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PHIL 102

Fallacies
False Dilemma and the Either-or Fallacy (p.58)

Definition: The False Dilemma occurs when you limit considerations to only two alternatives although other alternatives may be available. Therefore, before you accept X because some alternative, Y, is false, make certain that X and Y cannot both be false. Look especially for some third alternative, some way of rejecting Y without having to accept X. Aside from the obvious “either X or Y” version described, we can use the form “if not X, then Y.” 

Quick Reference:

-Either X or Y

-If not X, then Y.

-You say no to this, then would you prefer…

Example:
1) Congressman: Guess we’re going to have to cut back expenditures on social programs again this year.

You: Why’s that?

Congressman: Well, we either do that or live with this high deficit, and that’s something we can’t allow.

2) Guy: Well what am I suppose to do?!

Girl: You either stay with her or you stay with me.

      3)
 You say you don’t want to drill for oil in the Alaskan National Wildlife Reserve?       Would you prefer letting the Saudis dictate the price of oil?

Two Wrongs Make a Right (p. 75)

Definition: This pattern of fallacious reasoning: “It’s acceptable for A to do X to B because B would do X to A;” said where A’s doing to X to B is not necessary to prevent B’s doing X to A.

Quick Reference: retaliation 

Example:

- Let’s say you get tired of the people upstairs stomping around late at night, and so, to retaliate, you rent a tow truck and deposit their car in a river. From an emotional standpoint, you’re getting even. From a reasoning standpoint, you’re committing the fallacy known as “two wrongs make a right”. It’s a fallacy because wrongful behavior on someone else’s part doesn’t convert wrongful behavior on your part into rightful behavior, any more than illegal activity into legal activity. If an act is wrong, it is wrong. 

Fallacy of Division (p. 84)

Definition: …what is true of a group of things taken collectively or as a group is automatically true of the same things individually. [T]his is a confusion, and this type of confusion is so common logicians have a name for it: the fallacy of division. (A fallacy is a mistake in reasoning.) What’s true of an entire team is not necessarily true of the players on the team.

Quick Reference:


                                      , therefore

                TRUE                                     TRUE

Example:

-
Congress is incompetent. Therefore, Congressman Cox is incompetent.

· The San Antonio Spurs won the NBA championship, demonstrating they were the best team in the NBA. Therefore CJ, a  player on the Spurs, is one of the best players in the NBA.
Fallacy of Composition (p. 84)

Definition: Running the reasoning shown above in reverse is also a fallacy. What holds for a group of things individually doesn’t automatically hold for the things collectively or as a group. If you think what holds true of a group of things individually must also hold true of the same things collectively or of the group as a whole, that’s the fallacy of composition.

Quick Reference:

                                      , therefore

        TRUE   ,      TRUE                                            TRUE

Example:

· Just because the best basketball players in the NBA are on the same team, you can’t conclude that team overall is the best in the NBA.

· Roger Federer and Svetlana Kuznetsova are the two best tennis players in the world. Therefore, they’d make the best mixed doubles team.

Slippery Slope (p.84)

Definition: “If we let X happen, the first thing you know Y will be happening, and then Z – all leading downhill.” This is a form of the slippery slope. Such claims are fallacious when in fact there is no solid reason for supposing that X will lead to Y, and this in turn to Z.  X, Y & Z can be the same kind of thing or can bear some kind of similarity to one another, but that doesn’t mean that one will inevitably lead to another.

Quick Reference:

A form of fallacious reasoning in which it is assumed that some event must inevitably follow from some other, but in which no argument is made for the inevitability. 

Example:


-Opponents of handgun control sometimes use a slippery slope argument, saying that if laws to register handguns are passed, the next thing we know there will be laws to make owning any kind of gun illegal. This is fallacious if there is no reason to think that the first kind of law will make the second kind more likely. It’s up to the person who offers the slippery slope claim to show why the first action will lead to the second.

