

Real Life

$8 Billion Down the Tube!

Eight billion dollars in utility ratepayers’ money and 20 years of effort will be squandered

if this resolution is defeated.
—SENATOR FRANK MURKOWsK, R-Alaska, using a slippery slope fallacy
to argue for going forward with government plans to bury
radioactive waste in Yucca Mountain, Nevada

The fact that we've spent money on it already doesn't make it a good idea.

The other version of slippéry slope occurs when someone claims we must
continue a certain course of action simply because we have alregdy begun that
course. It was said during the Vietnam War that, because the United States had
already sent troops to Vietnam, it was necessary to gend more troops to sup-
port the first ones. Unless there is some reason supphed to §1:10w that the first
step must lead to the others, this is a fallacy. (Notice that it's easy to make a
false dilemma out of this case as well; do you see how to doit?) Although there
are other factors that make the Iraq War somewhat different, many believe the

fallacy applies there as well.

Sometimes we take the first step in ‘
was a mistake. To insist on taking the remainder when we could admit our

mistake and retreat is to fall prey to the slippeq slope fallacy. TI}fus is 111:11-:
trated by the example from Senator Murkowslr_u in the box above. !d ls_rl(zu trg e
sort who insists on following one batli] Inmlf(e with an]other one, we'd like
ou ab iendly Thursday night poker game. .

{ T?ll;ts?il;:;i?;r;loze fallacy ias considerable force bgcause psgchoigg:c;ﬂg}{
one-item does often lead to another, even though Iogxcally it hpei 1t
thing. When we think of X, say, we may be led immed_latehilto t 51}) ({{ (.)nce
this certainly does not mean that X itself is necgssar_lly fo olwe th);nk'jng. .
again, to think that Y has to follow X is to engage in shppferﬁz s o)pieiS s Comr,mt
doso when there is no particular reason to think Y must tollow

aslippery slope fallacy.

We should note in conc e
wedo X, it will lead to Y, and Y will lea
tosome disaster. To avoid the fallacy, it must be shown that eac

to follow from the preceding step.

a series, and then we realize that it

lusion that the slope is sometimes a longer one: If

dZ willleadto. .. eventually
snadeciees h step is likely

MISPLACING THE BURDEN OF PROOF

: ine on
Moore.asks Parker; “Say, did you know that, if you'rub red wine on'y

your gray hair will turn dark aga}g?’l' 1
Parker, of course will say, “Baloney.
Let’s suppose Mo’ore then says, “Baloney? Hey, how

work?2"

our head,

do you know it won't
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In the Media

A Double Slippery Slope

Next time it will be easier. It always is. The tolerance of early-term abortion made it pos-
sible to tolerate partial-birth abortion, and to give advanced thinkers a hearing when they
advocate outright infanticide. Letting the courts decide such life-and-death issues made
it possible for us to let them decide others, made it seem somehow wrong for anyone to
stand in their way. Now they are helping to snuff out the minimally conscious. Who's next?

~Editorial, National Review Online, March 31, 2005

There-are-actually two slippery-slope-arguments. built into this passage. One says that one
type of abortion (early-term) led-to-another (partial-birth); the second says that letting the
courts.decide some issues led-to-allowing them to decide more issues. Both cases are fallacious
because in" neither is there-any evidence-advanced for the slipperiness of the slope. Was it
‘tolerance of early-term abortion that-led to-partiakbirth abortion? In fact, the slope seems not
to. have been slippery, since a ban-on partialbirth abortion became federal law in 2003. And
many issues, including many lifeand-deathiissues, are-properly within the purview of the courts
“from the outset; there is no reason to think that some became matters for the judiciary simply

R

Moore’s question is odd, because the burden of proof rests on him, not
on Parker. Moore has misplaced the burden of proof on Parker, and this is a
mistake, a fallacy. t

Misplacing the burden of proof occurs when the burden of proof is placed
on thc. wrong side of an issue. This is-a-common rhetorical technique, and
sometimes you have to be on your toes to spot it. People are frequently tricked
mnto thinking that they have to prove their opponent’s claim wrong, when
in fac't the opponent should be proving that the claim is right. For ex’ample,
back in 2003 you often heard people trying their darnedest to prove that we

shouldn’t go to war with Iraq, in a context in which the burden of proof rests
on those who think we should go to wat.

What reasonable grounds would ma
one side of an issue than the other? The
fall mainly into three categories. We ¢4

ke us place the burden of proof more on
T€ are a variety of such grounds, but they
N express them as a set of general rules:

2 ~l. 'Ir;:ljtial glausibﬂity. In Chapter 4, we said that the more a claim coin-
cides with our background information, the greater its initial plausibility. The

ausibility a claim has, the greater the burden

who asserts that claj 2iSa
; aim. This is just good sensc,
of course. We are quite naturally less skeptical about thesclaimsthat Gharlie’s

nqw-f_amous eighty-seven-year-old grandmother. drove a boat across Lake
Michigan than we are about the claim that she swam a Lake Michigan.
anortunately, this rule is a general rule; not a rule th ciross ba v lied pre-
cisely. We are unable to assess the specific degree of a cliir:ﬁn lglfs}i)gﬂity and
then determine with precision just exactly how much evideflfe its advocates
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MISPLACING THE BURDEN OF PROOF

. Bur MHEReE AD
PROOFE THAT THEY

@ﬂﬂ- @ collom i % VEATVRTS 1YY

B Paleological misplacement of the burden of proof!
(© Dan Piraro. Reprinted with special permission of King Features Syndicate.)

need to produce to make us willing to accept the (_:laim. But, asa general rule,
the initial-plausibility rule can keep us from setting the rcqulremengsl;mrea:i
sonably high for some claims and allowing others to slide by unchallenge
when they don’t deserve to.

2. Affirmative/negativ
falls automatically on those supporting
than.on-those supporting the negative si
to hear reasons why something is the case bet
not the case. Consider this conversation:

e.-Other things being equal, the burden of proof
the affirmative side of an issue rather
de. In other words, we generally want
ore we require reasons why it is

MOORE: The carwon't start.

parker: Yeah, I know.It'sa problem with the ignition.

moore:  Whatmakes you think that?
L P b dn
parker:  What-makes you think it isn’t:

ause we generally require the affirma-

Parker’ ; s strange bec : _
rker’s last remark seem g £ 1t is Parker's job-to give reasons P

tive side to assume the burden of proo

thitkking that the problem is-in the ignition. E————
This-rule-applies to cases of existence versus n g '

i ing exists
often~the-burden.of proof should fall on those who claim ]zovrsﬁ;hbeiwc v
rather-than on those who claim it doesn’t. There ;re tp e(g:lt because nobody
ghests, not because of any-evidence that there are ghos El;r o msaabiuabaie
has'shown there are no such things. (When someone 3 athat it isn't 80, We
believein-such-and-such- because nobody 4 I:::lve ignorance.) This 1s a
have-a.version. of busden-of proof known SEeb0 ttl:)e rgel:luirement of prov-
burden-of-proof fallacy because it mistakenly places

i i urse, the first
ing their position on those who do not believe in gh?sl::;: l‘cgrfo(:fn v
ruleapplies here, too, because ghosts are not part o

for most of us.)
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