
Rationalism continued: Fallacies and Faulty Reasoning…INFORMAL REASONING (lesson five) 

What some call the TEN DEADLY FALLACIES: 

Ad ignorantiam Claiming something is true because it cannot be proven to be false 

Hasty generalisation Generalizing from insufficient evidence 

Post hoc ergo propter hoc confusing a correlation with a causal connection. 

Ad hominem Attacking/supporting the person rather than the argument 

Circular reasoning Assuming the truth of what you are supposed to proving 

Special pleading Using double standards to excuse an individual or group 

Equivocation ambiguous and unclear language 

False analogy the assumption that because two things are alike in some ways they must be alike in 
other ways 

False dilemma Assuming that only two black and white alternatives exist 

Loaded question A question that is biased because it contains a built-in assumption 

 

Question we must consider is why…WHY do we resort to this type of thinking? 

 
Ignorance: We do not realize that a particular form of reasoning is fallacious. 

 

Laziness:  We develop fixed habits of thinking and are too lazy to check the argument or 
see if it has supporting evidence. 

 

Pride  We would rather hold simple beliefs rather than ask for clarification; we would rather 
win than admit we do not know. 

 

Prejudice  We create bad reasons in order to justify them; what I call the Archie 
Bunker/Homer Simpson syndrome 

http://youtu.be/TTAEaFDqHZw 

 



REASON AND CERTAINTY: 

After considering deductive, inductive and informal reasoning, it seems clearer that the certainty one 
may consider comes with rationalism can be challenged as fallacies are also evident. 

However, logical reasoning has it merits and axioms (rules) that are not ambiguous: 

1. Law of identity     A is A. 
2. Law of non-contradiction    Nothing can be A and not A. 
3. Law of the excluded middle    Everything is either A or not A. 

Logic is considered meaningful.  

If is it not, then by rejecting that statement, value is implied (for good or otherwise)…in response to a 
question beginning with WHY. 

As well, if one states logic is not useful, by definition of statement, its opposite is excluded: we are then 
presupposing the value (utility) of the non…we are in essence rejecting both. 

Any assertion (p) made concerning logic; thus, any assertion must, by its nature, exclude the contrary 
assertion non-p. 

Better to accept that some axioms are self-evident; they form the framework of meaningful discussion 
and move us away from such things as circular reasoning and infinite regress. 



 

 

DOUBT: 

And deductive reasoning: 

 We do not know HOW we think…in other words,  laws of logic do not describe HOW we think; 
they apply to the way things (the universe) ARE. 

 Logic is reliant on language; as we will see, language is muddy, ambiguous, misinterpreted and 
fluid.  After all, I asked what time of day it was and got, “Morning” from my IB class! 

 The notion of fluidity (impermanence…my favorite word) applies to everything. Everything 
changes. If things change, they are no longer identical to themselves…how then can logic be true? 

And inductive reasoning: When Wilbur gets fed, he would think? 

  Farmer Zuckerman brings food. 

  Food is good. 

  Therefore, Farmer Zuckerman is good. 



 

 

 

 

 

Now, let us frame an IB style question:  To what extent are we Wilburs? 

What we need to keep in mind is that just like Mercator’s maps turned out to be inaccurate and 
Newton’s laws of motion work in some, but not ALL, situations, what we accept as true can turn out to 
be inaccurate: 



 

 

 

However, for the most part, things remain as they were…in that we can make predictions on the future 
based on the past.  

We need to: too much information coming at us on a regular basis to have to consider every aspect! 

Extend that to the universe and laws of nature; we presume they hold too. 

However, climate change is one good example to demonstrate that predictable past futures may not be 
predictable future futures: 

Here is another 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

What we need to consider is the FLOW of inductive reasoning: 

   From the observed  to the unobserved. 

   Thus, it is problematic when considered with empiricism (the observed) 

   Because it happens, I conclude…but we cannot KNOW if the effect will always 
be replicated. 

   Thus inductive reasoning is less than certain; it aligns itself more with gut feeling 
or instinct. 

   So, YES, there is doubt surrounding intuitive reasoning; however…it assists in 
our reasoning which assists in our functioning as sentient beings. 

 

 

 

 

 



LATERAL THINKING (lesson six) 

 


