chapter nineteen

Fallacies
of Argument

“Either you eat your broceoli or you don't get dessert!”

“But if you don't give me an “A," I won't get into medical
school”

“You would if you loved me.”
“Make love, not war”

“All my friends have AQL. I'm the only one who can't get
instant messages!” .

Fallacies are arguments supposedly flawed by their VEeTy NAture or struc-
ture; as such, you should avoid them in yeur own writing and question
them in arguments you read. That said, it's impertant to appreciate that
one person's faliacy ray well be another person's stroke of genius.
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How ean that be, if fallacies are faulty argurments? Remermber that
arguments ordinarily work in complex sociel, political, and cultural envi-
ronments where people are far more likely to detect the mote in aomeone
else's eye than the beamn in thelr own. )

Consider, for example, the fallacy termied ad hominem argurmnent—"to
. #he man” [t describes & strategy of attacking the character of those with

whom one disagrees rather than the substance of their arguments: S0 you
think government entitlement programs are growing out af control? Well, you're
an idint, 1t's an argument of a kind everyone has blurted out at some time
in their lives,

But there are also situations when an issue of character is germane to
an argument. If that weren't so, appeals based on character would be
pointless, The problem arises in deciding when such arguments are legiti-
mate and when they are fallacious. You are much more likely to regarg
attacks on pecple you admire a5 ad hominem, atd attacks on those you
digagree with as warranted. Moreover, dsbates about character can
become quite ugly and polarizing; consider Anita Hill and Clarence
Thornas, Paula Jones and Bill Clinton, Pete Rose and major leapue hase-
ball, (For more on argurnents basad on character, see Chapter 6.)

It might be wise to think of fallacies not in terms of ervors you can
detect and expose in someone else's work, but as strategies hurtful 10

. everyone (including the person advanecing them) hacause they make civil
argument more difficuit. Fallacies are impediments ta the kind of rich
conversetions experienced writers cught cultivate —regardless of their
differences.

To help you understand fellacies of argument, we've clagsified them
according to three rhetorical appeals discussed in earlier chapters: emo-
tional arguments, arguments based on character, and logical arguments.
(Bee Chapters 4,4, and 7))

FALLACIES OF EMOTIONAL ARGUMENT

In Western tradition, emaotional arguments have long been dismissed as
*wornanish” and, therefore, weak and suspect. But such views are not only
© close-minded and sexist; they're flat-out wrong. Emotional arguments
can be both powerful and zppropriate in many circumstances, and mast
writers use them 25 a metter of ¢ourse. However, writers who attemnpt
+6 evoke either excessive or inappropriate feelings on the part of their
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audiences violate the good faith on which legitimate argument depends.
The essentizl connection between writers and readers won't last if it is
built on deception or manipulation.

Scare Tactics

Corrupters of children, the New Testament warns, would be betrer off
dropped into the sea with millstones arourd their necks. Would that the
same fate awaited politicians, advertisers and public figures who peddle
ideas by scaring people. It is the essence of demegoguery to reduce com-
blicated issues to threats or to exaggerate a possible danger well beyond
its statistical likelihood. Yet scare tactcs, which do just that, are remark.
ably comimon in everything ranging from ads for life insurance to threats
of audits by the Internal Revenue Service, Such tactice work because it is
usually eagler to imagine a dire consequence than to appreciate its
rerncte probability. That may be why so many people fear flying, despite
the fine safety record of cornmarcial aviation.

=care tactics can also be used to magnify existing, sometimes legiti-
mate fears into panie or prejudice. People who genuinely fear losing their
jobs can be persuaded, easily enough, to rnistrust all immigrants as people
who might work for less money; people living on fixed incomes can be con-
vinced that even minor medifications of entitlernent PYOgrams represent
dire threats to their standard of living. Such tactics have the effact of clos-
ing off thinking because pecple who are scared seldom act rationally,

Even well-intended fear campaigns —like those directed against drugs
Or HIV infection - can misfire if their warhings prove too shrill. When aips
failed to cecur within the heterosexual population at the rate health pro-
feszionals originally predisted, many people became suspicious of the
establishment's warnings and grew unduly careless about, their own sex-
ual behavior, thereby greatly increasing their risk of exposure to infection.

Either-Or Choices

Presenting arguments that require people to choose one of only two alter-
natives can be 2 kind of scare tactic. The preferred option is drawn in the
warmest light, whereas the alternative is rast as an ominous shadow,
Sometimes either.or choices are benign strategies ta get something accom-
plished: Fither you eat your broceelf or you don't get dessert. Such arguments
become fallacious when they reduce a complicated issue to excessively
sinple terms or when they deliberately chscure other alternatives.
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' To suggest that Social Security must be privatized or the system will
go breke may have rhetorical power, but the cheiee is too simple. The
fiscal problems of Social Security can be addressed in any nurnber of
ways, including privatization, To defend privatization, fallaciously, as
the only possible course of action is to lose the support of pecple whao
know better. ‘

But then efther.or arguments —like most scare tactica—are often pur-
pasefully designed to seduce thogze who aren't well informed about a sub-
ject. And that cynical rationale is yet another reason the tactic violates
principles of civil discourse, Argument shauld enlighten people, making
them more knowledgeable and more capable of acting intelligently and
independently. -

Slippery Slope ‘

The slippery slope fallacy is well named, describing an argument that
casts a tiny misstep today as tomorrow's avalanche. Of coutse, not all
arguments aimed at preventing dire consequences are slippery slope fal-
lacies: the parent who corrects a child for misbehaviar now is acting sen-
sibly to prevent more serious problems as the child grows older. And like
the homeowner who repairs a loose shingle to prevent an entire roof from
totting, businesses and [netitutions that worry about little problems often
prevent bigger ones, The city of New York learned an important lesson in
the 19902 about controlling crime by applying what had become known
&s "the Broken window theory™ after the mayor directed police to crack
down on petty crimes that make urhan life especially unpleasant, mafor
crimes declined as well.

The slippery slope [allacy arises when & writer exaggerates the future
consequences of an action, usually with the intention of frightening read-
era. As suchy, slippery slope arguments are alse scare tactics. But people
encounter them =o cften that they come 1o seem almost reasonable, For
instance, defenders of free speech typically regard even mild attempts to
govern behavier as constitutional matters: for example, 2 school hoard’s
request that a schoeol pupil cut his ponytail becomes a direct assault on
the child’s First Amendment rights, litigated through the caurts. Sirilarly,
opponents of gun control wam that any legisletion regulating firearms is
just 2 first step toward the government knocking down citizens’ docrs and
seizing all their weapens, [deas and aetions do have consequences, but
they aren’t always as dire as writers fond of slippery slope tacties would
have you believe.
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Sentimental Appeals

sentirental appeals are arguments that use emotions excessively to dis-
tract readers from facts. Quite often, such appeals are highly personal and
individual — focusing attention on heart-warming or heart-wrenching
situations that make readers feel guilty about raising legitimate objec-
tions to related proposals or policies. Emotions become an impediment to
civil discourse when they keep people frorn thinking clearly.

Yar, sentimental appeals sre 8 major vehicle of television news, where
it {s customary to convey ideas through personal tales that fug at viewers'
heartstrings. For exarnple, a camera might document the day-to-day life
of a single mother on welfare whose on-screen generosity, kindness, and
tears come to Tepresent the spirit of an entire welfare clientele under
attack by callous legislators; or the welfare reciplent might be shown driv-
ing a Cadiliac and trading food stamps for money while a lower-middle-
class family struggles to meet its grocery budget. In either case, the
conclusion the reporter wants you to reach is supported by powerful
images that evoks emotions in support of that conclusion. But though the
individua)l stotles presented may be genuinely moving, they seldom give a
cornplete picture of a complex social or economic issue,

Bandwagon Appeals

Bandwagon appeals are arguments that urge people to follow the same
path everyone else is taking. Curiously, many American parents seem
endowed with the ability to refute bandwagon appeals. When their kids
whine that Everyone else is going camping overnight without chaperones, the
parents reply instinctively, And if everyone eise jumps off a ciff (or a railroad
bridge, or the Empire State Building), you will toe? The children stomp and
groan——and then try = different line of argument,

Unfortunately, not all bandwagon approaches are so transparent.
Though Americans like to imagine themselves as rugged individualists,
they're easily seduced by ideas endorsed by the mass media and popular
culture. Such trends are often little more than harmless fashion state-
ments. At other times, however, Americans become ohsessed by issues
selected for their attention by politicians or by media or cultural elites. In
recent years, issues of this kind have included the “war on drugs,” health
care reform, aips prevention, gun control, tax reform, welfare reform, teen
smeking, and campaign finance reform. Everyone must be concerned by
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this iseue-of-the-day, and something— anything —must be done! More
often than not, enough peaple jumnp on the bandwagon to achieve a meas-
ure of reform. And when changes occur because people have becomne
sufficiently informed to exercise good judgment, then one can speak of
"achieving consensus,” a rational goal for civil argument.

But sometimes bandwagons run dewnhill and out of contral, as they
did in the 19508 when many careers were destroyed by "witch hunts” for
suspected communists during the McCarthy era and in the late 19580s
when concerns over child abuse mushroomed into indiscriminate prose-
cutions of parents and child care workers. In a democratic society, the
handwagon appeal is among the most potentially serious and perma-
nently damaping fallacies of argument.

FALLACIES OF ETHICAL ARGUMENT

The presence of an author in an argument is ralled ethos. To build con-
nectiens with readers, writers typically seek an ethos that casts them.
gselves as honest, well informed, and sympathetic. Net surprisingly,
readers pay closer attention to authors whom thay reapeet. But trust me is
a scary warrant, People usually need more than promises to move them
to action—and they don't like to be intimidated by writers whe exploit
issues of character to limit how readers can respond to complex prob-
lems. When choice is constricted, civil diseourse usually ends. (For more
on ethos, see Chapter 6.)

Appeals to False Authority

One of the best strategies a writer can employ to support an idea is to
draw on the authority of widely respected people, texts, or institutions.
Relying on respected voices, past and present, is a mainstay of civil dis-
course; in fact, some academic research papers are essentially exercises
in finding and reflecting on the work of reputable authorities, Writers may
introduce these authorities into their arguments through allusions,
citations, or direct quotations. (See Chapter 21 for more on assessing the
religbility of sources.)

Falze authority occurs chiefly when writers offer themeselves, or other
authorities they cite, as sufficient warrant for helieving a claim:
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Claim X is true becauge I E4Y 50,
Warrant What [ say must be true,
Clairm X is true because Y says so,

Warrant  What Y says must be true.

Rarely will you goe authority asserted quite so baldly as in these exarn.
bles, because few readers wonld Accept a claim stated in either of these
ways. Nonetheless, ¢lairng of autherity drive many persuasive campeigms,
American pundits and politicians are fond of citing the U.S, Constitution
or Eill of Rights, a reasonable practice when the documents are inter-
pretad respectfully. However, s often as not, the constitutional rights
claimed aren't in the texts themselves or don't mean what the speakers
think they do. And most constitutional issues are self-quidently debatable,

Likewise, the claims of Teliglon are often based on texts or teachings of
great authority within a community of believers. However, the power of
these texts is usually more limited outside that group and, hence, less
capable of persuading solely on the grounds of their authority—though
Arguments of faith often have power on other grounds.

Institutions can be cited ag autherities within their proper sphergs,
Certainly, serious attention should e paid to claims supported by authar-
ities one respects or recognizes —the White House, the FBI, the FDA, the
National Science Foundation, the New Yark Times, the Wail Street Journal,
And o on. But ane ought not to gecept facts or information simply because
they have the imprimatyr of such agencies. To quote 3 Russian proverh
made famous by Ronald Reagan, "Trust, but verify”

Dogmatism

A writer who attempts to persuade by asserting or assuming that a par-
tcular position is the anly one conceivably acceptable within comrmu-
nity is trying to enforce dogrnatismn, Dogrnatism is & fallacy of ethog
because the tactic undermines the trust that must exist between thoge
who would make and those whe would receive arguments, In effect,
arhiters of dogmatic opinien imply that there are ne arguments to be
made: the truth is self-evident ta those who know better

Doubtless, thers are grguments beyond the pale of civi] diseourse —
positions and claims sg ouirageous or absurd that they are unworthy of
serious attention, Attacks on the historical reality of the Helocaust fall
into thig category, But relatively few subjects in a free seciety cught to be
off the rable—certainly nore that can be defended with facts, testimony,
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znd good reagons, In general, therefore, the suggestion that merely raising
an issue for debate is somehow “politically incorrect”—whether racist or
sexist, unpatriotic or sacrilegious, of insensitive or offensive in some other
way—may well represent a fallacy of argument deplayad to constrict the
range of acceptable opinion.

Moral Equivalence

A fallacy of argument perhaps more common today than a decade ago is
meral eguivalence —thatis, suggesting that serious wrongdoings don't
differ in kind from more miner offenses, A warning sign that this fallacy
is likely to come into play is the retort of the politician or bureaucrat
accused of wrongioing: But everyone else does it too! Richard Nixan insisted
that the crimes that led to his resignation did not differ in kind from the
activities of previcus presidents; Bill Clinton made similar claims about
the fund-raising and other scandals of his administratiot, Regardless of
the validity of these particular defenses, thara is a point at which the acale
of a morally questionable act overwhelms even its shady precedents.

Mora] equivalence can work both ways. 1t is not uncemmon to read
arguments in which relatively innocuous activities are raised to the level
of major crimes. Some would say that the national carmpaign egainst
smoking falls into this category—a common and legally sanctioned
pehavior now given the social stigma of serious drug abuse. And if smok-
ing is almost criminal, should ene not be equally concermned with people
who use and abuse choeolate—a sweet and fatty food rasponsible for a
host of health problems? You see how eagy it is t0 make an equivalence
argument. Yet suggesting that all behaviors of & particular kind—in this
case, abuses of substances —are equally wrong (whether they invelve
cigarertes, aleohol, drugs, or fatty foods) blurs the subtle distinctions
people need to make in weighing claims.

Ad Hominem Arguments

One obviaugly gendered term that feminists have not been eager to
neuter—probably with good reason.—is the argument. ad hominem, “ta the
man” Ad hominem arguments are attacks directed at the character of 2
person rather than at the clzims he or she makss. The theory is simple:
destroy the cradibility of your opponents, and you either destroy their
ability to present reasonable appeals or you distract from the succesaful
arguments they may be offering. Critics of Rush Limbaugh's conservative
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stances rarely fail to note his heft; opponents of Bill Clinton's militaty
policies just as reliably mention “draft dodging.”

In such cases, ad hominem tactics turn argurments into harm-fisted, two-
sided affairs with good guys and bad guys. Civil argument resists this
destructive nastiness, though the temptation to use such tactics persists
even (some would say, especially) in colleges and universities.

Of course, character does matter in argument. People expect the pro-
ponent of peace to be civil, the advocate of ecology to respect the environ-
ment, the champion of justice to be fair even in private dealings, But it is
fallacious to attack an idea by exposing the fraiities of its advocates or
attacking their motives, backgrounds, or unchangeable traits.

FALLACIES OF LOGICAL ARGUMENT

Logical fallacies are arguments in which the claims, warrants, and/or
evidence are invalid, insufficient, or disconnected. In the abstract, such
problems seem easy enough to spot; in practice, they can be camouflaged
by artful presentations. Indeed, logical failacies pose 2 challenge to civil
argurnent bacause they often seem quite reasonable and natural, espe-
cially when they appeal to people’s self-interests, Whole industries (such
ag phone-in psychic networks) depend on one or mere of the logicel falla-
cies for their existence; political campaigns, too, rely on them to prop
up that current staple of democratic interchange —the fifteen-second
TV spot.

Hasty Generalization

Armong logical fallacies, enly faulty causality might be able to challenge
hasty generalization for the crown of most prevalent. A hasty generaliza-
tion is an inference drawn from instfficient evidence: Because my Honda
broie dowm, all Hondas must be jupk. 1t also forrms the basis for most sterao-
types about people or institutions; because a few people in a large group
are chserved to act in a certain way, one infers that all members of that
group will behave similarly. The resulting cenclusions are usually sweep-
ing claims of little merit; Women are bad drivers; men are boors; Scots are
stingy; [talians are romantic; English teachers are tweedy; scientists are nerds.
You could, no doubt, expand this roster of stereotypes by the hundreds.
To draw valid inferences, you must elways have eufficient evidence: a

random sample of a population, a selection large enough to represent
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fully the suhjects of your study, an ehjective methodology lor sampling
the population or evidence, and so cn (3ee Chapter 18). And you must
qualify your claims appropriately. After all, peaple do need generaliza-
tions to heip make reasonable decisions in life; and such claims can be
offered legitimately if placed in context and tagged with appropriate qual-
ifiers: some, a few, many, most, occasionaliy, rarely, possibly, in some cases, under
certain circumstanges, in my experience.

You ghould be especially alert to the fallacy of hasty generalization
when you tead reports and studies of any kind, especially case studies
based on garefully selected populations. Be alert for the fallacy, tog, in the
interpretation of poll numbets, Everything from the number of people
selected to the tirme the poll was taken to the exact; wordmg of the ques-
tiong may affect its outcome. ;

Faulty Causality

In Latin, the fallacy of faulty causality is described by the expression post
hor, erge propter hoc, which translates word-for-word as “after this, therafore
because of this” 0dd as the translation may sound, it accurately describes
what faulty causality is—the fallacicus zssumption that because one
event or action follows another, the first necessarily causes the second.

Some actions, of eourse, de produce reactions, Step on the brake pedal
in your car, and you move hydraulic fluid that pushes calipers against
disks to ereate friction that stops the vehicle. Or, if you happen to be
chair of the Fedaral Reserve Board, you raise interest tates to inerease the
cost of borrowing to clow the growth of the economy in order to eurb
inflation—-you hope. Causal relationships of this kind are reasonably con.
vincing because one cen provide evidence of relationships between the
events sufficient to convince most people that an initisl action did,
indeed, cause others.

But as even the Federa) Reserve axampie suggests, causality can be
difficult to contrel when econotnic, political, or social relationships are
invelved. That's why suspiciously simple or politically canvement causel
elaims should always be subject to serutiny.

Begging the Question

There's probably not a teacher in the country who hasn't heard the fol-
lowing argutnent from & student; You can’t give me a "C* in this course; I'm
" student. The accused felon's version of the same argument goes this
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- | way: I can't be guilty of embezzlement; I'm an honest person. In both cases, the
| problem with the claim is that it is made on grounds that cannot be
! accepted as true because those grounds are in doubt. How can the stu-
dent claim 0 be an "A" studént when she just earned a “C"? How can the
accused felon defend himself on the grounds of honesty when that hon-
5 ‘ esty is now suspect? Setting such arguments in Toulmin terms helps to
| expose the fallacy:

Claim + Reason  You can’t give me & “C” in this course because I'm an
i I'IA" Smdet'.lt.

Woarrant An “AP student is someone who can't receive QM

Claim + Reason I can't be guilty of embezzlement because I'm an
| honest person.

Warrant An honest person cannet be guilty of embezzlemnent,

assuming as true the very claim that is disputed —is a form of circular

argument, divoreed from reality, If you asgume that an "A” student can't
: | recejve “C's, then the first argument stands. But no one is an "A" student
} ‘ by definition; that standing has to be eammed by performance in individual
S - courses. Dtherwise, there would be no baint for a student who once
eamed an "A” to be taking additional courses: "A” students can only get
I "A"s, right?

Likewise, aven though someone with an honest recard is unlikely to
ernbezzle, a claim of honesty is not an adequate defense against specific
i ! charges. An honest person won't embezzle, but merely clairing to be hon-
: est does not make it so. (Far more on Toulmin argument, see Chapter 8,)

J With the warrants stated, you can see why begging the question—that is,
|

Equivacation

Both the finest definition and the most famous literary examnples of
equivocation come from Shakespeare’s tragedy Macheth. [11 the drama,
three witches, representing the fates, make prophecies that seem advan-
tagacus to the ambitious Macbeth, but that prove disastrous when under-
stood more fully. He is told, for example, that he has nething to fear from
his enemies “till Biram woed /Do come to Dunsinane” (Mac. Vv.44~45);
but these woods do move when enemy soldiers cut Birnam's boughs for
camotflage and march on Macheth's fortress, Catching on to the game,
Macbeth begins “[tjo doubt the equivocation of the fiend /That, lies like
truth” (Viv43=-44, ernphasie added). An equivoeation, then, is an Argument
that gives a lje an honest appearance; it s a half-truth,
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Equivocations are usually juvenile tricks of Janguage, the kind children
ralish when claiming "1 don't even have a nickel,” knowing that they have
dimes. Congider the plagiarist who copies a paper word-for-word from a
spurce and then declares—honestly, she thinks—that T wrote the entire
paper myself,” meaning that she physically capied the piece on her own.
But the plagiarist is using “wrete” equivocally—that is, in a limited sense,
knowing that most people would understand "writing” as semething more
than the mere copying of wards.

Az you might suspect, equivocations are artful dodges that work only
az long as readers or listeners don't cateh on, But ence they do, the device
undermines hoth the logic of the appesl and the good character of the
writer. A writer who equivorates becomes, to use yet another Shakes-
Pearean phrase, a "corrupter of words,"

Non Sequitur

A mon sequitur is an argument in which claims, reasong, or warrants fail to
connect logically; one point does not follow from another, As with ather
fallacies, children are notably adept at framing non sequiturs. Consider this
familiar form: You don't love me or you'd buy me that bicyelel It right be more
evident to harassed parents that no connection exists between love and
Huffys if they were to consider the implied warrant:

Claim You must not love me
Reason . -« betause you haven't bought me that bicycle.
Warrant  Buying hicyeles for c¢hildren is essental to loving them.

A five-year-old might endorse thal warrant, but no respensible adult
would because love does not depend on buying things, at least not a
particular hicycle, Activities moere logically reiated to love might include
feading and clething children, taking care of them when they are sick,
providing shelter and education, and so on,

In effect, non sequiturs occur when writers ornit a step in an otherwisze
logical chain of reasoning, assuming that readers agree with what may be
& highly contestable claim. For example, it is a non sequitur simply te argue
that the cornparatively poor performance of American students on inter-
national mathematics examinations means the country should spend
tnore money on math education. Such a conclusion might be justified if a
correlation were known or found to exist between mathematical ability
and money gpent on education, But the students' performance might be
poor for reagons other than education funding, so a writer should first
establish the nature of the problem hefore offering a solution,
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Faulty Analogy

Cornparisons give ideas greater presence or help clarify concepts.
Censider all the comparisons packed inte this reference to Jack Kennedy

- from a trihute to Jacqueline Kennedy hiy Stanley Crouch:

The Kennedys had spark and Jack had grown inte a handaome man, a
male swan rising out of the Billy the Kid version of an Irish duckling
he had been when he was s young senator.

-Gtanley Crouch, “Blues for Jackse™

When comparisons are extended, they become analogies—ways of
understanding unfamiliar ideas by comparing them with something that
18 already known. Some argue that itis through comparisens, retaphors,
and analogies that peaple come to understand the universe, Neil Postman
draws readers’ attention to the importance of analegies when he asks
them to consider how the brain works:

Iz the human mind, for example, like a dark cavern (neading illumi-
nation)? A muscle (needing exercise)? A vessel {needing filling)? A
lump of clay (needing shaping)? A garden (needing cultivation)? Or, as
some may say today, is it like a computer that procegaes data?

-Neil Postman, “The Word Weavers,/The World Makera™

- Useful as such comparisons are, they may prave quite false either on
their own or when pushad tco far or taken too seriougly. At this point they
become faulty analogies, inaccurate or inconsequential comparisons
between objects ar cencepts. To think of a human mind as a garden has
charm: gardens thrive only if carefully planted, weeded, watered, pruned,
and harvested; 50 too the mind must be cultivated, if it is to bear fruir,
But gardens also thrive when spread with manure. Need we follow the
analogy down that path? Probably nat,

RESPONDS

1. Following is a list of political slogans or phrases that may be examples
of logical fallacies. Discuss each item to determine what you may
know about the slogan and then decide which, if any, fallacy mlght be
uged to describe it.

“It's the economy, stupid.” (sign on the wall at Bill Clinton's campaign
hesdquarters)

“Nixon's the one.” (campaign slogan)
“Fifty-four forty or fight."
"Make love, not war” (antiwar slogan during the Vietnam War)
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A chicken in every pot.”

"No taxation without representation.”

"N Payne, your gain.” (aimed at an opponent named Payne)
*Loase lips sink ships.”

MGune den't kill, people de” (NRA slogan)

“If you can't stand the heat, get out of the kitchen”

. We don't want you to argue fallaciously, but it's fun and good practice

to frame argumentative fallacies in your own language. Pick an argu-
imentative topic—maybe even one that you've used for a paper in this
clage —and write 3 few paragraphs making nothing but fallacious
arguments in each sentence. Try to include all the fallacies of emo-
tional, ethical, and logical argument that are discussed in this chap-
ter. It will be a challenge, since some of the fallacies are difficult to
recognize, much less produce. Then rewrite the paragraphs, removing
all traces of fallacious reasoning, rewriting for clarity, and improving
the quality of the argument. This rnay be an even greater challenge —
sotrietimes fallacies are hard to fix.

. Choose a paper you've written for this or another elags, and analyze it

carefully for signs of fallacioug ressening. Once you've tried analyying
your own prose, find an editorial, a syndicated column, and a politieal
speech and laok for the fallacies in them. Which fallacies are most
comnon in the four arguments? How do you aceaunt for their preva-
lence? Which are the least commen? How do you account for their
absence? What seems to be the role of audience in determining what
iz a fallacy and what is not? Did you find what seem to be fallacies
other than the kinds discussed in this chapter?

. Arguments on the Web are no mere likely to contain fallacies than are

arguments in any other text, but the fallacies can take an different
forms. The hypertextual nature of Web arguments and the sase of
including visuals along with text make certain fallacies more likely to
oceur there. Find a Wab aite sponsored by an organization, business,
government entity, or ather group (such as the sites of the Democratic
and Republican National Cotnmittees that were discussed in Chapter
16}, and analyze the site for fallacious reasoning. Among other con-
siderations, look at the relationship between text and graphics, and
between individual pages and the pages that surround or are linked
to them. How does the technique of separating information into dis-
crete pages affect the argument? Then send an email messaga to the
site's creators, explaining what you found and proposing ways the
arguments in the site could be impreved.




