
CRITICAL THINKING FALLACIES OF RELEVANCE

Fallacies of relevance offer reasons to believe a claim or conclusion that, So good logical and critical thinking leads to
the principle of charity: When.

Faulty Analogies. Opposite of appeal to wealth. See also the if-by-whiskey fallacy, below Ecological fallacy
â€” inferences about the nature of specific individuals are based solely upon aggregate statistics collected for
the group to which those individuals belong. Decision Point Fallacy or the Sorites Paradox. Zul said that we
should be more stern and disciplined in raising a family. A key word is used in two or more senses in the same
argument and the apparent success of the argument depends on the shift in meaning. I am a single parent,
solely responsible for the financial support of my children. Fallacy of many questions complex question,
fallacy of presuppositions, loaded question, plurium interrogationum â€” someone asks a question that
presupposes something that has not been proven or accepted by all the people involved. Argumentum Ad
Hominem Circumstantial Negative poisoning the well : you only believe the things you believe because of
your self-interest, the benefit you derive from your particular circumstances, or your upbringing. Everything it
says is true. If you were brought up under the Islam religion, you would be a Muslim. In the general case any
logical inference based on fake arguments, intended to replace the lack of real arguments or to replace
implicitly the subject of the discussion. These are fallacies that ignore the point at hand and attempt to derail
the argument by bringing irrelevancies into the arena of the debate. Incomplete comparison â€” insufficient
information is provided to make a complete comparison. A faulty generalization is thus produced. Leader
Acceptance. In any of its varieties, the ad hominem fallacy asks us to adopt a position on the truth of a
conclusion for no better reason than that someone believes its opposite. Accident â€” an exception to a
generalization is ignored. Relevance fallacies[ edit ] Appeal to the stone argumentum ad lapidem â€”
dismissing a claim as absurd without demonstrating proof for its absurdity. As a pattern of reasoning, this is
clearly mistaken: no proposition must be true because some individual however talented or successful happens
to believe it. But research shows that the average drink-driver in a fatal accident has an average blood alcohol
level of more than twice the legal limit. Main article: Informal fallacy Informal fallacies â€” arguments that
are fallacious for reasons other than structural formal flaws and usually require examination of the argument's
content. In philosophy, when someone begs the question, they state or assume as a premise the very thing they
are trying to prove as a conclusion. Many of these fallacies have Latin names, perhaps because medieval
philosophers were particularly interested in informal logic. But compound fractures are usually evident to the
most casual observer, and some logical defects are equally apparent. Hundreds of thousands of Muslims were
raised under the Islam religion and converted to Christianity once they heard the truth of the Gospel message.
Therefore, we should smoke too! For instance, is P. In other words, it is the error of treating as a "real thing"
something that is not a real thing, but merely an idea. Equivocation â€” the misleading use of a term with more
than one meaning by glossing over which meaning is intended at a particular time. Relying upon the view of
apparent as opposed to genuine authorities to settle the truth of a statement or argument. Feedback fallacy - in
the context of performance appraisal , the belief in the accuracy of feedback, despite evidence that feedback is
subject to large systematic errors due to the idiosyncratic rater effect. Appeal to Authority argumentum ad
verecundiam Each of the next three fallacies involve the mistaken supposition that there is some connection
between the truth of a proposition and some feature of the person who asserts or denies it. Although clearly
fallacious, this procedure may succeed in distracting its audience from the point that is really at issue. The
thing that brought them to your home was not the reason they are there. It should be clear that even if all of the
premises were true, the conclusion could neverthelss be false. Take one away. Simply calling someone names,
while certainly abusive, is not an Ad Hominem fallacy. Onus probandi â€” from the Latin onus probandi
incumbit ei qui dicit, non ei qui negat the burden of proof is on the person who makes the claim, not on the
person who denies or questions the claim. In the above examples, the critic is arbitrarily dismissing the
reasons for a position on the basis that he does not like the cause that brought the person to arrive at that
position. Adopting a belief merely because someone else simply told us it was true is a way of avoiding good
logical and critical thinking.


