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Footnotes

'FO1 Termsin boldface are defined in the glossary.

Glossary

p. 333amphiboly: A double meaning, especidly when it arises from afaulty grammatical construction.
Examples. “Wanted: High school student for baking.” Or “We dispense with accuracy.” (Don't trust a
pharmacist who can’t express clear thoughts.) Or how about the advice of the Delphic oracle: “If
Croesus goesto war, he will destroy agreat empire.” Croesus did attack Cyrus of Persawho destroyed
Croesus empire, Lydia

argument: Originaly “proof” or “evidence.” Now often areason or reasons offered for or against
something. In this book,argument isused in the traditiond sense. Asit isusudly used inlogic, however,
a better term would probably bedemonstration.

argumentum: Latin for proof, argument, subject, contents, or matter related to proof.

argumentum ad baculum: Apped to force—agrave error, wherein the argument has degenerated into
afight. Might doesn’t make right, despite the maxim to the contrary. Because someone defeats another
person by force doesn’t mean that the winner was right or wrong, noble or ignoble, supported by God or
by the Devil, and so forth. It means merely that he won the battle. Resort to forceisnot arationa
argument. It isquite the opposite.

argumentum ad hominem: An error wherein aperson, not his or her argument, is attacked.

p. 334argumentum ad ignorantiam: An error wherein the argument gppealsto ignorance, assarting
that something must be true because it has not been proven fase.

argumentum ad populum: An error wherein persuasion is attempted by appealing to a popular
sentiment, such as patriotism, loydty, tradition, custom, and such. Argumentum ad populumis
diversonary because whether the group thinks something is not areason why that something is correct. A
group can be right or wrong, and this must be determined by evidence, not by consensus. In most cases,
the argument ad populum doesn't even reflect the view of the cited group as determined scientificaly.
Instead, the argument more likely reflects the speaker’ sview.

argumentum ad ver ecundiam: Latin for “ proof based on repect for.” Thisisan argument that cites
authority asthe reason that a speaker should be believed. In most cases, the respect is for authority. The
argumentum ad verecundiam is based (irrationally) on aproof (argumentum) based on respect for
authority (verecundiam). Arguments based on authority are not reasonable arguments because thereisno
specia reason that an authority would beright. In fact, the argument ad verecundiam is often a
diversonary technique that distracts from the factsin evidence and toward potentid error.

bathing machine: Bathing machineswere smal locker rooms on whedls. Horses pulled them into the
sea to the depth desired by the bather, who then emerged modestly through adoor facing the sea. A
huge umbrelain back of the machine concedled the bather from public view.



begging the question: An error in clear thinking and in informa logic wherein something is asserted as
true but needs to be proven.

conceit: A fanciful, witty notion that is often a striking metgphor that is strained and arbitrary. A conceit
isafaseandogy gonefurther awry.

contradiction: A statement that isfalsefor al possible circumstances. Philosophersliketo put this by
saying that contradictions are necessarily fase. A sentence Sislogicaly fase, therefore a contradiction,

if,p. 335and only if, every row of itstruth table assgnsthe value F (fase). Two contradictory statements
cannot be smultaneoudy true. For example:

Itisraning.

Itisnot raining.

1 and 2 contradict each other. Compare thiswithcontraries.

contraries: Inlogic, the situation where two statements are so related that only one can be true but both
can befase. For example:

The present king of Franceisbald.

The present king of Franceisnot bald.

If there were a present king of France, the two statements, 1 and 2, could not both be smultaneoudy
true. Asthereisno present king of France, both statements are false, and therefore, 1 and 2 are
contraries and not contradictions.

deduction: Proceeding from the generd to the particular to reach aconclusion supported by evidence.

digributed: A termisdistributed if, and only if, it refers (as either subject or predicate) to the whole
classthat it names.

fallacy: A false or mistaken ideaor opinion, an error in reasoning, or adefect in argument, especialy
one that appearsto be sound but isn't.

falsify: To show to befase.

generalize: To infer that what has been found truein al known casesistrue of al cases, evenincluding
those that have not yet been observed. In most scientific reasoning, the scientist makes a*“legp of faith”
from the particular to the generd; thisisthe basis for the tentative nature of scientific hypothesis. Not all
generdization isrefutable, however, especidly when the generdization coversdl the known and dl the



possible observations. For instance, | am generdizing when | say al the people in my immediate family
aredoctors. Since my wife, my son, my daughter, and | aredl doctors, and since | have no other people
inmyp. 336immediate family, my assertion istrue of al the possible cases and can't berefuted. Thus,
generalizations about true particulars can be and often are absolutely true and should be defended astrue
absolutely.

inductive: Proceeding from the particular to the genera to reach a conclusion supported by evidence.

logic: Scientificaly, the sudy of the strength of the evidentia link between the premises and the
conclusions of arguments. In thisbook, logic is sometimes|oosely used asthe art of correct and
reasonable thinking. Either definition makeslogic aform of evidenceitself, if evidenceisdefined asasign
that leadsto truth. However, in the contemporary field of academic logic, logic and truth are digoined at
afundamental level. Logic, according to this academic view, tells us the degree of reasonable confidence
that we can havein the truth of an argument’ s conclusion, were the premisestrue. It cannot tell uswhich
or if the premises are true. For that reason, logic isatheory of truth preservation, informing us how truth
can best be preserved acrossinferentia links but not how to determine wheat is true to begin with. One
consequenceisthat any full evauation of argument requires both logica and factud andysis. The vdidity
ideais not a shortcoming of logic any more than factud disciplines dependence on logic istheir
shortcoming. The benefit of the disciplinary arrangement enables|ogic to contribute digtinctively to the
rationa evauation of arguments. According to the academic view, logic’ stask of truth preservation must
be clearly defined and distinguished from the task of truth determination. Hence, academicswill not call
an argument true, asthey believe arguments cannot be true (or false). In this view, arguments can only be
valid or invalid, sound or unsound.

logical deduction: Reasoning from the generd to the specific individual cases or particular facts or from
premisesto alogicaly reasonable conclusion (as opposed to logica induction). Remember this by this
mnemonic:De isLainfor “from”;duc isaLatin root meaning “leads.” Therefore, deduction isthat which
leads away from the generd and to the specific particular.

logical induction: Reasoning from individual cases or particular factsto agenera conclusion (as
opposed to logica deduction). Rememberp. 337this by thismnemonic:In isLatinfor “into”;duc isaLatin
root meaning “leads.” Therefore, that which leadsinto the generdl from the particular isinductive.

major premise: That which containsthe mgor term that is the predicate of the conclusion of the
gyllogiam.

middleterm: Inasyllogism, that which appearsin both premises.
minor premise: That which containsthe minor term that isthe subject of the conclusion of the syllogism.

obloquy: Verba abuse of aperson or athing; censorious vituperation, especialy when widespread or
generd.

optative: Thegrammatica formin Greek that expresses desire or awish. Hence, wishful thinking.

pleonasm: The use of more words than are necessary for the expression of an idea. Examples. “plenty
enough” and “very unique.” If athingisunique, it isone of akind by definition and doesn't need the word
“very” to emphasizeits uniqueness.

positivism: A system of philosophy basing knowledge solely on data of sense experience. Originated by
Auguste Comte (1798-1857), it was based on observable, scientific facts and their relations to each



other. Positivist philosophy dtrictly rejects speculation about or search for ultimate origins. Comteis best
known for his“law of the three stages’—the theologicad, the metaphysical, and the pogitive. In stage one,
humans saw processes as the work of supernatural powers. In the second stage, humans explained them
by means of abgtract ideas. In the last stage, humans accumulated data (observed facts) and determined
relationships among them. Comte believed that astronomy, physics, chemistry, and biology had dready
evolved through these three stages.

premise: A previous statement that serves asthe basis for the advancement of reasonsin an argument,
or ether of two propostions of asyllogism from which aconclusion isdrawn. Remember thisby the
mnemonic: Premise comesfrom the Latinpraemittere (prae = before,p. 338mittere= send,praemittere
= to send before). When an argument is cast in standard form, the premise is dways sent before the
conclusion. In asyllogism, the mgor premise contains the predicate of the conclusion; the minor premise
contains the subject of the concluson.

rub: “There stherub” means“ther€ sthe catch,” and it also means “there' s the essence” —the meanings
can be close but not identical. Shakespeare implies both senses but paints a concrete picture that would
have been familiar to hisaudience. “Rub” isthe sportsman’s name for an obstacle thet, in the game of
bowls, divertsaball from itstrue course. Shakespeare was fond of the sport. He played not on lanes but
on lawns, where obstacles were common.

sorites: From the Greeksoros, meaning “aheap.” Inlogic, aseries of premisesfollowed by a
conclusion, arranged so that the predicate of the first premiseis the subject of the next, and so forth, the
conclusion uniting the subject of the first with the predicate of thelast in aseries of syllogiams.

sound argument : When an argument isvalid and its premises are dl true, then the argument is sound.
When an argument isvalid but at least one premiseisfase, the argument isunsound. Theided argument
isasound argument, asthat ismogt likely to have aconclusion that matchesredlity.

special pleading: To use an argument when it supports our preconceptions and regect it in another
context when it failsto do so.

statement: A sentence that makes adefinite claim. For instance, “ Socratesisbad’ clamsthat Socrates
exigs and that heisbald. The statement “ Socratesis bald and Socratesiswise” makes one claim (aside
from the existentia claim) that encompasses both bald and wise.

subalter n: Something ranked below or inferior in someway, usudly in status, quantity, or both. “ Some
SaeP’ isasubdtern categorica particular satement whose truth claim follows directly from the
universal categorical affirmative statement “ All Sare P,” with “ Some Sare P’ ranked below the more
universal claim because it encompassesless.

p. 339super er ogation: Morethan isrequired or expected.

syllogism: An argument or form of reasoning in which two statements or premises (which are usudly
generdizations) are made and aconclusion isdrawn from them. Classical logic has three types of
syllogism—categorica, conditiond, and digunctive.

tautology: A circular argument usually made by repeating the same thing twice. Circular arguments
become more plausible (or sesem more plausible) and less easy to recognize if developed at length, asin
the Coast Guard collision regulation discussed inchapter 3[3|4] . A statement that is always true says
nothing new and isaso atautology. A sentence Sislogicdly true, and therefore tautologicd, if, and only
if, every row of itstruth table assignsit thevalue T (true).



truth: What is (as opposed to what is not).

tu quoque: Latin meaning “you, too.” Thisfdlacy consstsin rgjecting acriticism of one' sargument or
action by accusing on€ s critic or others of thinking or acting inasimilar way.

unsound argument: When an argument isvaid but at least one premiseisfase, theargument is
unsound.

valid argument: Any argument that doesn't violate the rules of logic—that is, not invadid. It isimportant
to notethat vaid has ahighly specific, technical usein academic logic that differsfrom severa colloquia
uses, such as*You madeavalid point,” where valid means“true,” or at least worthy of consideration;
“Her argument isnot vaid,” where vaid means“compdlling’; “This couponisno longer valid,” where
vaid means* active, gpplicable, or properly functioning.” In the technical definition as opposed to the
colloquid, validity isa property of arguments, a property of an interrelated set of propositions. Itisnot a
property of any one or more of the propositions themsalves. Hence, it would be nonsensical to say that a
clam, premise, or conclusonisvadid in thetechnica sense. Premises, claims, statements, and conclusions
can betrue or false, but they cannot bevaid, for only their interrelationships can be vdid. Logicians
consder thoseinterrdationshipsvdid if they arenot invaid. The policing of theinterreationshipsis

p. 340part of the truth-preserving duty of logic as opposed to the truth-discovering duty of science.

verify: To show to betrue.

verecundiam: From the Latinverecundia, meaning “modesty,” “diffidence,” or “bashfulness” With the
genitive, it means “respect for” or “scruple about.”
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full bladder as example, 155 -56

gay marriage as example, 147

ship of state as example, 159

dogans, 163

Tourette' s syndrome as example, 154
Vietnam War as example, 145 -47

war on drugs as example, 167

higtorica, 173

languege, 153

p. 348men and machine anadogies, 156 -61,173
brain and clocks as example, 162

brain and computer as example, 160 -61
ship of state as example, 157 -59
andysis

content analysis 121

robbery as example, 123 -25

State of Union messages as example, 125
intelligent andlysis 115

Andersen, Hans Chritian, 331

Angela’ s Ashes(McCourt),53

Angdl, Marcig 114

Anna Karenina(Tolstoy),109 -10
Annenberg Foundation, 218 nl
Apologeticus(Tertullian),28

Applewhite, Marshal Herff,216 -17



apriori.See deductivelogic

Aquinas, Thomas, 86

Arefat, Y asser, 267

Archimedes, 65

arguments, 27, 333

by andlogy, 163

arguing off the point,206 ,207 ,251 ,325
argumentum ad baculum, 206 - 207
argumentum ad hominem, 206 ,280

inAlice's Adventuresin Wonderland ,301
Tourette’' s syndrome as example, 153 -56
argumentum ad ignorantiam

existence of God as example, 98 -99
argumentum ad populum, 208

irrdlevant evidence, 253 -54

argumentum ad verecundiam, 63 - 64,206 ,292
See alsoauthority figures

Arigtotle, 87

Armstrong, Edwin,307

Arthur Andersen (company),114 -15,117 ,204 -205

AsaGlobd Crossng,120 -21
asirrelevant evidence, 253 ,262
positive, 296

unsubstantiated, 155 ,195

war on drugs as example, 165



and use of the wordis, 100

See al sobegging the question

association and thought, 37 - 38,39

associaion in time. See post hoc, propter hoc
assumptions, unwarranted. See unwarranted assumptions
AT&T Corporation,62 -63

Athenia(ship),171

Austin Powers: The Soy Who Shagged Me(movie), 102
authority figures 63

advertisng useof, 73 - 74

battleships sunk by planes example, 66

biased authority,61 -63

and covert meanings, 116

erroneous attribution of authority,69

iron boats and British admiraty as example,60 -61,63 -64,67 -68
asirrdlevant evidence, 251 -53,280 -81

and overgenerdization,64

and pregtigein another field,61 ,80

See al soargumentum ad verecundiam

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

B

Bacon, Francis, 34

badger game. See fraud and deception

p. 349bait-and-switch. See fraud and deception

Baker, Newton, 66



Baring, Francis,60

Battle of Baaklava, 81

Béttle of Zama, 27

Baylor University,258

Bay of Pigs,218 nl

beard, fdlacy of. See fdlacy
Bedazzed(Hurley),185

begging the question, 195,237 -47
inAlice’ s Adventuresin Wonderland ,239 -40,286 ,298
examplesof,242 -45

existence of God as example, 239
irrdlevant evidence, 262 ,281

war on drugs as example, 168 -69,173
See alsoassartions

beliefs, passionately held, 196

Bergman, Ingrid,234

biased authority. See authority figures

Big Brother, 166

bin Laden, Osama, 48 ,52
black-and-white thinking,54 ,80 ,262
inAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland ,290
avoidance of 57 -58

Nazi trestment of Jews as example, 54 -55
blanket assurances 47 ,49 ,52
Blitzkrieg,148

block inafraud,222 ,224 ,225 ,226 ,236



Bo.See Applewhite, Marshd | Herff
BostonPost, 228

Boxer, Barbara,61

Boyer, Charles, 234

brain sze comparison,27 ,199

bribes, 256

Bristol-Myers Squibb, 116

British Medica Society, 135

broadcast definitions. See definitions
Brookhaven National Laboratory,35 -36
Brothers Grimm, 331

Buddha, 21

Buffet, Warren,115

Bundy, McGeorge, 212

Bunsby, Jack,172 ,176 n2

Bush, George W.,48 ,52 ,95 -96,100 ,151 -52,172

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

C

Capone, Al,229

Carroll, Lewis, 239,285 -329
Carson, John, 307
Casablanca(movie),225

case of N.See sizeof sample
Castle, The(Kafka),311 ,326 -27

Cadtro, Fiddl, 213



categoricd syllogisms, 77

Catholic Church,28

causd factors, 146 -47

causd fdlacies. See fdlacy
cause-and-effect association. See post hoc, propter hoc
Centrd Intelligence Agency,212 -13
certainty, quest for,196

chain-letter scams. See fraud and deception
change, didike of . See resistance to change
Charge of the Light Brigade, 80 -81
cheerleading, 170

Cheshire Cat, 143 ,294 ,299 -302,304 -306
Chicken Little, 23

choice-inclusve definitions 91

Churchill, Wington, 171

CIA.See Centrd Intelligence Agency
Cicero (Marcus Tullius Cicero),176 n2
circular reasoning. See tautology

p. 350clear thinking, 10,18 ,21 -22
Clinton, Bill,69 ,100 ,252 ,322

Clinton, DeWitt,267

CMS Energy Corporation,21

codependent variables, 130

cold fuson,254

College of the Mainland, 244

color prgudice. See prgjudice



come-oninafraud,220 ,224 ,225 ,236
committee decisons, 65 -66

iron boats and British admirdty as example,66 ,67 -68
common cause, 270 -71,281

common sense, 252 -54

complete thought, 38

complex problems

black-and-white thinking, 54
juvenile delinquency asexample, 56
multiple solutions, 58

need for evidence, 55 -56

terrorism, 15 -16

compostion, fdlacy of. See fdlacy
compromise, 57 -58

See alsofdlacy, of themean

Comte, Auguste, 26

concelt, 161,163

confidence games. See fraud and deception
conflict of interest, 111 -12

Enron Corporation as example, 115
ImClone asexample, 110 -14
conformity. See herd indtinct
connotation, 101,102

cons. See fraud and deception



consoling messages, 48

Condtitution, 320

content andyss. See andyds

context, out of . See partial sdection of evidence
context, shifted,295 ,313

contingent events, 68

continuum, falacy of the. See fdlacy
contradictions

contradictory evidence, 275 - 76

negative existential assartions, 97
sdf-contradictions, 174

truth of two contradictions, 112 ,174 ,175
contrary-to-fact reasoning. See reasoning
converse of the statement, 302

correct definitions, 83

Cogdlo, Lou,295

counterevidence, 67 ,265 -67,282 ,300 ,318
inAlice' s Adventures in Wonderland, 289 -90
covert meanings. See definitions

Crucible, The(Miller),134

Cuban misslecriss, 213

cups and balls. See shell game

curiosity,53 ,246

customs. See herd ingtinct

cutoff points 150

cyanide, 303 -304



ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

D

Darkness at Noon(Koestler),317
Darwin, Charles, 40,181

Daudet, Alphonse, 199

dead snake trick,224 -25

deceptions. See fraud and deception
Declaration of Independence, 146,198 ,320
Declaration of Sentiments, 256 -57
deductivelogic

cows and thinking example, 36 -38
empty fuel tank example, 34 -35
investment strategies example, 44 -46
Parkinson’s disease example, 35 -36
defective premise, 143

defensive Statements, 113

p. 351definitions 83 -127

abortion, aternate definitions of,86 ,90

aoohol, dternate definitions of,84 -85

inAlice' s Adventures in Wonderland, 293 -94,309 ,316

broadcast definitions, 110 -12,172 ,260 ,281
Enron Corporation as example, 115
war on drugs as example, 168

choice-inclusve definitions 91

and conclusions reached, 92



Adobe Systems Inc. as example, 123

and authority figures 116

Enron Corporation as example, 117 -19
flag words, 106 -108

Global Crossing Ltd. asexample, 119 -21
Golden Rule as example, 103 -104

hedge words, 122 -23

ImClone asexample, 110 -14

and ingdeinformation, 105 -106
democracy, dternate definitions of,92 -94
divisond definitions 86 -87,88 ,93 -94
genus definitions 85 -86

Gettysburg Address(Lincoln) asexample, 94
is, aternative definitions and uses 95 ,98 -100
lupus, dternate definitions, 89

medical and scientific definitions, 88 -92
overt meanings, 102 ,125

Golden Rule as example, 103

tomeato, aternate definitions of,90 -91
vegue, 172,260,281 ,287

war on drugs as example, 165

See alsolanguage; words

dgavu. See mentd mechanisms

Delay, Tom,258 -59

deliberate deception. See duplicitous behavior



delusons 178,179 -81

denid,12

of the obvious,320

of the possible, 119

denotation, 100 -101,102
depersondization. See mental mechanisms
Descartes, René, 161 -62

dichotomization. See black-and-white thinking
Dickens, Charles 172

dictionary, use of,101 -102

Dillon, Douglas, 212

disclosure of conflict of interest, 111 -12,114
Discovering Psychology(TV series),218 nl
Disney World,181

displacement. See menta mechanisms
dissenting opinions,60

distinctions without difference, 261 -62
digtributed syllogism, 78

diversonary thinking,240 ,282 ,312

inAlice' s Adventures in Wonderland, 293
war on drugs as example, 166

divison, fdlacy of. See fdlacy

divisond definitions. See definitions

Do.See Nelson, BonnieLu

p. 352Dodgson, Charles Ludwidge. See Carrall, Lewis



dogma, 54

Dombey and Son(Dickens), 172
domino effect logic,49

inAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland, 291 -92
false andogies, 145 -46

double standards, 201
doubletalk,281

doublethink, 174

Dow Jones Indudtrial Average,234
Dreamweaver, 122 -23

Drexel Burnham Lambert, 174
Drug Policy Alliance 169
drugstore.com, inc.,62

Duckworth, Robinson, 292

Dulles, Allen,212

dumbness and mass media, 20 -21
duplicitous behavior,110 ,120
Enron Corporation asexample, 115,117 -19
ImClone as example, 117

duress, 266

Dynergy, Inc.,21 ,231

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

E
essy solutions 58
EDS Corporation, 221

egocentric views, 286



€go protection, 180 -85

theme parks as example, 180 -81
See alsordiondization

Eingtein, Albert, 30,199

Eisenhower, Dwight D.,50 -51,125
eimination, reductive, 292 -93
dliptic reasoning,291

Emerson, Ralph Waldo,294
emotions

appealst0, 254 -56,280

emoationd truth, 179 -80

impect on thinking, 178 ,237 ,291
empty consolation, irrelevancy,259
endorsements as proof in advertising, 73 - 74
Engd, King,315

Enron Corporation, 10,17 , 21,33 -34,110 ,114 - 15,117 -19,232
and John Mendelsohn, 112,117
partial application of ethics, 185

and seif-interest, 193 ,204 -205
entailment and use of wordis, 100

? (epsilon), 98,99

Erbitux,113

erroneous conclusion. See conclusion

erroneous evidence. See evidence

ethica principles, partid selection, 184



book review as example, 185 -86
chegting onincometax as example, 184
Ethics(Spinoza), 14 -15

Eudlid,53

euphemisms, 163

evidence,54 -55,80 ,110 , 281,309,317
absence of,296

adequate evidence, 268 -80,326
inAlice' s Adventures in Wonderland, 291 ,300
contradictory, 275 -76

evauating,177 -78

factsnot in evidence, 155 ,324
inadequate evidence

causd falacies 270 - 75,282

common cause, 270 -71

contradictory, 275 -76

fallacies 272 -73,273 - 75

impossible precision, 282

less the better/more the better,272

post hoc, propter hoc, 271 -72

Szeof sample, 276 -77,290

specid pleading, 282

unrepresentative data, 277

interndl, 321

irrelevant evidence, 251 -68



AIDS gtatigtics as example, 265
inAlice' s Adventures in Wonderland, 286 ,289
appealsto emotion, 254 -56,280
authority figures 251 -53,280 -81
college choice as example, 258 -59
fdlacies 272 -73,281

ogling asexample, 256

sex and passing grades as example, 255
smoking asexample, 259 -60

tax incresses as example, 259

missing evidence, 270,275 -80,282
missteting, 282

necessary and sufficient, 268 -69
nonexistent, 267 -68

omission of, 282

out-of-context, 279 ,282 ,314

breast implants as example, 279
overlooking,287

partial sdlection of 177 - 210,237 -47,262 -64,287
breast implants as example, 279

Enron Corporation,204 -205

national debt as example, 209 -10
partial application of ethics, 184

theme parks as example, 181 -82

US Coast Guard Tidal Tables as example, 264



war on drugs as example, 168 -69
See alsoprgudice

preponderant weight of, 270
reasonable, 177

relevant evidence, 250 -51,288 ,326

counterevidence, 265 -67
necessary, 268 -69

evolution, theory of,181
exaggeration, 174

exception

and legd definitions,87
“provestherule,” 76

avidgion example, 59 -60

blue-eyed cats and deafness, 40 -41
invesment strategies example, 44 -46
exigentia assertion use of wordis, 95
extortion, 266

Extraordinary Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds(Mackay),317
extrapolation,29 ,57 -58

extreme assartions, 58
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F
facts not in evidence, 155
future facts 289

war on drugs as example, 164



fake reasons, 254

fdlacy,129

affirming the consequent, 303 -304

of the beard, 149

causdl falacies 270 - 75,282

of composition, 262 -63,281

of the continuum, 148 -49,281 ,289

credit card debt as example, 150

Jews and Israel as example, 149

p. 354more the better/less the better arguments, 151 ,272 ,281
quantifying abeard as example, 149 -50
tyranny of numbersand size, 151

of divison,263 ,281

false dternatives 262

gambler's 272 -73

of the mean, 263 -64

US Coast Guard Tidal Tables as example, 264
of novelty,281

psychologica, 273 - 75

US Coast Guard collision reguletions as example, 142
use of wordis 95

fdse andogies. See andogies

fsebeliefs 178

false conclusons,69 ,120

false harmony, 181



false premises, 288

false reasoning,45 ,98

Vietnam War as example, 49 -51
fasetestimony, 319

fagfication, 34

fantasy and frustrations, 185

Fastow, Andrew, 115,117

faulty reasoning. See reasoning

FBI.See Federd Bureau of Investigation
fear of being aone. See herd ingtinct
Federa Bureau of Investigation, 230
Federa Trade Commission,238

flag words 106 -108,110 ,240 -41
flattery asirrelevant evidence, 257
Fleeced! (Schulte),234

Food and Drug Adminidtration, 113,114,116
force used as an argument. See argumentum ad baculum
Franklin, Benjamin,294

fraud and deception, 219 -34,235 -36
badger game, 221,226

bait-and-switch, 221

chain-letter scams, 227 -28

confidence games, 16 ,45

gadlighting hoax, 214 ,234

hidden treasure scam, 223 -24

lead-into-gold scam, 224



miracles as examples, 140

Murphy game; 221 ,225 -26

pediigreed dog scam, 219 -20

Filtdown man hoax,254
pump-and-dump swindle, 222 ,229 -30
sdting minesasascam, 224 -25

shell game, 226 -27

six parts of afraud,220 -22

stock market fraud, 229 -34

swindles after 9/11,15 - 16

three-card monte, 221 ,226 -27
Freedom of Information Act,158
Frontline(TV series),279

Frost, Robert, 28

frustration of ingtincts and desires, 184 -85
future fact,289

fuzzy st,150
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G

GAAP.See Generdly Accepted Accounting Principles
Gdileo Gdlile, 17

gambler’ sfdlacy. See fdlacy

Gardner, Martin, 304

Gadlight(movie),234

gadighting hoax. See fraud and deception



Gates, Bill,44

inAlice's Adventures in Wonderland, 300
p. 355" exception provestherule,” 76
avidgion example, 59 -60

blue-eyed cats and deafness, 40 -41
investment Strategies example, 44 -46
proof of,29 -30

Swveeping,55

tentativeness of, 30 -32

unwarranted, 264

generd knowledge

redlity based, 26 -27

tentativeness of, 25

Generdly Accepted Accounting Principles, 204
generd reldtivity theory,30

generd truths See truth

genus definitions 85 -86

Gettysburg Address(Lincoln),94
Goebbels, Paul Joseph, 171
Goldstein Handbook, 166

Gore, Al,151 -52

Gould, Stephen Jay,54

gravity, law of,28 -29,30



Greenspan, Alan, 186
gregariousness. See herd ingtinct
Grimm, Brothers, 331

grinswithout cats, 304 -306
groupthink, 211 -18,214 252 -54
Bay of Pigsasexample 212 -13
Heaven's Gate as example, 216 -17
Jonestown massacre as example, 214 - 16
Grubman, Jack,62 -63

guilt and irrdlevant evidence, 255 -56
Gulf of Florida, 24 n1

Gulf of Mexico,10 ,24 nl1

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

H

habits, 191 -92

Hale-Bopp comet, 217

haf measures, 57 -58

half-truths. See truth

hallucinations. See ddusons
Harmlet(Shekespeare), 108 - 109,244
Harding, Warren,66

Harrad Experiment, The(Rimmer),258
Harrison Narcotic Act of 1914,165
Harvard University, Laboratory of Socid Relations,214

Hebb, D. 0.,126



heckling,207

hedge words, 122 -23

herd instinct, 186 -90,192 - 94,194 -96,208 , 252 -54
hedge funds as example, 186 -87

Jesus and crucifixion as example, 194 -96
hidden meanings. See covert meanings
hidden treasure scam. See fraud and deception
Hitler, Adolf,99 ,147 ,171

hoaxes. See fraud and deception

Hoaxes and Scams(Sifakis),234
Holbrook, Ray,243 -44
Homestore.com, Inc.,62

Hoover, J. Edgar, 152

Houston Chronicle, 113,154 ,243
Human Zoo, The(Morris), 153

humor asadiversion,257 -58,282 ,289
Humpty Dumpty,309 ,314

Hurley, Elizabeth, 185

Hussain, Saddam, 152

Hustler,254

hustlers, 222

Huxley, T. H.,34

hypotheses, 32

hypothetical nature of inductivelogic,29

hypothetico-deductive method, 34

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW




I

p. 3561CG Communicetions,63
identity, principle of,295

ignorance

and committee decisons, 66
walowingin,16

illusion of invulnerability, 212
ImClone, 34,110 -14,116

implied commitments, 138 -39
impossible, proofs of, 307

impossible precision, 278 -79,282
Inadequate evidence. See evidence
incentivein afraud,220 -21,224 ,225 ,236
incomplete evidence. See partia selection of evidence
independent thinkers, 214
independent variables, 130
Individual Investor (magazine),62
inductivelogic,28 ,29 ,35

cows and thinking example, 36 -38
law of gravity asexample, 28 -29
Parkinson’ s disease example, 35 -36
Initid Public Offerings, 230
innuendo, 280
ingdeinformation, 105 - 106,121

ing ncere exaggeration. See supererogation



indincts, frustration of, 184 -85

insufficient evidence, 275 ,276 ,278 - 79,282
intellectua detachment, 304

intelligent anadlysis 115

interesting truths. See truth

International Society of Plastic Surgeons, 279
intimidation, 266

Introduction to Learners(Carroll),285

invelid syllogisms 77

Investment Pearls for Modern Times Expressed in Meter and in Rhymes(Patten),46 ,234
investment strategies, 44 -46

See alsofraud and deception, stock market fraud
Investors Business Daily, 186

invulnerablity, illuson of, 212

IPOs. See Initid Public Offerings

Irag, 319

irrationd thinking, 183,188 -89,191 -92,196 ,298
irrelevant evidence. See evidence

is, aternative definitions and uses 95,100
existence of God as example, 98 -99

isolation, fear of.See herd indtinct

isolation of affect. See mentd mechaniams
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J
James, William,294

Janis, Irving,211 ,218 nl



Jefferson, Thomas, 21
Jehovah' s Witnesses, 239
Jesus, 10,17 ,194 -96

John 18:36-38,195

Johnson, Lyndon Baines 49 -51,59 ,146
Johnson, Samud, 268

Jones, Jm,214 -16

junk science. See pseudoscience
K

Kafka, Franz,311

Kaiser,147

Kasai, Katsuko,304

Kennedy, John R,212 -13
Kennedy, Robert,212

Kerouac, Jack,299
Khrushchev, Nikita, 121 -22
knowledge, theory of,249 -83
“know thysdf,” 32

Koestler, Arthur,317

Kruger, Paul,147

Kurtz, Don,42 -43
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L
p. 357Laboratory of Socid Relations (Harvard University),214

LaGuardia Commission, 165



Landon, Alf,265

language

implied commitments, 138

language analogies 153

linguistic confusions, 260 ,281

See alsoddfinitions, words

Last Poems(Y ezts),319

law

and eimination of prejudice, 193
trias 316 -19

laziness See mentd laziness

leading questions, 241 ,262 ,281
lead-into-gold scam. See fraud and deception
“legp of faith, “28

learning, 37 -38

Leaves of Grass(Whitman), 157 -58
legdl blocksin afraud,222

legdl definitions 87

Legere, John J,, 119 -21

less the better argument, 151,272,281
Lewinsky, Monica, 193

Liddell, Alice 285 -329

Liddell, Edith,292 -93

Liddell, Henry George, 285

Lincoln, Abraham,94 ,158 ,159



Literary Digest, 265

Loeb, G. M., 45

logic,9

logica deduction. See deductivelogic
logicd induction. See inductivelogic
long-term memory, 37

loopholes, 87,199

Lory,292 -93

Lynch, Peter,115

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

M

meachine andogies See andogies
Mackay, Charles, 317
Macromedia, Inc.,122 -23
Madison, James, 267
Maginot Line, 148

major premise, 77 ,297
March Hare,307 -309
Marcus, Jane, 169

mass hdlucination, 139 -40
mass media, 20 -21,23 -24
sound bites,21 ,24 ,279 -80
See alsoadvertisng
mathematics, 27 ,306 -307

Matrix, The(movie),32



McNamara, Robert,49 ,212

M. D. Anderson Cancer Center (University of Texas),110,113
mean, fdlacy of. See fdlacy

medical and scientific definitions, 88 -92
medicine asascience, 89 -90

Meeker, Mary,61 -62

men and machine anaogies. See andogies
Mendelsohn, John, 110 -14,116

mentd laziness 19,20 ,178

menta mechanisms 179 -80,182 -85
Merton, Robert C.,186

Microsoft Corporation,44
middleterm,297

Miller, Arthur,134

Mills Al,216

Mills, Jeanne, 216

Ministry of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, 171
Ministry of Propaganda, 171

minor premise, 77 ,297

miracles, 138,139 -40

misnformation,21 ,45 ,299

Mismeasure of Man, The(Gould),54
missing evidence. See evidence
misstating evidence. See evidence
Mitchell, Billy,66

p. 358Mock Turtle, 314 -16



moderation, falacy of. See mean, falacy of
Moran, Kevin,243

more the better argument, 151 ,272 ,281
Morgan Stanley Dean Witter & Company, 62
Morris, Desmond, 152 -53

Morton, William,191

Murphy game. See fraud and deception
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N

Nadelmann, Ethan A.,169

Naked Ape, The(Morris), 153

Nash, John,319

Nationa Ingtitutes of Hedlth,315

National Security Archives 218 nl1

necessary and sufficient evidence, 268 -69
negative, particular, 77

negative existential assertions. See contradictions
negétives, definition of,87

negative-sum game, 313

negotiations, 105 -106

bed time without crying as example, 105 -106
Nelson, Bonnie Lu,216 -17

neurologids, intelligence of asexample, 46 -47
New England Journal of Medicine, 114

Newspeak, 112



Newton, |saac,28 ,30

New York Times, 110,116,120 ,200
Nixon, Richard M.,122 ,158 ,322

Nobe Prize, 186,319

Noble Truths,21

“no brainers” 58

Noman, 322

noncausal events, 130
nonrepresentative selection of information, 264 -65
AIDS gtatigtics as example, 265

non sequitor, 65,206 ,313

nothing as amathematica concept, 323 -24
novel truths. See truth

novelty, falacy of. See fdlacy

N-rays, 254

null case, 139,308,322 -24

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

O

objective facts, 10

obloquy, 280

“O Captain, My Captain” (Whitman), 157 -58
O Connor, Frank,274

O’ Grady, Pat, 150 -51

omission of evidence. See evidence

On the Road(Kerouac),299



Operation Zapata, 218 nl

Oprah Winfrey Show, The(TV series), 252
optative. See wishful thinking

Origin of Species, The(Darwin), 181

Orwell, George, 112 ,317

out-of-context evidence. See evidence
inadvertising, 73 - 76

inAlice's Adventures in Wonderland, 286 ,292
iron boats and British admiraty as example,64 -65
more the better argument, 272

Nazi treatment of Jews as example, 59
neurologigts, intelligence of as example, 46 -47
recid profiling example, 70 - 72

US Coast Guard collision regulations as example, 143
p. 359Vietnam War as example, 50 -51,59

war on drugs as example, 164

overlearned association, 37

overamplification,272

overt meanings. See definitions

ABCDEFGHIIKLMNOPQRSTUVW

P
paired association, 37 ,38

Park, Y un Soo Oh,230

partid sdection of evidence. See evidence



particular affirmative, 77

particular knowledge, 27 -28

particular negative, 77

passionately held beliefs 196

patriotism,208 ,252 -54

“Pattened Principles,” 38 ,249

Patton, George, 278

paymentsin lieu of expenses. See specid pleading “Lulus’ asexample
PDS. See pedigreed dog scam

Peano, Giuseppe, 98

pedigreed dog scam, 219 -20

Peep. See Nelson, BonnieLu

Peirce, Charles 294

Peoples Temple (Guyana),214

Perot, Ross, 257 -58

persona preferences aswarning sign, 75

perverted science. See pseudoscience

Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica(Newton),29
philosophy inAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland, 286
phony baloney. See misnformation

PhotoShop, 123

Pilate, 194 -95

Filtdown man hoax,254

Mato,300

playing favorites 201

pleonasm, 262 281
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Introduction — The Smple Truth Ain’t Simple

p. 9This chapter introduces the essentia reasons for studying clear thinking. Theideas are few but
important and will help you sort out the claims of experts, pseudoexperts, scam artists, and liars dike.
Clear thinking helps you protect yoursdf from the dangers of the ubiquitous nonsense and outright frauds
that assault you from every side. Asyou begin to manipulate the ideas, you will find it apleasurable
activity. Practicing clear, objective thinking will help you become acquainted with important methodsto
discovertruth .[FO1] Reading this book will help you master the hidden features of the most empowering
of human activities—the sgnature of the human species, rationd thought, which will giveyou atruly



informed choicethat isvitd for real persona freedom and ultimately beneficia to afree and open society.
Along theway, you will learn that dear thinking isnot only an amazingly useful skill but dso adazzling
beacon of the wise, a cogent activity that serves asaguidefor you to live better.

“Logicisn't haf asimportant aslove,” said Oscar Wilde. “Buit it can prove something.”
What can it prove?

It can prove when they are handing you bullshit.

So what?

It'simportant for you to recognize bullshit when they hand it to you.

Huh?

So you can know the truth.

Truth?

p. 10Y es, truth.

A great man long ago was said to say, “Y ou shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free.”
Someone thought that what he said was important enough to engrave it on the entrance to the CIA
headquartersin Langley, Virginia

Why? And what did this great man—Jesus—mean?

Among other things, Jesus meant that we owe it to ourselvesto avoid shackles of paper or iron or both
that limit our freedom by asking if we can afford to let the authorities of our time—whether TV
commentators; church, government, or corporation officers, newspapers, divisve parochid loyadties,
anybody or anything—think for us. For it is by thinking, and thinking correctly, that we shdl know the
truth.

Clear thinking protects us.

Takeinvestments. Asan Enron investor or employee, wouldn't you have liked to know the truth about
Enron before the company went belly up? In Stuations like that, the truth comesin handy. The truth about
Enron would have caused you to sell your shares. The truth would have enabled you to hold on to your
money. The truth would have prevented your handing your money over to strangers who were
committing fraud.

Clear thinking protects us by giving us an insight into the reality situation.

But more than freedom, the truth gives you insgght into redlity, the way things are, not the way they ought
to be or the way you wish them to be. In fact, that’ swhat truth is: Truth iswhat is, as opposed to what is
not. Thus, truth iswhat redly exigts.

Reality exists. Because reality exists, we must deal with it realistically.



If I drive south from Clear Lake, Texas, in lessthan one hour | will come upon alarge body of sty
water. The existence of this seaiis an objective fact: it was there before humans swamin it.[1] It isthere
when no oneisthereto behold it. It will likely be there when humans abandon Earth and move on to
pollute other planets. Even if the United States Congress or the President[president|President] of the
United States denied its existence, its waves would continue to wash its shores, fish would frolic, and
pelicanswould dive for and eat those fish.

Why objectivefactslikethisexist, | don’t know. I'll bet you don’t know either. It is enough for usto
note that some things do not owe their existence to human thought, wishes, or effort. Thosethings are the
rea. They are out there. They are independent of what we think of them. They are independent of
whether we like them or not. They, like the Gulf of Mexico, exist. They areredl.

p. 11Becausethered isout there, we must dedl [|[dedl] effectively with it, e seit may ded effectively (and
harshly) with us.

Y es, that’ s the problem, your problem and mine, the crux of our existence, for the rea brings many
revenges. The red has a snesky habit of finding us and, eventudly, making ustrade with it asan
intractable fact. It's sad but true: redity haunts us and punishes usfor not dedling with it correctly. | am
sorry to haveto tell you that fact, but that isthe way things are. That isthe nature of nature. That isthe
redity of redlity.

Not convinced? Don’t get it? Don't agree? Thinking, “ So what?’
Wishful thinking doesn’t work and may be dangerous.

Permit meto illugtrate the point: | would love to flap my arms and fly to the moon. And sometimes |
would likeit to rain beer. Those things are not possible. To fly, | must stick to the redlity-based
technologies of zeppelins, helicopters, and airplanes. If | tried my fantasy ideg, if | flapped my asamsand
jumped off abuilding, | would suffer. Chancesare, if | did that from the top of atall building, | would
suffer greatly. And to get abeer, | have to purchase one at the local supermarket or bar or bum one off a
friend or neighbor. If | waited for it to rain beer, | would wait forever.

Aye, there' stherub .[2]

Wighful thinking might give akind of warm, cozy, fuzzy, happy feding. But when it comesto operating in
the red world, wishful thinking presents handi caps—handi caps that range from the inconvenient to the
fad.

What can happen when reason leaves and wishful thinking takes over? Aviation gives some of the
clearest examples. Congder an aviation casein point: You are piloting ajet plane. Momentarily, you look
away from that beautiful blue vigain front of you and glance a the fud gauges. Uh-oh! The gaugesare
approaching empty. What to do?

That' sthe question. What to do? Often, it is the most important question that we have to deal with our
wholelifelong. And as usua, there are multiple answers, multiple choices, some good, some bad, and
someugly.

Some choices will work, somewill not. Otherswill keep you safe. Somewill lead to disaster. Which
should you choose? How will you know that you have made the right choice? How will you know that
you areright? How will you know that you are redlity based and safe?



Condder one option: Assume the gauges are wrong and keep flying. Thisline of thinking assumesthat
you have fud, that the gauges are notp. 12measuring the fuel you have, that[assumed]] the gauges are
wrong. The action that follows from thisline of thinking iskeep flying. Don’'t worry.

What' swrong with that line of thinking? What' swrong with the action that followed from that line of
thinking? Pause for fifty microseconds and think. Why won't that approach work?

That won't work becauseit ishighly likely that the gauges areright. Therefore, it will be highly likely that
you will run out of fuel and run out soon. Because fud is needed to keep an airplane doft, it ishighly
likely that when you run out of fudl, you will fal out of the sky, tumble back to Mother Earth, and get
hurt. Without fud, it is predictable that your plane will come down under emergency conditions.

| hope you don't crash. If you do crash, there will be a consolation: There will be no explosion. There
will be no fire. There will be no explosion and no fire because thereis no fuel.

Another option: Just don't pay any attention to the problem. Deny its existence. Forget it. Go back to
dumb contemplation of the beautiful blue limitless dome of the sky, with itsfleecy white clouds drifting by.
This approach is known as the ostrich approach after the dumb bird of the same name. The ostrich, when
danger comes, hidesits head in the sand. The ogtrich thinks it has solved its problem because it no longer
sees the problem. The problem, however, continues to see the ostrich and does not go away because the
ostrich no longer wantsto seeit. The problem is il there. Redlity doesn't go away just because the
ostrich wantsit to. Instead, the problem stays, often staysto cause trouble, sometimes even eatsthe
ogtrich. If the danger werered, the ostrich would have been better off running away, fighting directly, or
doing dmost anything but what it did.

When you choose to ignore a danger, the danger may not go away. Often it continues and causes
trouble, lots and lots of trouble. That iswhy your consideration of and perception of the redlity isso
important.

Another option: Assume that the gauges are correct but that airplanes don't need fue to fly. Or
worse—assume that your planeis specia and doesn't need fud the way other planes do. In which case,
continue flying, and prove, once again to yourself, and to everyone else, now and forever, that planesdo
need fuel to fly. Prove again that when a plane, any plane, regardless of make and modd and of whoisat
the controls, runsout of fud, it topples out of the sky.

Y up, that’ stheredlity principle. That’ sthe law that governsthe stuation. Thereisno way around it.
Never has there been an exception to thatp. 13rule, not for you, not for anyone. Y ou ether know the
rule, or you don't. Y ou either follow it, or you don’t. But if you don’t know it, or if you know it and don’t
follow it, asthe night followsthe day, trouble follows you. Y ou run out of fudl. When you run out of fud,
you might crash.

Option four: Do the reasonable thing. Take action based in redlity. Land. Refud. Liveto fly another day.

Let'scarry the aviation analogy one step further—into your private life. What' sthe lesson? Isit possible
that unacknowledged conditions, unknown and unintended consequences, salf-deception, and other
obstacleslimit your ability (and mine) to understand fully and react appropriately to the complex
Stuationsthat we discover in our everyday lives? Were it otherwise, there would hardly be a point to
sudying dear thinking,logic , or science. Were it otherwise, there would hardly be a point to your
reading this book.



Deal with your problemsintelligently, reasonably, and realistically.So don't crash your life away
because you don’'t know how to ded with redity. Don’t wreck your chances for success with wishful
thinking. Take the reasonable approach. Deal with the problem directly and rationaly. Know thetruth,
theredity situation, and dedl with it asthered Stuation requires. Act reasonably. Plan your actions on the
basis of what is reasonable and expected. That’ sthe best way of handling the unreasonable and the
unexpected and the unexpectable, things that have a snesky habit of coming your way. The plane analogy
shows usthe obvious answers. That' swhy | sdlected it. Not much thinking isinvolved in solving afuel
deficiency problem. In genera, you ether fudl or your engine stops. It' sthat Smple.

An arplane needs fue the way human beings need food.
The fue problem appliesto human beings. Either you edt, or you die.

Xenophon, in hisfamous book theAnabasis, tells usthat there was one, and only one, cure for the
hunger sickness that was causing the Greek troops to collapse on the side of theroad. That cure was
food. As soon as they were fed, the hunger sickness disappeared, and the troops were able to move
again. If the troops were not fed, they continued to languish and subsequently died. Xenophon concluded
that the hunger sickness, without food, wasfatdl. It ill is.

Fud problems and hunger problems have smilar solutions. They have smilar solutions because they are
amilar problems. Engines need fud the way the human body needs food.

Most reality-based problems are not as simple as fuel or food problems.

p. 14Believe me, | wish there were Smple answersto the other problems that we must face and solve. If
there were smple answers, we could al be out on our boats having fun or playing in the garden,
swvimming in the pool, or enjoying agood book or movie. Unfortunately, that is not the redlity. Theredity
isquite the opposite. Mogt of the time, there are no smple solutions.

All of which brings usto thefirst important principle to kegp in mind when working on the solution to any
problem. Memorize this principle now. Reciteit often to yoursdlf in front of the mirror. Reciteit every
day. Thisprinciplewill serve you your wholelifelong:

Principle: Simple answers? Forget it! Usudly, there are no smple answers because there are few smple
problems. On the contrary, most of the problems we must face—the problems that are important to
us—are quite complex.

Not only are there usudly no smple answers, but as civilization progresses, the issues we have to ded
with become more and more complex and the answers become more and more complex, too.

The progression to complexity isv't al bad. It probably fuesour credtivity in dl fields. If we reached the
end of theline, the human spirit would shrivel and die. No worry about that. We and the things around
us—our human creations and our understanding of redlity—uwill increasein complexity, if not in depth,
and will remain the cornerstone of our rising powers, as long as we continue to think and act rationaly
and solve the problems as they arrive on our doorstep.



Lesson: Because there are no smple answers, asmple answer islikely to be wrong.

Y es, wrong!

Therefore, don’t accept at face valueany smple answer; especialy don't accept any smple answer to
any complex problem.

Recently, investors have learned thislesson the hard way. The mord as applied to investing isthat any
approach to moneymaking in the stock market that can be easily described and followed by alot of
peopleisby its very termstoo smple and too easy to last. Benedict de Spinoza s concluding remark to
hisEthics appliesto Wall Street aswellp. 15asto philosophy: “All things excdlent are as difficult asthey
arerare” Fromwhichfollows

Lesson: Complex questions can be hard to answer.

How about this question: “Doesthe end jugtify the means?’ What' sthe answer to that? Think for a
while. Isthere an answer? What' s the answer? Does the end justify the means? Y es or no?

Thisquestionisobvioudy in need of consderable andyss. Clearly, some ends might justify some means
and not others. In genera form, it islike asking, “Isthiscar that | am about to purchase worth the price?’

What' sthe answer? Isthis car worth it for me to purchase? What' s the answer to that? Think for a
while. Isthere an answer? What' s the answer? Do you really know? 'Y ou don't know. How come?

Y ou don’t know because the answer depends on the car, the Situation, and the peopleinvolved. | didn’t
tell you what car I'm considering buying, nor did | tell you the price, nor did | inform you about my
persond financid postion. Without the details, an intelligent answer isnot possible. A smple answer is
not possible because for complex questions there are no smple answers.

No smple answers?
Ah, shucks!

People think there might be smple answers. People want to believe that there are smple answers. And
because of that will to believe, time and time again, they are duped. They fdl into atrap, that of missng
the point or failing to do what needs to be done or doing what iswrong or unnecessary. Instead of
thinking, people hope when they should fear. Or fear when they should hope.

Attacks againgt the World Trade Center spawned ahost of smple answersto the complex problem of
terrorism. Within hours of the September 11 attacks on the United States, swindlers had aready begun
trying to profit from the Situation. A major event like that brings out the best in good people and the worst
in bad people. For the bad guys, it created new opportunities to dupe the public. Impostors called
thousands of people asking for credit card numbers and Socia Security identificationsto replace data
alegedly logt in the destruction of the World Trade Center. The callers sounded very polished, credible,



professional, and everything they said seemed to make sense except when you thought about it for fifteen
seconds. Why would anyone need that informationp. 16right away? Don't financid indtitutionstypicaly
keep duplicates of dl such recordsin other locations specificaly to guard against emergencies? Why
were sharpies from New Y ork cdling you and not Mary from thelocal bank that you have been dedling
with for decades?

What other flimflams and scams arose from the emergency?

Fake fundraising for families of victims, firefighters, and police. Phony military organizations asked for
donations. Schemesfor fake war bonds or for giving flags to children, troops, and so forth. Phony
insurance deals exploiting fear for loss of life or property. Sales of gold and other so-called safe
investments, of surviva equipment such as gas masks and wegpons. Donations were solicited by phony
organizations purporting to stop terrorism. Risky or fake business ventures were promoted: “New Y ork
City isgoing to need (insert product name), which iswhy we recommend you send us money to invest in
(insert company name).”

These confidence games, aso known as cons, tied to tragedy, are based on emotiona appealsto caring
and grief, patriotism, fear, revenge, greed—all of these, some, or any combination. They dl purport to
give Smple answersto some rather complex problems. They gpped ed to the human emotiona need to
do something right away, even for asilly reason, even for no reason, or even when we know, or should
know, the reason was wrong, irrelevant, or inadequate.

The success of all these schemesis predicated on the fact that most people can't think. And if they can
think, they can’t think right; if they can think right, they don't care to think right becauseit istoo much
work; and if they do think right, frequently they don’t act on their conclusions.

It'ssad but true: Most people prefer to wallow in ignorance. Most people prefer asmple, siressess
solution to complex problems. Most people embrace simple solutions even though they know on some
level, usudly intheir deep heart’ s core, that the smple solutionislikely to be wrong.

Terrorismisavadt, complex problem. Terrorismisunlikely to have asmple solution. Thereisno way
that your buying agas mask for $450 is going to solve the terrorism problem. Not for you, not for
anyone. Y et hundreds of gas masks were sold in New Y ork and even in Houston on September 12, the
day after the attacks. That was a pity. The further pity was that what many people bought was not agas
mask a all but something that looked like akid’ stoy. Pretty ironic. A fake gas mask becomes afake
solution to acomplex problem.

Why do simple answers attract so many peopleto error?

p. 17Simple answers attract us for severa reasons. People who are cautious and tentative are likely to
be unimpressive. Moderatestatements and highly qualified long explanations seem to indicate weskness
and indecision. Bold and forthright assertions (even when wrong) suggest strength and vigor. Hence, the
smple and the smpligtic carry more weight, much more weight than they should. Conversely, complex
and sophidticated answers carry less weight than they should.

Principle: People with eerie salf-assurance and freedom from doubt are likely wrong.



Lesson: Be suspicious of people who are sure that they areright.

Then there is the people problem mentioned above: Most people don’t know how to think. And those
who do know how to think tend to avoid the activity becauseit istoo much work. More importantly,
those who do think are often not in the mood because many of them areinjail. Or they have been
publicly disgraced, fired, persecuted, or otherwise punished for previous episodes of thinking. Take, for
instance, Socrates, Jesus, Galileo, or Enron whistle-blower Sherron S. Watkins. These great people did
some serious thinking and tried to tell others about it. But many people so informed reacted adversaly
and resorted to violence. Socrates had to drink the hemlock. Jesus got crucified. Galileo was exiled from
Pisaand placed under arrest for having “held and taught” that the Earth revolves around the Sun. Some
Enron whistle-blowers got fired and collected no severance pay.

Conclusion: Thinking can be dangerous.

Y es, thinking can be dangerous—to those who do the thinking and to the people, organizations,
ingtitutions, and ideas that are thought about. Thinking can chalenge the powersthat be in the established
order and question traditional beliefs.

No wonder thinkers tend to keep their thoughts to themselves. Redl thinkers soon learn not to cause
trouble, not to ask embarrassing questions, not to cresteill will, € se they might experience bad vibes,
inciteriot, or topple governments, the way they know they can when, and if, they redlly get down to
thinking.

p. 18Men fear thought asthey fear nothing € se on earth—more than ruin, more even than death.
Thought is subversive and revol utionary, destructive and terrible; thought ismercilessto privilege,
established indtitutions, and comfortable habits; thought is anarchic and lawless, indifferent to authority,
cardess of the well-tried wisdom of the ages. Thought looksinto the pit of hell and isnot afraid. It seesa
man, afeeble speck, surrounded by unfathomable depths of silence; yet it bearsitsaf proudly, as
unmoved asif it werelord of the universe.

— Bertrand Russdll[3]

What did Bertrand Russdll mean? He meant exactly what he said. But the quotation from him that | like
even better is. “Many people would sooner die than think—in fact, they do.”

Principle: In the short run clear thinking might cause trouble. In the long run, clear thinking isusualy
beneficid.

Dang it! No question about it: Thinking can cause apile of trouble. But it can also create wonders. The
crackpot may turn out to be thetrailblazer. The genius usudly sarts his career asadissdent minority of
one, and many aleading statesman spent much of hisearlier lifein ajail or prison camp only to emerge as



akind of Prometheus bearing rich gifts of wisdom, knowledge, and change.

But | digress. With onelast point, let’s get back to the reasons that the generd public likessmple
answersto complex questions. It’ s difficult to understand and explain complex propositions. It is
especidly difficult to explain complex issuesto the inattentive and to the stupid. Most red thinkers have
trouble communicating their thinking effectively, not because they are poor communicators (although
some are), but because the people they are talking to, for various reasons, are unreceptive.

Let’ sfaceit, genuine scholarship is one of the highest successes that our race can achieve. No oneis
more triumphant than the man who chooses aworthy subject and mestersdl itsfacts and turnings. He
can then do what he wants. But if he could communicate hisfindings as they are known to himsdlf, he
would long ago have civilized the human race. Thus, red scholars havefailed. True scholarship is often
incommunicable.

Principle: Pseudoscholarslike ourselves control the future of the world.

p. 19Most of us, like me, are pseudoscholars, not real scholars. We can't take the trouble to be
thorough[throughithorough] , even though it is we, the pseudoscholars, who control the church and state,
the educational systems, the press, and the economy, and when you get down to it, the future of
ourselves and (directly and indirectly) the future of the world.

The good newsisthat, given the current state of genuine scholarship, pseudoscholarship fitsthe bill,
satisfiesthe need, and helps us get aong quite well in thisimperfect world. Pseudoscholarship fitsthe bill
because it isenough. It is sufficient. But we have to work even at pseudoscholarship because it iswork.

So the trouble is not only with the peoplein genera but dso with oursalves. Men at sometime are
magters of their fates; at other times, they are not. The fault, dear Brutus, liesnot in our starsbut in
ourselves, that we are underlings. Y es, we tend to be lazy. We tend to go dong. Wetend to missthe
point. We tend to make snap judgments and decisions. We tend to be underlings. And we tend to suffer
the consequences.

Y es, smple laziness and atendency to follow the herd, agenerd reluctance to adopt anything new or
different, prevent progress and stop lots of thinking. Smple laziness preventsthinking, a least initialy,
until reality crashes down on our heads. After which we must think, and then maybe—often—it istoo
late.

Principle: Most people tend to take the easy way.

Rather than develop a method of dealing reasonably or wrestle with the problem, most people givein
before the fight begins. They acquiesce. Having acquiesced, they will suffer. They will suffer, maybe not
today, maybe not tomorrow, but soon. Don’t be one of them.



Principle Most incorrect, illogical, fase, erroneous, unreasonable, and defective thinking isdueto
mentd laziness

From which follows:

Lesson: Avoid mentd laziness. Work at thinking.

Cureyoursdf of mental laziness by resolving here and now to force yoursdlf to think. Resolve here and
now that you are going to forcep. 20yourself to continue reading thislittle book because you know,
despite the pain that it will cause (and it will cause pain), that eventually it will do you good, probably lots
and lots of good.

Keep thinking. Keep working on your thinking.

It will bedifficult, especidly at first. But keep doing it. Keep thinking. After awhile, you will find that
thinking isfun. After awhile, you will get the hang of it, just as you got the hang of driving acar or using a
fork or brushing your teeth. After awhile, you will enjoy it, especialy the freedom, just asyou
experienced the fun and freedom of driving. Just as you experienced the convenience of eating with a
fork or having clean teeth. And, after awhile, you will enjoy being asinsufferable a the dinner table as|
am. After awhile, like me, you will be able to contradict dmost everything that people say, pointing out
to them with relish that[what]] ideasthey hold astheir sacred cows are nothing but unmitigated rubbish.

Ah! Sacred cows—I love them. Sacred cows make the best burgers. Ddlicious!

Thinking, like everything else, isan art. In order to do it well you must, especialy in the beginning, make
it hurt like hell. Thingswill improve. Later, you will find that the more you do it, the more you think, the
eader it will get. The more you think, the better will be the results. Becauseit’ s fun and profitable,
overcome the menta inertiaand think.

Besdes the pleasure of showing off and showing up others, you will dso notice that correct thinking can
keep you out of trouble, make you more efficient, and help you develop and maintain your continued
prosperity. With practice, you will be amazed how helpful thinking can be. Thinking will confer agigantic
advantage on you in your persond and businesslife, the likes of which you never imagined. Themain
reason for this distinctive advantage, sad to say, isthat others around you, in fact, most people around
you, do not think. They are just wandering in the void, muddling through the menta fog, hoping to make it
from beginning to end on awing and a prayer. They leave their destiny to chance or to thewill of others
ingtead of to their own design.

Findly, awarning: Watch out for TV and the mass media. They are your enemies. They arethe enemies
of clear thinking. Often, they are the enemies of any thinking a al.

Principle: TV and the mass mediatend to make people dumb.



p. 21Why isthat?

Besdes the confusing mix of hype and hope, most of the ideas out there in the public domain are smple
and therefore likely wrong. The reason for this sad state of affairsis straightforward: Smpleideasare
easly remembered, easily explained, and easily disseminated—all those thingsthat TV audiences seem to
want and need.

Don't forget we present our society asbeing one of freeinitiatives, individualism, and idedlism, whenin
redlity those are mostly words. We are a centraized manageria industria culture of an essentialy
bureaucratic nature and motivated by amateriaism that isonly dightly mitigated by truly humanistic
concerns. TV ismainly owned and operated and (through advertising revenues) controlled by big
business, the American corporation, that routingly liesto us about the quality of its products and
sometimes (as with WorldCom, Dynergy, Adelphia, Tyco, CMS Energy, Reliant Resources, Enron, and
Globa Crossing) about the soundness of its own business practices.

So watch out!

People who wish to influence you, who want to drive your opinions—whether teachers, advertisers,
corporations or, God help us, paliticians—those people, the image makers, adjust what they have to say
to theintelectud levd of their audience. And the larger the audience, the lower the level. That’ swhy you
get your news chopped up into sound bites, reduced to its Smplest dements, which, in turn, are spun into
headlines and dogans, designed to be easily digestible pellets of information—and often misinformation.

Thomas Jefferson said that the man who doesn'’t read the newspapers knows more than the man who
does. The man who doesn'’t read the papers does’t have his head crammed with misinformation. If
Jefferson thought that about newspapers, what would he have said about TV? Mark Twain, who held a
gmilar opinion, said that it wasn't what he knew that hurt but all those things he knew that weren't true.
Jefferson and Twain would have agreed with Buddha, who expressed the same ideaiin his Noble Truths:
Thereis suffering. Suffering has acause. The cause of suffering is misapprehension (by which Buddha
meant misinformation leading to misconception).

There sthe problem. What' s the solution? Enter clear thinking.

Clear thinking tells you, better than any other tool, what islikely to be true and what islikely to befase.
Clear thinking isatool that helps usthink correctly. Clear thinking even suppliesthe toolsto decode

p. 22hidden messages so that you get to the truth. Clear thinking tells you when they are handing you
rubbish.

My hopeisthat thislittle handbook of clear thinking and practical logic will speed you dong the correct
path to asafer, happier life by introducing you to the much-neglected art of reasonable thinking. My hope
isthat thislittle handbook will give you the tools to know the truth. My hope isthat thisbook will give
you achance of adding avery largeitem to your stock of menta ddlights. My hopeisthat you will, dong
theway, have somefun as| did when | waslearning thisdiscipline.

Increasingly, civilization isin arace between straight thinking and disaster. If we don't straighten our
crooked thinking soon, wewill crash. If we don't start thinking right, God help us.

Review



Time spent in review is never wasted. Neuroscientists have discovered that review fixes our memories
by increasing the probability of reactivating previoudy activated neuronal networks. Repested
reactivation resultsin actua structura changesin the brain that facilitate recall. Neuronsthat fire together,
wiretogether.

Therefore (here you should be able to generate your own conclusion from the above mentioned
premises).

Exercises
1. Reread al the main pointsin this chapter. When you have done so give yourself acheck here .

2. Reread al the main pointsin this chapter doud. When done, give yoursdf acheck here .
Rereading aoud fixes the memory better than silent rereading. Rereading on separate daysfixesthe
memory better than rereading twice the same day. The more you reread, the more you will fix the
memory. But don’t overdo it. Four times should be quite enough. Y ou don’t want to acquire the
reputation of being adrudge.

3. Tdl why logicisn't hdf asimportant aslove. Give yoursdf acheck mark if you think you areright
__. Hint: Theanswer to thisquestion isnot in thisbook, but it isin your heart. Byp. 23quoting Oscar
Wilde, the book merely asserted that logic wasn't haf asimportant aslove; it never explained why, and it
certainly did not proveit. Unsupported assertions, those for which no evidenceis given, are, srictly
speeking, irrationd. Why such statements areirrational will be covered subsequently.

4. Explainwhy waiting for it to rain beer isawaste of time. Give yourself acheck mark if you think you
areright .

5. What factors preclude smple answersto complex problems? Give yoursalf acheck mark if you
think you areright .

6. What isthe cause of most incorrect, illogicd, fase, and defective thinking? Give yoursdf acheck
mark if you think you areright .

7. Check your answersto the questions above by rereading the appropriate sections of the text. If you
got most of them correct, stop here and reward yoursdlf in someway. A smple pleasure at this point will
serveto fix the memories. Rewards for work well done help the brain function effectively.

8. Apply what you have learned from this chapter in your everyday life. Psychologigtstell usthat unless
we can immediately put newly learned thinking strategiesto work, we arelesslikely to adopt the
drategies as alifelong means of thinking critically about what we see and hear. Try tofind at least three
examples of ampligtic thinking in today’ s newspaper or in the things people tell you today. Explain why
thethinking issimplistic and how it reveals an underlying tendency to mentd laziness. Seeif you can
uncover the reason for the smpligtic thinking that you have detected. Usually the media deceive us
because they are decelved themsalves. At times the media deceive us because they want to sl ustheir
product, which is news. Since the newsthat sallsbest isbad news, it is bad newsthat generdly
predominatesin the papers, on the radio, and on TV. Remember that the world isfilled with Chicken
Littlesrunning around yelling that the sky isfalling. Those warnings are noise. Treat them as such.
Chicken Littleis, in fact, effective because most of us, mysdlf included, are dl alittle chicken. It'shard,
but it’ s reasonable to take courage and forget 98 percent of the gloom and doom. To help reinforcethis
point, go to the library and look over last year’ s newspapers. Better ill, look over the year before's



newspapers. Note how much of what you read when viewed by hindsight isjust plainp. 24hokum made
up by people who, out of fear or lack of information, congtantly misestimate Stuations. How many fears
du jour do you see? What are the latest reasons that mankind is doomed? How often have you heard
these things before? Global warming? Or isit globa cooling? AIDS? The ozone hole? Y 2K? Y 2K +17?
Organized crime and drugs? Sex scandasin the White House? Do any of these usud worries as gpplied
to your own life amount to a hill of beans? Alas, in an age of sound bites, thinking becomesalost art, and
attention spans shrink while the soul suffers. If you don’t think so, then move to Switzerland, the country
where nothing seems to happen and where they seem to worry about everything. When you have
uncovered in your quest at least three forms of defective thinking because of oversmplification, give
yoursdf three check markshere .

Now give yoursdlf arest somewhere nice before you go on to the next chapter, which discusses the
error in thinking known as overgenerdization.

Notes

1. At present, the seais called the Gulf of Mexico. It could have been cdled the Gulf of Florida Its
existence does not depend on its name.

2. Hamlet3.1.

3. Bertrand Russdll, The Basic Writings of Bertrand Russell 1903-1959, ed. Lester E. Denonn and
Robert E. Egner (New Y ork: Simon and Schuster, 1961), p. 411.

1 — Overgeneralization

p. 25This chapter, by far the hardest in this book, introduces the concept of generalization and its
overextenson, overgenerdization. The ideas are few but important. Be prepared to think and spend
some time mastering the concepts. Otherwise, quit right now. If you don’t have a passion about where
you are going and what you want to be, give up. Y ou have no chance of making it. Y ou are reading the
wrong book. Gowatch TV.

On the other hand, if you work &t it, by the end of the chapter, you should have aknowledge of
inductive and deductive logic and an understanding of the roles those two methods of thinking play in
arriving a the truth. Along the way, you will learn that general knowledge (as opposed to particular
knowledge) istentative. And, moreimportantly, you will learnwhy genera knowledgeistentative.

Genera knowledge istentative becauseit is based on a generalization derived from experience. It is
aways possible, in principle, that the very next experience will be surprisingly different and require you
(and us, and everybody, redlly) to doubt the previoudy received genera conclusion.

Understanding the nature of generalization helps you discover truth. Discovering truth will help keep you
out of trouble. Discovering truth will help insure your prosperity. By truth, recall, we mean what is, what
exigs, what'sredl. If you know the truth, you should be ableto clearly state not only what istrue but aso
what isnot true, what isn’t, what doesn’t exiss—what’ s not real. Knowing what istrue and what is not
trueistheinformation key that helps us function effectively in the red world. Remember, if you wish to
survive and prosper, dedling with redlity isnot optiona.



p. 26Principle: Generdlization is good; overgenerdizationisbad.

Generdization helps us face truth and redlity because it gives us short rules to describe the nature of
things

Overgenerdization impairs our ability to face truth and redlity becauseit gives us short and smplerules
that do not describe the nature of things. Therefore, generdization is good because it leadsto truth and
overgenerdization is bad because it leads away from truth.

But what are we talking about? Wheat is generdization? What is overgeneraization? How do they come
about and why?

Definition: Generalization occurs when we construct agenera rule from specific observations.

Here' samethod of producing reasonable generalizations: After a series of observations, extrapolate
from the particular events observed to agenerd rule that will describe al cases of that observation, past,
present, and future. Thisistheway dl, or dmost al, scientific rules or laws are derived. Yes, beieveit or
not, al scientific reasoning occurs by taking particular observations and constructing agenerd rule that
explainsdl the observations. Any correct scientific theory, whether of time or of gravity or any other
concept, is based on this, the most workable philosophy of knowledge. This approach is caled the
positivist approach. It was origindly put forward by Karl Popper and Auguste Comte and others.

Accordingly, ascientific theory isamodd that describes and codifies the observations that we make and
have made. A good theory accurately describes alarge range of phenomenaon the basis of afew smple
postulates. A good theory will make definite predictions that can be tested. If the predictions agree with
the observations, the theory survivesthat test, though—and thisis very important—it can never be
proven correct absolutely and for al time becauseit is based on experience. Thereis no guarantee that
the next experience will not differ from the previous observations. If the new observations disagree with
the predictions, the theory is proven incorrect, and one has to discard the theory and construct a new
theory that better explains al the observations, the old and the new.

Principle: Red general knowledgeisredity based.

p. 27Fundamentaly, dl correct generd knowledgeisredlity based. And thus, dl correct generd
knowledge is subject to repeated testing and repeated reconfirmation by real observations.

Consequently, no general knowledge is absolute. By the nature of the methods from which it is derived,
no general knowledge is or can be known to be absolutely true. Instead, al generad knowledgeis
tentative and must dways be consdered tentative, provisond, and uncertain. Thereis no way around this
fact. The uncertainty arises from the method by which the genera knowledge comes about, and, because



of that, the uncertainty cannot be overcome.

Even mathematics, the queen of the sciences, has been plagued with reasoned “proofs’ once thought
perfect and later found defective. In the natural sciences, practitioners are forever correcting and
amending the migudgments and misconceptions of their predecessors. That’' s how scientific progress
comes abouit.

Junk science, perverted science, and pseudoscience are not reality based.

The tentative nature of scienceis onething, its perverted nature another. Keep in mind that the scientific
method can be and has been abused. In the nineteenth century, measurements of crania proportions
were adduced as evidence of theinferiority of African and native North American populations, and in the
past century, the theory of Aryan race superiority was based on a perverted anthropology.

We should be acutely aware of how authoritarian regimes recruit sycophantsto their service, including
scientisis—who, like poets, should have been on the side of intellectual freedom, truth, and justice but
were not. It turns out that Kaffirs, Eskimos, and Polynesians have larger brainsand crania
messurements, on the average, than whites. So thear gument, put forth by many ignorant whites, that
brain size predicts superiority couldn’t be pushed too far. Later in thisbook, we will show why, using
scientific definitions of Aryan andrace, thereis no such thing asan Aryan race.

In contrast to general knowledge, particular knowledge can be absolutely true, known absolutely
to be true, and defended as true absol utely.

Genera knowledge can be and often is provisiond. Particular knowledge can be and often is absolutely
true and known to be absolutely true, truefor dl time and al places. That Scipio Africanus defeated the
Carthaginians a the Battle of Zamain 202 BCE and thereby ended the Second Punic War isknown
absolutely. What makes this statement true isthe strictly nonlinguistic fact that it happened. In the
p. 28twentieth century, several million peopledied of AIDS. The seais sdty. Water iswet. Six timesfive
isthirty. The World Trade Center has been destroyed. All those are particulars—particulars that are true.
They are not reasonably disputable. They are true now and will be true forever. In their realm those facts
areimportant. “Thefact isthe sweetest dream that |abor knows,” said Robert Frost.[1]

But their truth, their particular truth, is not the only truth that we want and need. We need other truths,
relevant truths, general truths, nove truths, or interesting truths—truths that are disputable yet needed.

These truths, the truths we also need, are disputable because when we go from many particularsto a
generd statement, the presumption about [ thatjabout] evidence not experienced must occur. Thisis
known to somein thelogic business as “the legp of faith.” The“legp of faith” in the scientific senseisan
extrapolation from particular datato agenerd rule. It has nothing to do with faith in the religious sense.

“Leap of faith” for thisbasic scientific assumption of inductive logicisapoor term because people tend
to infer that it somehow issimilar to or identica with the“faith” that underliesmogt rdigions. Thefaith of
religion (as | understand it) is not based on experiments, observations, or analysis of particular natural
phenomenabut reliesinstead on revelation, an dleged supernatural communication directly or indirectly
from the deity. With thefaith of religion having no basisin fact or reason, Tertullian (155-222? CE), a
father of the Catholic Church, summed up the position of religiousfaith by saying in hisfamouswork the
Apologeticus, “1 believe becauseit isabsurd.”

This process of going from the particular to the generd is caled induction, and the form of logic involved
isnductive logic. Inductive logic isthe process of extrapolating from particular events observed to a



genera rulethat coversal observations related to such events.

Isaac Newton used inductive logic to arrive at the law of gravity. Newton observed that applesfall from
trees. He studied the rate of fal of various objects and concluded that in no case did objects ever fall
upward. In al cases, they fell down toward the ground. Therefore, Newton told us that thereisaforce,
which he called gravity, that makes those objects fall. He told us that because there were no exceptions,
theforce of gravity isdways atractive. Furthermore, by doing experiments and measurements, Newton
found that all objectsfall down with auniform accelerating rate (on earth) of thirty-two feet per second
perp. 29second. Thisrate was and is dways the same for al objects, whether dropped, thrown
horizontdly, or shot horizontaly from agun.

Newton also concluded that the same force caused water to run downhill and that same force aso holds
the earth, sun, and stars together and keeps our moon and the satellites of other planetsin orbit. In his
book Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica (1687), Newton showed that &l observations of
earth’ sgravity could be explained by asingle law of universal gravitation that attracts every other celestia
body with aforce described by

F="mm

where G isthe universd gravitational constant, mlisthe mass of object 1, m2isthe mass of object 2, and
r isthe distance between them.

Note that Newton reached this conclusion by an extrapolation from his particular observationsthat he
actualy made and measured to events and things that he could not actualy physically measure. Since
Newton did not measure the gravity of al heavenly bodies, at al times pagt, present, and future, he had
togener alize from his particular observetions that they would follow the same gravitationa rules asthe
objectsfollowed here on earth. By making this generdization, Newton could not possibly predict al
future observations on the subject because they had not been made and the results could not be known.
Newton opened himsdlf to a possible falsification of his generdization. If someone could show thét there
was just one single exception to his gravitationa generdization, then Newton would be proven wrong.

Thisisthereason that dl inductive reasoning is hypothetica and tentative: A single contradiction would
require revision of the generdization. In other words, if | could show that there were objects that were
attracted to each other that did not have mass, or objects that did have mass that did not attract each
other, and so forth, | could prove Newton wrong.

If I proved Newton wrong, revisonsin the Newtonian theory of gravity would be needed because the
generdization that Newton propounded would not have described redlity exactly. About this particular
vulnerability of inductive logic to experimentd evidence, more later. Right now, here sthe principle:

p. 30Principle: A generdization is proved wrong by finding one exception.

From which follows:



Lesson: Prove a generdization wrong by finding one exception to the generdization. Once you have
found the exception, the generdization iswrong. Act accordingly.

Albert Eingtein proved Newtonian gravitation wrong by finding an exception to Newton’ slaws of
gravity. According to Eingtein, gravity isnot aforce but relates to the geometry of space-time, warped or
curved in the presence of matter or energy, the way a mattress sags under a heavy weight.

In 1919, Eingtein proved that gravity is not aforce and that mass bends space-time around it. Eingtein
showed this by predicting that photonswould bend toward the sun asiif attracted by the sun’ s gravity.
Since photons did bend exactly as predicted by Einstein, Newton’slaws of gravity had to undergo
revision. That revision, among other things, isnow called generd relativity theory.

Don't fed bad about this. Newton wouldn’t have felt bad about it. Why should you? Newton probably
would have rgoiced at the refinement proffered by Einstein because it flashes with the sted of reason.
Because it—not Newton' s theory—predicts the experimental results, it more closdly reflects the nature
of redlity. Eingein’s prediction isaremarkable illustration of the sheer force of thought that Newton
would have loved. And whether Newton would have loved it wouldn't matter. For despite his or anyone
else’spersond preferences, that' stheway it is. That' stheredity. That isthe redity of what light does
when it passes the sun. And that’ sthe way progressis made. That’ sthe way our knowledgeisrefined
and expanded.

Principle: Good generdizations encompass al examples.

Principle: All scientific principles are tentative and subject to revision in the face of new data

Fromwhich follows:

p. 31Lesson: If scientific principles, which have the firmest basisin redlity, are tentative, then dl genera
principles are tentative.

If someone can recite the a phabet backward, chances are that he or she can reciteit forward. If you
can do the hard thing, chances are you can also do the easy thing. If our hardest, most solid, most refined
and difficult form of genera knowledgeis provisond, then our less refined and less rigorous forms of
general knowledge must be more so. Therefore, we are required to look for exceptionsto any and all
generdizations so that our understanding of redity may improve and we can get closer to the truth.



Principle: All generd principles are tentative, whether scientific, reigious, politica, and such. All generd
satements are fair game for repested tests of truthfulness and redlity. Therefore, no generd truthis
absolute.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Thewordall and that wordnever aretoo genera for intelligent use. People who sayall ornever
usualy do so at their peril.

Wait asecond! If al principles are tentative, then the above principle is tentative, too.

Y ou spotted the snag. Don't look a methat way. It's not my fault. Logicians have argued your point for
years. It'saproblem.

Orisit?

| am not assarting that that principleis an exception to the genera principle. | am, in fact, consdering that
principle as a so subject to the discovery method. Right now, | can't think how the principle might be
fagfied, but someonein the future might be able to discover how to proveit wrong. Thus, until proven
wrong, the principle must stand:

Principle: All principles are tentative, including thisone.

Work out on the above rule. Seeif you can useit to prove something. Try to think about the following
question: Do women who wear p. 32glasses smoke cigarettes? How would you resolve this question?
How would you answer it and know that you are right?

When working on such statements, it is hepful to transform them into positive statements (called
hypotheses) and then try to prove the positive statement wrong. The question then becomes. How would
you prove that the following statement isright or wrong?

Women who wesar glasses never smoke cigarettes.
Or (which is the same)—\Women who smoke cigarettes never wear glasses.

For most of my time as ateenager, | believed that women who wore glasses did not smoke cigarettes
and that women who smoked cigarettes never wore glasses. | arrived &t that generdization by a series of
observations based on the fact that every woman | saw who smoked had no glasses and that every
woman who had glasses did not smoke. How could my origina hypothesis about this Stuation be
falsfied? That is, how could you provethat | waswrong?



Sit back and think about thisfor two minutes. Time your thinking by the clock. Seeif you can actudly
prove something. Seeif you can prove the statement false. Address the specific question: How would
you prove my hypothesiswrong?

OK. Did you come up with anything? Got it? Don't get it?

It simportant to understand yoursdlf. “ Know thyself” was the motto written on the wall of the temple of
Apollo at Delphi. Socrates, too, thought that the beginning of al knowledge: Know thyself. Those who
saw the movieThe Matrix know that the same motto was written on thewall of the old woman’ skitchen.
Why isit important? Part of knowing thysdlf isto know what you know and what you don't know. The
Socratic questions for his students were part of his general program to get them to know themselves.
Here sthe Socratic paradox. Socrates said he knew more than others because he knew that he knew
nothing. Othersdidn’t know anything but thought they did. Therefore, Socrates was ahead.

Another example: When a scientist does an experiment and it comes out the way he thought it would, he
regjoices. When a scientist does an experiment and it comes out differently from the way he thought it
would, hergoices more.

Huh?When an experiment goes wrong, scientistslike the idea? Why?

The second experiment exposes ignorance. The second experiment opens things up for the possibility of
progress, for the discovery of p. 33something new and different. That’ swhat scientists arein businessfor,
the discovery of new knowledge, not the smple confirmation of what is aready known. All progress
depends on discovering the new.

So if you got the answer to the question above, greet. But if you didn’t, that is greater still becauseit
indicates you are now aware of your own ignorance. It shows that you are about to make, or at least
have the possibility of making, somered progress. It indicates that you need to improve your powers of
thinking. It showsthat you have the potentia for benefits from further study and application.

With that great benefit in mind, let’s get back to the women smokers with glasses problem.

It is obvioudy wrong. What was your answer? Do woman with glasses smoke? Or don't they? How
would you prove it one way or the other?

Here' s one answer. My theory about smokers and glasses would be proven wrong by finding one
woman who wore glasses and smoked. In fact, onefata day (fatal for my theory, that is), | saw awoman
in the park stop walking her dog, pause, and light up acigarette. Since she was wearing glasses and
smoking, the exception to my scientific theory was found. The theory was proved wrong. Soon after that,
| saw multiple people violate the rule that | had previoudy thought inviolate. That’s not unusud.

Once a generalization is proven wrong, many similar examples usually follow.

Why when one exception is uncovered, multiple other exceptions surface amost right away is not
entirely clear. But it isacommon enough observation, even in scientific work. Probably thishas
something to do with the way we humans view redlity. We may have a degp unconscious bias that tends
to make us observe the things we expect. And we may have a deep unconscious bias not to observe the
things we don't expect. When aruleis proven wrong, we tend to see the light, so to speak, and uncover
multiple other examples. Thus might the scales drop from our eyes. Thus might our knowledge of redlity
take agiant leap forward. The process can be painful, especialy for our bruised egos (and our depleted



retirement funds). The processillugtrates the immensely complex situations with which we areinvolved as
we struggle to draw firm conclusions, to distinguish gppearance from redity and truth from falsehood.

Once one accounting fraud surfaced, multiple others were discovered. Once afew accounting frauds at
Enron were exposed, multiple other accounting frauds surfaced not only at Enron but dso a multiple

p. 34other companies. Investors became more aert to the problem or were able to read between the
linesin the cash-flow statements or something smilar, turning over other rocks and finding dimy things
beneath.

The Security Exchange Commission started investigating not only Enron but also Globa Crossing and
ImClone and companies of that ilk. They found an epidemic of frauds. Congress held specia inquiries
and acted asif it didn’'t know anything about these accounting deights of hand, and in many casesit
didn’t. Now we seem to have a plague of accounting fiascos bursting al over.

The point isthat alittle discovery of alittle nugget of truth often opensthe way to abig discovery of abig
truth or even truths. In the case of multiple American businesses, the bitter truth isthat multiple corrupt
practices are rampant.

But what'sal this about? Why are we spending so much time and energy discussing generaizations?
What' sthe point? The point isthat once the generd ruleis established, it can be applied to particular
Stuations to make correct predictions or reach correct conclusions about redlity. This can becomea
useful guide helping us decide what action to take. Furthermore, thededuction from the generd to the
particular generates predictions that one canverify (show to be true) orfalsify (show to befase).
Verification might tend to confirm the generd principle, but falsfication refutesthe generd principle
absolutely. In the philosophy of science, this process is known as the hypotheti co-deductive method.
More than afew philosophers have observed that no matter how many confirming examplesyou
produce, you can't prove any open, universal proposition or generdization with decisvefinaity. This
observation led Francis Bacon (1561-1626) to conclude, “ The force of the negative ingtanceis greater.”
T. H. Huxley (1826-1895) added (probably with tongue in cheek) that “ The greet tragedy of
science—the daying of abeautiful hypothesisby an ugly fact.” [2] Thus, scienceis, and must only be, a
matter of endless gtriving and of endlessinquiry.

For example, let’ s apply what we have learned to the airplane fuel problem of the introduction.

All jet planes need fuel (generd rule). My jet isrunning low on fud (particular Stuation). Therefore, |
must fuel the plane (redlity-based conclusion derived from and based on the application of the genera
principleto the particular ingtance). (Note that the gpplication has the protective effect of preventing
disaster.)

The event of going from the generd to the particular (that is, thep. 35process of applying the genera rule
to the particular Situation at hand) is a deduction, and the processis deductive logic. In away, deductive
logic isthe opposite of inductive logic because deductive logic goes from the generd to the particular,
and inductive logic goes from the particular to the generd.

If | were still 1aboring under my false bdlief about women smoking and wearing glasses, | would
conclude that any woman wearing glasses would not be a smoker and that some woman not wearing
glasses could be asmoker. The conclusion would follow from my generdization that al women who
wear glasses don’'t smoke.



Principle: Deduction goes from the generd to the particular.

Principle: Deductive logic isthe process of gpplying agenerd ruleto aparticular Stuation.

Principle: Induction goes from the particular to the general.

Principle: Inductivelogicisthe process of making agenera rule from an andysis of particular instances.

Technical terms: apriori equals deduction; aposteriori equalsinduction. Therefore, apriori reasoning
goes from the generd to the particular, and a posteriori reasoning goes from the particular to the generd.

Let’swork out on these concepts to be sure we have them firmly fixed in our brains. Although they are
fundamentd, they are fundamentaly smple. If you master them, you will know more about the foundation
of our knowledge than most of the people on your block and 99.99 percent of people on this planet.

Congder thefollowing illustrative case study: The discovery of the importance of L-DOPA inthe
production of Parkinson’s disease was made on both sides of the Atlantic almost smultaneoudy. The
American group working a Brookhaven Nationa Laboratory learned from treating Parkinson’ s patients
with L-DOPA that they became enormoudy better. That group therefore postulated that L-DOPA was
deficient in the brains of patients with the disease. What type of reasoning did the American group useto
arive at their concluson?

p. 36lnduction or a posteriori reasoning. This group went from particular observationsto ageneraization
about the relation of [the]] L-DOPA to the disease.

Another case study: The Austrian group measured L-DOPA in the brains of patients who died of
Parkinson’ s disease and concluded that L-DOPA was deficient in relation to control brains from people
dying of other diseases. What type of reasoning did the Austrian group useto arrive at their conclusion?

Induction or apogteriori reasoning. This group went from particular observationsto a generdization
about the relation of [the]] L-DOPA to the disease.

The American group members then said that the next patient they saw with Parkinson’s should be
treated with L-DOPA.. They predicted that that patient would also improve. What kind of reasoning was
involved?

Deduction or apriori reasoning. This group went from a generalization based on their previous studiesto
aconclusion about a particular patient.

The Austrian group then said that the next brain from a Parkinson’ s patient that would come to them for
messurement would aso show adeficiency of L-DOPA. What kind of reasoning was involved?



Deduction or apriori reasoning. This group went from agenerdization based on their previous studiesto
aconclusion about a particular patient’s brain.

Do cowsthink? And if so, do cowsthink bylogical induction followed bylogical deduction ?

The distinctions between induction and deduction and inductive logic and deductive logic are important.
So let’ stry to understand them with another particular example that leads to the generalization that
animals seem to think and to the deduction that cows seem to think by logical induction followed by
logical deduction.

Cows newly arrived in afield that has an dectric fence will touch the wires severd times. Then, they will
stay away from the wires. Since this happens every time that cows enter anew field and touch the
electric fence, wefed inclined to generdize about their behavior. We might even conclude that the cows
are using inductive followed by deductive logic. Their induction would concludethat it isnot good to
touch the fence because it hurts, and their deduction would be that sinceit is not good to touch the fence,
the next time they touch the dectric fence, it will hurt. That being the case, they will adjust their behavior,
if theyp. 37don’t want to spend the rest of thelr lives getting shocked, so asto not touch the eectric
fence.

Although we have no idea how (or if) cowsthink, their action doeslook an awful lot likearationa
inference, which could be formulated asfollows. “ Every time | touched that dang wire, | got shocked. If |
don’t wish to spend the rest of my life getting shocked, | should stop touchingit. I, Bessy the Cow, will
therefore construct a genera rule derived from the particular observation that for each and every time |
touched the wire | got shocked. That rule will be sated asfollows. Touching wire fences is always
painful. The pain may be avoided by not touching the wire. |, Bessy the Cow, will prove the genera
rule by not touching the wire and not getting shocked. Occasiondly, | may touch the wirejust to test that
theruleis till reasonable, and, when | do so, | shall expect to get shocked.”

No question about it: Cows and other animas modify their behavior and probably achieve their
generdizations by some kind of ingtinct or paired association of two itemsthat are connected together in
their consciousness.

Paired association is the neuropsychological mechanism underlying thought.

Aswith the cows, once two items are associated in the consciousness, each item tendsto help recall the
other. Thisisthe basic neuropsychol ogical eement of associative thought, and it relatesto brain function.
The brain conssts of billions of responding units called neurons. One item—such as an eectric
fence—activates agroup of neurons, and another—such as pain—activates another group. When the
items share asignificant number of activated neurons, the shared neuronswill facilitate the recall of both
items by tending to discharge both neuron networks. Repeated activation changes the probability of
reactivation by restraining inhibitory connections and facilitating excitatory connections. Repeated
re-reactivationswill cause actud dteration of the structure of the brain, making the association firmer.
Thisisthe fundamenta neuropsychologica mechanism underlying long-term memory. Thismechanism
explainswhy overly learned tasks are so difficult to damage or erase—the memory of the overlearned
association is delocdized and stored diffusdly in the very structure of neurona networksand in the
neuronal connections (Synapses) themsalves.

Association is both the blessing and the bane of conscious thought.

Two items once associated in the consciousness tend to each recall the other. Finel That is, was, and



will dways be an important mechanism that helped, helps, and will help animals survive by learning. The
p. 38problem is that the mere association of items does not necessarily reflect the redity Situation
because the two items might be associated by chance and not as cause and effect. In other words, the
psychologica association may not reflect an actua association in thered world. In our menta liveswe
are dedling with both the world (the redlity) and the representation of the world (our interna menta view
of theworld, which may or may not correspond with redlity).

Pairing items in the consciousness—such as electric wire and shock—might be OK for cowsin afield,
but humans face much more complicated situations and, therefore, paired association is not enough.

Asexterna stuationsin the real world become more complex, other mental devices may be needed to
correctly interpret which associations are important and which are not important. These mental
processes, designed to assure correct and redlity-based correspondences (truth determinations and truth
preservations) between the real world and the perception of the rea world, are multiple and varied and
include therules of clear thinking, the rules of formal and informa logic, symbolic logic, law, common
sense (the mass of “Pattened Principles’ in this book), the scientific method, and so on.

A generd theory to organize and explain these rules and procedures, arrived a by induction after
examination of particular examples of clear and crooked thinking, is offered at the end of this book under
the highly ambitious rubric the uniform field theory (chap. 9). At thispoint, it is sufficient to understand
that cows and humans share the same fundamenta mechanism of thought: They both make paired
associations. Humans are further equipped to test the truth value of their associationsto more reliably
understand redlity. Part of that further equipment involves language and the correct use and control of

language.
Human language refl ects the basic element of human thought.

In school you may have heard that a smple sentence is the expression of one complete thought. Whether
that statement istrue or not would depend on the definition of thought and the definition of complete. In
my view, asentence reflects the conjunction of two items and therefore expresses the association of two
thoughts. For instance, the sentence “ Socratesisbad” actudly links two thoughts, the concept of
Socrates and the concept of baldness. So it is possible to view sentences as smple reflections of the
badi ¢ associative mechanism by which the brain links items. In neuropsychologica terms, the items that
arelinked are cdled ideas, concepts, thoughts, and so forth; in linguistic terms,p. 39they are cdled
subject and predicate; in logica terms, they are called the reference and the characterizing phrase. By
whatever names we chooseto call them, they il reflect the same underlying basic mechanism of
associative thought. It isno accident that the fundamenta e ement of language mirrors the fundamenta
element of conscious thought because language is both atool and a product of thought and directly
relates to the fundamental way that the brain operates.

Principle: Association is not enough to understand complex human situations. Further consideration and
clear, intdligent thinking are often needed to fully understand the redlity and the truth.

Cows probably do not arrive at their conclusions (the rules for their actions) by any kind of strict logic or
coherent thinking but rather by conjunction of two items, each of which will tend to suggest the other. In
this case, the conjunctive statement would be: wire + shock = shock + wire, with shock reminding the
cow of wire and wire reminding the cow of shock. With enough reminders, especidly thosethat are



painful, the conjunction becomes fixed in the cow’ s memory by the facilitation of synapses common to
both items. (1 think that’ strue. But until we can actudly talk with the animasand find out if and how they
think, who knows?)

Conclusion: Cows gppear to think by associating items, and this process resemblesinductive and
deductivelogic.

Do catsthink? And if so, do catsthink the same way cows do?

Ho, ho, ho. That' s very funny. Anyone who has ever kept a cat would know that cats have their own
cognitive style. Cats are unlikely to view theworld the way cows do. But, in alarger sense, the two
species do share certain aspects of thought and behavior.

Takemy cat. No, don't take my cat. Y ou can't have her. | love her dearly and will not part with her.
Instead, consider my cat’ s behavior. My cat, PJ Patten, haslittle knowledge or understanding of the
English language. Nor has PJ evinced any great interest in learning English. Yet when | cal out, “Cat
food!” she comesrunning.

PJmust have congtructed in her little cat brain agenerd inference that followed from the first three times
that | shouted, “Cat food!” Because PJknows that each and every timel said, “Cat food,” | fed her, she
believes (there is no other word, unless we use the wordconcludes) that every time | say those words,
food ison theway. Although we havep. 40no idea how (or if) cats think, PJ s behavior doeslook an
awful lot like arationd inference. PT sinductivelogic probably goeslikethis: “Every time that fool shouts,
‘Cat food,” he opensacan and putsfood in my dish. Therefore, the next time he says, * Cat food,” he will
open acan and put food in my dish.” Conclusion: Catsthink.

Conclusion: Cowsthink by associating itemsin the consciousness. They appear to form hypotheses by
induction, and they appear to apply the hypothesisto particular Situations by deduction. Ditto for cats.

Speaking of cats reminds me of Charles Darwin. Perhagps you have heard of him. After multiple
observations, Darwin concluded that al white cats with blue eyes are dedf. Thisisasubtle generdization
that arose from a series of hundreds of observations from which he ascertained that in every known case,
white catswith blue eyesjust can’t hear ablessed thing. If he had contented himsdlf with the results of his
own observations and what he could discover from the observations of othersrelated to thisissue, the
most that could have been said was that many white cats with blue eyes were deaf. Darwin was
prepared, however, to go beyond his own experience and say that he had discovered a condition that
wastrue of dl blue-eyed white cats, past, present, and future, which incidentdly, it is.

Conclusion: Scientists, like Darwin; cows, like the ones described; cats, like PJ; and by extrapolation, al
animas seem to think by associating itemsin the consciousness. They gppear to formulate generd rules
by induction and then by deduction apply the rulesto particular Situations.

Notice that with Darwin' s discovery and with other so-called scientific generdizations, the finding of one
exception would defeat it. Since Darwin said al white cats with blue eyes are desf, | can refute his
statement by proving that one white cat with blue eyes can hear. So far no such cat has been found.

The tentative nature of scienceis the reason that the genera public is so confused when anew medical
study comes out and concludes something different from the study reported the year before. Last year,
hormone replacement for women was good; this year, it isnot. Twenty years ago, radica mastectomy
wasthe surgica standard for the treatment of breast cancer. Now lumpectomy is consdered better. Last
year, the medical authorities were keen on mammography, and this year, they are not keen about it



because a new study showed datathat indicated that the old study was wrong. If the old study was
wrong, then the recommendation on mammography had to change.

p. 41Unlike most norma human beings, scientists like to have their laws questioned and disproved. They
know that upon that[[that] processal progress depends. Thus, science looks at its own laws rather
dispassionately. If alaw isproved wrong, anew law is established to take its place. The new law will be
agenerdization that will have greater accuracy intelling usthe red Situation and the truth.

Thistype of thinking not only appliesto scientific understanding of gravity and deaf blue-eyed cats; it can
apply to our persond livesaswdll.

Asl said, in my youth, | believed that women who wore glasses never smoked. That idea has been
proven wrong. Now | know that what | thought was true was not true and that smoking and wearing
glasses probably have nothing to do with each other. The association, my menta conjunction “ glasses
and not-smoking,” did not reflect the redlity situation. So much for my erroneous idea about smoking and
glasses. That isone personal generalization that doesn’t work. But what about all the other erroneous
ideas| hold that | don’'t know are wrong? Ouch! Those are the things that can hurt.

Mark Twain said it. Give him credit. “It ain’t so much the things| don't know that hurt. It' sal the things
| know that ain't s0.”

What you don’t know can hurt. Those idesas, the ones you think you know that ain't true, can hurt even
more.

All swans are white was proved wrong by finding one black swan. Some years ago, scientists thought
that dl swanswere white. But that generalization proved wrong when the black swans were discovered
inRussa

The speed of light may not be constant but may change with time. The speed of light was considered a
constant until recent studies of the light from seventy-two quasars showed evidence that older light seems
to travel at a speed dightly dower than more recent light. If that istrue, then the scientific law that the
gpeed of light isaconstant will be shown not to be true. If the observations are correct, the speed of light
will be shown to depend on time: The more time evolves, the faster light moves. Why this occursis not
known, but to know it istrue might help us better understand the nature of light and of time. Light and
time are two things we need to know alot more about. Any fool with awatch can tell you what timeitis.
But who can tell you what timeis? We can measure time, and Einstein hastold usthat timeisjust another
form of space, but redlly and truly we don’'t know what it is.

Any fool can turn on alight. But who can say why the light goes on and what exactly makesthe
electromagnetic wave that we cal lightp. 42appear? We can see light and we can manipulate it[fit] to our
sarvice, but we don't redlly know what it is.

Scientists can be quite ignorant of the true nature of things.

Physicigstdl usthere are four forcesin nature: the strong force, the weak force, eectromagnetism, and
gravity. They can measure these forces and make profound predictions on how these forces will interact.
But no physicigt actudly knowswhat any of the forcesredly is. To their credit, physicists admit their
ignorance. In fact, no one knowswhat gravity isor what light (an electromagnetic wave) is. Science tends
to explain the thingsit doesn’t understand in terms of tautologies or circular reasoning. This makes
science gppear smarter than it redly is. And the fact that scientists can successfully manipulate what they
don't fundamentally understand makes science seem even moreimpressivethan it redly is. | can dways



tell anonscientist because heis the person unduly impressed by science. Real scientists know their
limitations. They know how little they redly know. And yet with such little knowledge, scientistsare aole
to do so much. Thetelephoneisatrivia application of eectricity and magnets, yet its gpplications are not
trivid. If scientists can do so much with so little knowledge, just think of what they will be ableto do
when they know alot. The futureisbright, bright indeed.

Not all scientists know how little they know.

Of course, there are scientists who don’t know how little they know. I met one of them, a professor of
astronomy named Don Kurtz from the University of Capetown, South Africa. He was lecturing aboard
theQueen Elizabeth I1.

One elderly woman passenger (agrandmother type) asked Professor Kurtz what holds the galaxies
together. Hetold her, “ Gravity.”

“But what isgravity?’ sheretorted.

Kurtz, shocked by this abysma display of ignorance, said, “Y ou know, Madam, the same force we
have here on earth. Theforce that holds the galaxies together.”

Kurtz explained this circular reasoning quite confidently, asif he believed it 100 percent. But | hope he
knows, deep in his heart of hearts, that not a soul dive knowswhat gravity isand that he recognizes how
deficient his explanation must appear. The same basic scientific ignorance gppliesto time, matter, and
energy. Sure, we can messure those things, but we don't actualy know, dl in al, what we are deding
with, what we are measuring.

Is't that fascinating?
p. 43Because a thing is scientific or labeled as such doesn’t mean it is correct.

Science—nowhere else do you get such wholesa e speculations from such atrivia collection of facts.
That isone of the mgor limitations of science—the tendency of people (usudly nonscientists) to
overestimate what is known scientifically, and because of that overestimation, they tend to overestimate
the power and control that science confers. Excessve bdief in science and the scientific method resultsin
scentism.

If we have that kind of difficulty with smple, concrete physica things, things explained by sciencelike
gravity, then what about non-physical thingslikelove, or tenderness, devotion, loyaty, and so forth? We
shouldn’t be so proud of what we' ve done or what we know, for behind the pretense of knowledge lies
agigantic ignorance vaster than the oceans, wider than the universe.

Kurtz with hisanswer proved that the old woman knew more about gravity in the current state of her
ignorance than he, the astronomer, knew about gravity in his current state of hisimagined knowledge. A
more correct and honest answer would have been, “ Actualy, Madam, | don’'t know what gravity is. No
onedoes.”

Principle: All scientific advances represent an overthrow of previous ideas and a substitution, based on
evidence, of anew ideathat explains things better. Science refines our view of the redity of the Stuation
and thereby increases our control over the physica universe. Although the control of redlity isred, the



explanations for that control may be erroneous. In fact, the explanations are often tautologies that merely
repeet in some form the experientid datafrom which the scientific principle derives.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: In view of the current state of scientific ignorance, we should not be surprised when scientific
lawsthat we hold so dear are overthrown. In fact, we should expert scientific laws to be overthrown as
our understanding becomes more refined and more detailed.

p. 44And spesking of time, it’ stime again to exercise your brain. Isthe following piece of investment
advicetrue or false? Always diversfy your investments to maximize your profits and to minimize your
losses.

Investment advisers often tout the above idea. But isthis true? How can we proveit correct? If we can't
proveit correct, how can we proveit wrong? Let’s pause for two minutes and think. How can we prove
that the investment principle that you should aways diversfy isright or wrong?

The solution to thisexerciseis smplefor two reasons.

One, we have aready learned that smpleideasfor complex subjects are likely to be wrong. So we can
by deductivelogic apply that generdization to this particular Stuation. Since investments are acomplex
subject, the smple advice about diversification, has to be wrong—not suspect, understand—wrong,
absolutely wrong. It iswrong becauseit is an oversmplification of acomplex problem. It cannot possibly
betruefor dl Stuationsand dl investors.

Did you recall the type of reasoning involved? If you said it was deduction, you were correct. Thiswasa
deduction because you went from the generdization that there are no smple answersto complex
problems. Then, you applied the generaization to the statement about diversification. Those of you who
said apriori were aso correct because apriori reasoning and deductive logic are the same. They both
travel from ageneradization to a particular instance.

But aside from striking the above-mentioned investment principle down on genera grounds, can we aso
grikeit down on particulars?

Recal that to prove agenerdization wrong, al we haveto do is show one particular exampleto the
contrary. In this situation, we need only to show one example of an investor who concentrated and didn’t
diversfy and yet profited. That one example would prove the rulewrong. It would at least require that
there be some qualification, modification, or further specification asto when the generdization holds and
when it does not hold. Such qudification would be useful because it would hel p us congtruct theright
action that we should take with our investments under the particular situation covered.

OK. All we haveto do is show that some investors or any investors who have been focused, not
diversified, made money. Bill Gates was focused on one company, his own Microsoft, and made hillions.
Later, when Gates diversified, he lost. George Soros placed one big bet (ten billion dollars) on one
currency (the English pound) at one particularp. 45time (1992) and made a billion-dollar profit. Later,



when Soroslost hisfocus, hedged, and diversified, helost.

Conclusion: What countsis not diversfication or focus but who ownstheright investment at the right
time. Being concentrated or diversified isirredlevant. Knowing that, we should focus our energieson
researching individua investments, betting on what is reasonable and expected. We should not concern
oursalves with diversfication or focus. If we are diversified, we should not decrease our vigilance on the
fase beief that our investments, because of the diversification, are safe. On the other hand, we shouldn’t
assume that because we are focused, we will profit.

The point, which | am sure by now is quite clear, isthat focused or diversified doesn’t have much to do
with investment success. Both strategies miss the mark because the key point in investment successis
much more complex. Investment success has mainly to do with owning theright things a theright time.
Indeed, the investment idea of diversfication can't possibly apply to al stuationsat dl times. If it did,
then investments would be impaossibly smple and dl diversfied investorswould profit and, in afew
months, own theworld.

Principle: Mogt investment adviceis bunk.

A brief word on investment advisers. Sad to say, many, if not mogt, self-touted investment advisers,
though pledged to guide theway, are actualy con artistswho try to deceive you with phony baloney that
has for generations characterized too much of the investment industry—and, aas, dack, till does. The
phony baoney takes the form of misinformation and fal se reasoning. Phony baoney, becauseit isnot
redlity based, must lead to disaster. Need | cite recent examples?

| wish it weretruethat if | followed some hot tip, | would be richer than Croesus by aweek from next
Tuesday. | wish it weretruethat if | followed some magical technica rule or rulesrecently discovered by
some self-touted market guru in his smoky laboratory that | would maximize my profitsand bea
billionaire.

Not only isit not true but, and here | am paraphrasing G. M. Loeb, every time they find the key to Wall
Street, some SOB changes the locks.[3]

OK, s0 now you know the harsh and forbidding truth: There ain’t no smple way to investment success
because investments and investment successain’t smple. If that' s the case, what can we do to invest
successp. 46fully? Apart from recommending my own book of investment logic titledI nvestment Pearls
for Modern Times Expressed in Meter and in Rhymes, | suggest, since most of us know nothing about
investments or business, that we rely on someone who does. Get yourself agood, honest, professiona
broker who has access to abackroom full of young men and women with MBAsfrom Harvard,
Stanford, or Columbiawho have studied an industry or acompany for two years, who havelittle or no
financia interest in the companies they recommend, and who are willing to give some advice sprinkled
with large amounts of appropriate caution. Once those people have made arecommendation, study their
reasons and the evidence that supportstheir conclusons. If the evidence isrelevant and adequatein
number, kind, and weight, then act accordingly.

But let’s get back to the point that | was trying to make, which was that we have proven that the idea
that divergfication istheway to invest isan overgenerdization and therefore an error in thinking. Asan
overgenerdization, the diversfication idealeads us avay from the redlity Stuation and toward error. Asa



amplification, it hidesthe truth and prevents us from taking the correct action. Like so many
overgenerdizations, it givesusafakeideaof redlity, the very thing we are trying to avoid.

Overgeneralization, any overgeneralization, isan error.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: The technique of generdizing isessentia to thought, yet in asenseit involves an
overamplification. Thusit isatwo-edged wegpon. Legitimately used, it can achieve greet intellectua
victories, abused it leads to disaster. Watch out for overgeneraization. When you seeit, do not be
deceived.

More examples: Many overgeneraizations surface in everyday life and are easily defeated by alittle
common sense. Take the statement, “dl neurologists are stupid.” Can that be true? How can we prove
that it isnot true?

Neurologists are medica specidistswho ded with the diseases of the brain, spina cord, nerves, and
muscles. They usually have finished high school and college and dways have completed medica school.
Neurologists must have an internship lasting a least one year and aresidency in the specidty that lasts at
least three years. Furthermore, dongp. 47the way, they must pass numerous written and practica
examinationsin thefield, plusthey must hold alicenseto practice medicine. How likely isit for anyoneto
get through dl those hoops and over al those hurdles and yet be stupid?

Answer: Very unlikely indeed.

How likely, therefore, isit thatall neurologists are stupid? Some of them might be stupid, granted.
Perhaps most of them might be stupid. But adl? No way. The point isimportant. All isasmall word, but it
has a big meaning. If we can give just one exception to a satement that has the wordall init, the
Statement is proven false. We have only to adduce one case. We need find only one nonstupid
neurologist. Note we don’t need to prove our neurologist a paragon of excellence. Nor do we haveto
prove the neurologist smart. We need only show that the neurologist is not stupid. And having shown that
one neurologist is not stupid, we will have disproved the thesisthat all neurologists are stupid.

Principle: Any view, Satement, or assertion with thewordall initisvery hard to maintain becauseitis
extreme. Inthisform, any argument with thewordsall, each, every, all the time, never, absolutely, or
any such al-encompassing word or statement can be exploded by a single contrary instance.

Fromwhich follows:



Lesson: Until proven otherwise, any blanket statement should be considered false.

When a cold-calling broker from New Y ork tells you that the stock he recommendsto you is absolutely
sure to go up 40 percent in the next week, you can be pretty sure—no, change that, you can be
absolutely surethat the statement is not true. When the President[presi dent|President] of the United
States says, “1 assure you that bin Laden will be caught,” you can be pretty sure that the statement is not
true because no one, not even the powerful American President[president|President] , can with absolute
certainty predict the future. Therefore, even the President[president|President] of the United States
cannot absolutely assure us of anything in the future, much lessthat bin Laden will be captured.

Pancho Villa (1878-1923), aMexican bandit and guerrillaleaderp. 48who became afolk hero, led
brutal attacks on American citizensin Mexico and the American Southwest. President Woodrow Wilson
told the public that Villawould be captured and executed. President Wilson sent an American military
forceinto Mexico to do that. The force didn’t get Pancho. So the President was proved wrong.
Subsequent historical events proved that President Wilson lied.

Whoa!

President Wilson aliar? That depends on the definition of liar andlying. My statement that Wilson lied
may have been abit too strong. If you accept as a definition that alieis afalse statement that one knows
to be fase and is made with the deliberate attempt to deceive, it isunlikely that President Wilson lied. Itis
unlikely that the President[president|President] of the United Stateswould or could deliberately attempt
to deceive the public. It does happen, and there have been recent examples, but in generd it isunlikely.
Therefore, under strict definition, Wilson probably didn’t lie. He was just wrong. He was probably told
by some cautious military man that the action againgt Villawas doable. From that hopeful statement,
Wilson'smind probably entered a state of wishful thinking that then became extrapol ated to the form that
was ddlivered to the public: Pancho Villawill be caught. The same contorted mental process probably
led to President Bush' s statement about bin Laden.

Principle: Most substantive consoling messages are fake.

But why did the public receive these obvioudy wrong messages without any serious questioning? Smple.
Those are consoling messages. The public wanted to hear them. The public had an emotiona need to
hear them. The politicians wanted to fill that emotiona need. Therefore, the politicianswanted to give
them those consoling messages. They were consoling messages that were fake. They were not true and
they couldn’t betrue. If youwishto livein lalaland, then you should believe them. My opinion isthat
such consoling messages ddlivered to the people are mistakes because they promise too much and
deliver too little. Eventudly, the truth comes out. Eventualy, we and the presidents have to face redlity.

Wouldn't it be better to promiselittle and deliver much?

Regardless of the reasons for the mistake, though, the assurance was wrong. It was wrong because
neither the President[president|President] nor any other human can accurately predict the future.
President Wilson, an extremdyp. 49intelligent man, should have known that. He should have known that
ablanket assurance in this particular instance had to be impossible, hence wrong.



Principle: Presidents are human. As humans, presidents are subject to the same defective thinking asthe
rest of us.

Fromwhich follows

Lesson: Watch out for presidentia statements and those from politiciansin generd. Such statements,
especidly when accompanied by blanket assurances about contingent events in the future (the economy
will recover, Americans are now safe from terrorists, Irag has weapons of mass destruction, etc.), are
likely to be wrong, dead wrong.

One more example.

Takethe Vietnam War. In the stern retrospective glare of history, most people, including the secretary of
defense at the time, Robert McNamara, admit the Vietnam War was amistake. How did Americamake
that mistake? How did the war happen?

Easy.

Firdt, President Johnson deceived himself that Vietnam was important. He felt that if Vietnam became
communigt, al of southeast Asawould become communist, too. Thistheory was caled thedomino
effect. Theideawasthat countries were like dominoes standing on end in arow in metastable
equilibrium. Once one domino is pushed over, the othersfal over, too. (Wewill discussthiserror of
thinkinginchap. 4 .) Briefly stated, the domino theory is an error in thinking because countries are not
dominoes. Even if they were dominoes, they do not stand on end. They certainly are not metastable.
Countries, gtrictly speaking, never fdl anywhere because they have nowhereto fal. Their governments
might fal, but the country itself remainswhereit dwayswas. Furthermore, when one country’s
government fals, or changes, other countries around it don’t necessarily change. And if those surrounding
countries do change, they don't necessarily change in the same direction. If they did, we would have had
one world government long ago.

The Vietnam War was predicated on false reasoning.

p. 50Thisisimportant. | am about to demonstrate how an exercise in correct thinking could have
prevented thousands of desths and billions of dollars of wasted money that occurred during the Vietnam
War.

Once President Johnson had deceived himsalf about Vietnam, he then deceived the media, which then
deceived the public. That was the real domino effect. Once the war got started, it seemed like nothing
could stop it. Johnson kept pushing the buttons harder and harder while the American military machine
overheated. In desperation, we dumped hillions of gallons of Agent Orange into the rice paddies. We
bombed the straw-hat markets to smithereens. Sixteen million Vietnamese died. Who cared? They were
Asians. What mattered were the 58,000 Americanswho died. They were not Asans. They were us.



President Johnson said, in effect, that if we did not go to war, Vietham would become communist. The
error was an overgenerdization about the future. If he had said that if we didn’t go to war, Vietnam might
become communigt or it might not, then he would have been within the rellm of possibility and not
overgenerdizing with certainty about the contingent future. That position would have left alot of room for
discussion and debate about what to do. It might have led to some reasonable discussion about the
advisability of committing al those men, al that materid, and dl that nationa wedlth to a contingent event
in thefuture that might or might not happen. The defect in reasoning was even more egregious, for
President Johnson believed that if Vietnam became communist, then so would Cambodia, and after that,
al of southeast Asa, and then the world. Theideas, by themselves, are not wrong. But the absolute
certainty with which they were proposed implies aknowledge of future eventsthat just ain’'t possible.

Red soldiers who served during the Vietnam War (myself included) are often speechless when asked
about their experience. What they saw and what they went through is not only beyond imagination but
a so beyond description. Some movieslikeWe Were Soldiers come closeto showing in vivid detall why
no nation should go to war except for very good reasons. An error in thinking like the domino theory is
not a good reason.

Every gun that ismade, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, atheft
from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed. Thisworld in armsis not
spending money aone. It is spending the sweat of itslaborers, thep. 51genius of its scientists, the hopes
of itschildren. . .. Thisisnot away of lifeat al in any true sense. Under the cloud of threatening war, it is
humanity hanging from across of iron.

—Dwight D. Eisenhower[4]

Eisenhower isright. War has agigantic negative side. That isthe harsh redlity of war. And thus did the
harsh redlities of war come crashing down on our headsin Vietnam, crashing down on us. Thusdid we
pay the pricefor our error in thinking, in our failure to understand the redlity Stuation. In the harsh stern
retrospective glare of history, we saw that we lost the war. Furthermore, in the harsh glare of history we
saw that after Vietnam fell, southeast Asastayed pretty much the same. The domino theory proved
wrong. In fact, after the war was over, not even Vietham became communist—not entirely. Viethamiis
now atrading partner of Americaand maintains amixed economy, as do most countries of theworld.

Principle: Thefuture is contingent, not determined. Therefore, the future cannot be predicted. It certainly
cannot be predicted accurately.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: Suspect anyone' s absol ute prediction of afuture event. Chances are the prediction iswrong.



Itistruethat certain things like the next eclipse of the sun or where the planet Mercury will be on August
12, 2026, at 4PM , can be predicted with relative accuracy. The gravity of the moon and the sun affect
large water systems, causing the water’ s surface to rise and fall (tide) and water to flow in and out (tidal
current). Since the moon and sun causetide and tidd current, their effect on any place at any time can be
predicted. Thetidetables and thetidal current tables, published each year, predict tide and tidal current
movement, day by day. Such information, while generaly accurate, is sometimes way off, as most
mariners know. Even tide tables can be wrong either because of wind or adverse local weather or other
factors as yet poorly understood. If we can’t predict even the tides, how can we be certain that if one
country goes communist al of its neighborswill go communist, too? How can we be surep. 52that
lowering interest rates will revive the economy? How can we be sure that free world trade will result in
generd prosperity? How can we be sure? By now, you should redlize the stark truth: We can't!

A good generd ruleisthat the more accurately athing can be predicted, the less human interest there is
in the prediction or in the thing predicted. About planetary positions and tides, few peopleredly care.
The important human problems, our uncertain precarious existence, concern us more. | want to know
what the Dow Jones average will be on that date, whether EMC or Amgen will be the better investment
or whether my granddaughter Callie will be married, and so on. | want to know the important things, and
unfortunately, it isthose thingsthat can’t be known precisaly. The future sthe future still. Thisistoday.

A more reasonable, and therefore more believable, statement that President Bush could have made
might have gone likethis “We will make agigantic effort to capture or kill bin Laden, but we can't
predict when or if wewill be successful.”

Such astatement may play poorly on TV and in the popular press. It sounds wishy-washy and tentative.
But it happensto be closer to the truth and | believe closer to what President Bush actually meant when
he spoke.

Principle: Blanket assurances about the future, or, for that matter, blanket assurances about anything,
arelikely to be wrong.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Don't believe any blanket assurance. Don't act on any blanket assurance.

By the by, much confusion arises because peoplefail to distinguish between “dl” and “some.” If
someone tells me that nobody likes Al Gore, | can prove that wrong by saying, “1 likehimand | am

somebody.”

Fallureto qudify the termnobody was the reason that the statement was so easily refuted. Many
gatements, especidly in advertisng, imply “dl” when they mean only “some.” The dogan (which was
seen throughout Irdland the last time | wasthere) “ Guinnessis good for you” suggeststhat this dark stout



porter beer isaways good for you. That statement is untrueif you are trying to lose weight, if it has gone
p. 53bad, or if you have dready had seven pints and are about to drive. Guinness can’t be good for you
if you fuel your automobilewithiit or gpply it asahair tonic.

Proverbs, too, are usudly hdf-truths that require qudification. “ Sow and steady winstherace’ isin
some circumstances excel lent advice but would not work so well for Olympic athletes attempting to
break the world record in the sixty-meter dash. This does not preclude well-reasoned proverbs that
remain correct at al times. For instance, Patten’s Law of Novel Writing states that novelsthat never get
darted never get finished. Thisisaxiomaticaly true at dl times because something must be started to get
finished. Or how about Euclid’ s axiom: Things equal to the samething are equd to each other. No
question about it. If onething isequa to asecond, and athird thing is equa to the second, then dl three
are equa to each other. In the realm of nove-writing advice, of logic, and of geometry, some things can
be absolutely true. That is the reason educators have such an affection for such disciplines. That isthe
reason such disciplines are overemphasized in the education of our youth. Geometry and mathematics
have the additional educational advantage that the problems on the tests have definite and usudly single
(and smple) answers, giving children theillusion that asmilar Stuation might pertainto their lives.

Think back to your school days. What did curiosity do to the cat? What happened to the kid, like
Question Quiggley inAngela’ s Ashes, who was aways asking questions? Did you ever hear the teacher
say, “Wedon't havetimefor dl these questions? We have to get through the lesson plan?’ Socrateswas
aways asking questions. For histrouble he was forced to drink hemlock.

| don’t know about you, but | started my school career with an amost insatiable curiosity. | soon
learned that the answers were consdered more important, much more important, than the questions. |
soon learned that the educationa system doesn't like ambiguity, nor does it support question-asking
skills. Rether, the kil that is rewarded is getting the “ right answer,” which, regrettably, isusualy the
answer held by the teacher who was, regrettably, usually operating under the mistaken belief that there
wasin fact a correct answer, oneright answer, only one right answer.

The authority-pleasing, question-suppressing, rule-following approach will serve you wdl in getting
through grammar school, high schoal, college, and professiona or graduate school. No question about

p. Sdit—follow the dogmaworks. The same attitude will provide society with fine assembly line workers
and bureaucrats, but will it do much to prepare you for the harsh redlities of life? Will it do much good to
prepare our society for the future?

A closdy rdated difficulty isto think that thereis only one cause or only one solution of two possible
solutionsto aproblem. Thiserror in thinking, which | consder part of the overgenerdization error
(becauseit is an overgenerdization), needs a name. Stephen Jay Gould in his book The Mismeasure of
Man cdlsthiserror dichotomization. That's amouthful to denote our inclination to parse complex and
continuous redlity into divisions by two (smart and stupid, black and white, good and bad, etc.). We
know what he means. But |et’ s help oursaves by calling this error that[thest|that] of black-and-white
thinking.

Principle: Black-and-white thinking is an error because it smplifiesacomplex ideaor Stuation.

Fromwhich follows:



Lesson: Avoid black-and-white thinking.

If peopletell you there are only two courses of action or only two possible solutions to acomplex
problem, don't believeit. If they tell you thereis only one course of action, that iswrong for sure.
Black-and-white thinking is usudly wrong. Black-and-white thinking prevents us from viewing the
complexity of adtuation and therefore hurts our ability to arrive a dternative solutions.

The Nazis (some Nazis anyway, not dl) thought thet if they killed the Jews, Germany’ s troubleswould
be over. They thought the Jews were responsible for al Germany’ s problems. Just on the surface, a
thinking person would know that that was absolutely impossible. Thereisno way on earth that al the
Jews or any other racid or religious or politica group could be responsible for al the problems of
Germany or of the world or of anyplace. The Jaws or other groups might be responsible for some of the
problems, some of thetime, but that would have to be proven with evidence involving the specific
problems and the specific cases. Evidence, incidentaly, is, by definition, any sign that pointsto the truth.
There are many kinds of evidence, but the best kind is physica, which we observe ourselves. That way
we know for sure that thep. 55evidenceisred. Asthere was no evidence that the Jews were responsible
for dl Germany’ s problems, that ideais wrong. Furthermore, the ideais an overgeneralization about the
Jews because it assumesthat each Jew is exactly like every other Jew. That can’t betrue. Jaws are
individuds, asareweadl.

Isthe gold standard necessary for America s prosperity? Believe it or not, many people thought that
America s prosperity depended on the gold standard. Some, despite the evidence to the contrary, il
think it does. Others think unemployment would be abolished if welfare were abolished, if jobs were
created by the government, if everyone were given short shifts, or if the government made everyone who
needed ajob work on the road. And so forth.

Juvenile ddinquency? No problem. It's caused by lack of religioustraining. Or does delinquency baoil
down to our being soft with children? What the kids need these daysis a good thrashing. “ Spare the rod
and spoil the child.” What does that actualy mean? Does it mean we should spare the rod and spoil the
child, or does it mean we shouldn’t spare the rod because if we do spare the rod we will spoil the child?
What evidence supports what position? Which is correct? Can the statement remain correct for dl
children under dl circumstances?

Y ou get the point.
Sweeping generdizations such as these either/or stlatements are seductive because they often contain
some truth but never the whole truth, for the whole truth requires consideration of the facts and evidence

and quite some thinking about complex issues, not thinking about asmplified verson of afew of them, or
part of them.

Principle: The key to correct eval uation of complex issues and problemsis analyss of evidence.

What' sthe evidence? Three little words and a question mark that weigh several tons. What' sthe



evidence? Always say that to yourself (if you want to be reasonable) whenever you hear aquick solution
to any genera problem. What' sthe evidence that anything istrue? How do we know that for sure?
Questionslike that usualy expose the complexity of the problem and the smplistic nature of the
proposed solution. The questions help us understand the need for more thinking and more understanding
of the problems before we take action that may be helpful or avoid taking action that may not be helpful.

p. 56For instance, concerning the spared rod and spoiled child problem. Some children are spoiled. |
have a granddaughter who is, but | love her anyway. Cdlie Patten is spoiled. So what? Thereislittle
evidence to suggest that spoiled children are more likely to commit crimes than those children who are
neglected. Spoiled children often fed loved and happy and may grow up to have an entirely happy life.
Look a me.

In fact, neglected children may cause more trouble when they become adults than do the spoiled. But
that is neither here nor there because we are not interested in the fact per se, but in the reasoning behind
the statements from which we can take a step further.

There may be children who respond to no apped but fear, and the bully, who is at heart acoward, may
well benefit from adose of hisown medicine. But to argue that indiscriminate beating would dways be
effective ignores that some children (boys especidly) are quite unmoved by beating, and othersarein fact
encouraged or trained by it to do the same.

The point isthat no punishment can possibly be suitable for al stuations and al miscreants. Juvenile
delinquency takes many forms and has as many complex causes as Mott’ s has applesauce. The most that
anyone could say isthat using the rod might be suitable in some cases. Limited statements like thet,
however, lack apped, especidly to dogmatists, who think that one must have courage of conviction, even
where the evidence warrants nothing but skepticism.

Sometimes overgeneralization is used as a trick to win an argument.

What may happen isthat your statement might be smplified and extended by the other sde so that it
becomes stupid or untenable. Such extended and simplified arguments, as you know, are much easier to
refute.

Do you redly think that Hitler can be dismissed asacrud, oppressive, and tyrannicd figure, unredeemed
by a single compensating virtue, whereas Churchill and Roosevelt were paragons of excellence? Human
beings are too diverse and complex in fact to fit into such rigid categories. It defies experienceto ingst
that anybody is entirely without fault or entirely without merit. Furthermore, no person in thiswide world
isentirely consstent. The murderers at Buchenwald fed starving birds during cold wegther. Y es, they
were kind to animals, a practice that in no way mitigatestheir foul crimes. These little remembered acts of
kindness and of love neverthel ess prove that even the most evil of humans are not utterly without
compassi onate fedings. Complicated facts do not lend themselves to smple judgments, nor do
complicated humans.

p. 57Recently, an atomic scientist of Chinese heritage, expressed sympathy for Chinaand the fact that in
Chinathe wedlth ismore evenly distributed. Heimmediately came under suspicion, was arrested, and
temporarily lost his security clearance and hisjob at the atomic research center at Los Alamos.

Chinese communism isacomplex and complicated creed that has, | imagine, something to say about
myriad human activities. However perverse, it would be unlikely that the Chinese were wrong on dl
issuesat dl times. It would be unlikely they would be wrong about everything. But the question hereis
more specific: Are the communists wrong about common ownership? And if they are, should we prevent



an American of Chinese origin from expressing hisadmiration for asmal part of the Chinese way of
thingsin current practice?

Sharing common thingsis characterigtic of most contemporary American families, afamily vaue soto
Speak, though many Republicans would not admit it as such. Common ownership isaprinciple of
domestic law in each State that has a common property statute related to marriage. Family ownership and
community property arein area sense communist idess. Isthat wrong? The early Christian Church
shared dl thingsin common, too, though some contemporary Christians, especialy those on theright
wing, would hardly admit the early Church was communist as such. Common property wastherule
among most native American cultures. Thus communism, not capitaism, should be considered the origind
indigenous economic system.

The merefact that an American scientist expresses sympathy for one aspect of aforeign government’s
policy does not make that scientist aspy. To treat him asif he were aspy commitsthe error in thinking
cdled overgenerdization. The overgenerdization would go likethis He said he likes the Chinese,
therefore, heisacommie. Because heisacommie, he might be aspy. If heisaspy, he can't keep his
security clearance and his job. Fortunately, the courts are more reasonabl e than the bureaucrats who
werein charge of this scientist’ s security clearance. The man got hisjob back.

What' sthe point?

The point isthat you should avoid seeing things as black and white. Avoid making amountain out of a
molehill. Avoid undue extrapolations and overgenerdizations.

Reservations and respect for half measures and compromise are not all bad.

Along these lines, we should aso avoid despising half measures.p. 58Have reservations. Always have
reservations about such persond matters aslove, marriage, having children, and so forth. If you need to
have reservations about those issues, you certainly have to have reservations about big issues like going
to war with Irag, or changing the congtitution, or éecting the president, and such. Don't demand and
don’t expect agtraight, smple answer to any complex question. Don’t follow the crowd—it might be
jumping off acliff. Smple answers, like thetooth fairy, just don't exist.

Principle: Black-and-white arguments are wrong. Black-and-white reasoning leads to the failure to
congder dl the possible solutionsto aStuation or problem.

Fromwhich follows

Lesson: There are many solutions to complex problems, not just one or two.

Try to think outside the conventiona wisdom (box) to arrive at viable dternatives to the stock
philasophy or rationae. The answer may or may not be there. But just thinking about it will clarify the
nature of the problem and the work needed to get close to an adequate solution. Avoid easy solutions.



Not many thingsare*no brainers.”

Avoid extending your arguments or overgeneralizing them or believing in them too much
your self.

Y es, our opponents are not the only ones who extend our arguments. Who e se extends our arguments?
We do. We extend our arguments, smplify them, and make them look better than they arein order to
win the argument. Thisiswrong. Knowing the truth, the complex truth—or admitting your solution is not
perfect—is much closer to redlity and will serve you and humanity better.

Y es, we may extend and smplify our own arguments—even we who are trying to be reasonable. In the
heet of argument, we may exaggerate our case. Eventually our argument becomes so exaggerated that,
like an overinflated balloon, whose rubber has been stretched to the limit, thinned excessively, it burdts.
At the dightest touch.

Principle: Extreme assertions are easlly attacked. M oderate assertions are not.

p. 59From which follows:

Lesson: Don't get carried away with your own rhetoric.

Y ou want to remain reasonable as much as you want others to remain reasonable, perhaps more so
because the consequences to yourself for your irrationd thinking often will be more severe than they will
be to others.

Lesson: Don't overgenerdize.

Hitler’ smurder of six million Jews was the gruesome consequence of an overgenerdization, for the
principle behind this annihilation of arace wasthat al Jewswere dike. Wouldn't it have been niceto
have prevented the Holocaust by clear thinking?

President Johnson overgenerdized about the importance of Vietnam by expounding the domino theory
of the spread of communism. His error may have been compounded by false information, bad advice,
hidden agendas, any combination of multiple other factors, al supported by rhetoric that might seem
plausible unless and until you think clearly about it. Wouldn't it have been nice to have prevented the
Vietnam War by dlear thinking?

Let’swork on two more historical examples and see if we could have done better than the people who
were there trying to handle the problems at the time. After we consider the two historical examples, we'll



work on a case study and see if we could have done better than the police who were there at the time.

Historical example number one: Pretend you are in the sixteenth century. Y ou have just been told that
heavier-than-air flight is not possible. How would you prove this statement wrong?

Andysis. The statement isagenerdization. To prove ageneralization wrong, one needs only one
contrary example. What isthat contrary example?

Birdsfly. Birds are heavier than air. Insects fly. Some mammals fly—bats, for example. Therefore,
heavier-than-air flight ispossible. Not only isit possble, it happensdl thetime. In fact, that wasthe
reasoning behind the Wright brothers work. They reasoned that if it is possible for birdsto fly, it might
be possible for humans. The Wright brothers redlized that what needs to be addressed is the mechanisms
that makep. 60heavier-than-air flight possible for birds. Hints about these mechanisms may be
discovered by studying birds. Birds have two wings. Could that be important? Birds have a power
supply, their flight muscles. Could that be important? Birds know how to control their flight by using their
tail feathers. Could that be important?

Seewhat | mean?

Way back in the sixteenth century, by smple analysis you could have known for sure that heavier than
ar flight was possible. By analysis, you could have known where to look to derive the principles of
heavier-than-air flight.

Historical example number two: Pretend you are in the nineteenth century. Y ou have been gppointed
by the king of England to it on the specia admiraty committee to investigate the question of iron boats.
The committee hasjust issued its officia opinion in 1858 over the Signature of Sir Francis Baring, first
lord of the admiraty: “The Admiralty opposesiron boats becauseiron is heavier than wood and will
ank.”

Areyou prepared to write adissenting opinion? What will you say?

Anayss. The satement is off the point. Ironis heavier than wood and will snk. So what? The king
knowsthat. So do most people. Why state the obvious unless you are just looking for agreement? In
effect, the admirdty statement is an extended and smplified argument. The committee was supposed to
consider the pros and cons of iron boats versus wood boats. Instead of an intelligent discussion of the
issueswith reasons for their opposition to iron, they just gave us bullshit. How do we know thisis
bullshit? Condder thefollowing:

The statement tarts off with “The Admirdty.” It does not sart off with “We’ or “The committeg’ or
some other such phrase. Seethe difference? The admirdty hits us on the head with its prestige and
authority. It saysthat it isthe expert on this sea stuff, implying that we are the schmucks. The admirdty is
trying to use its power, influence, and clout to persuade usto accept its opinion, using authority to
convince us when it should be using knowledge, facts, evidence, and reasons.

To accept opinions out of respect for rank, privilege, position, habits, cultural customs, traditions,
previous experience, and so forth is unreasonabl e because it makes us dispense with the examination of
thefacts, evidence, clear thinking, and proofs. Most progress depends on skepticism and not submission.
Blind adherence to authority has gotten mankind into trouble time and time again. How come? Why is
thoughtless adherence to authority wrong?

p. 611t iswrong because authorities are often wrong. Authorities are often wrong because they



misrepresent or misperceive redlity. In that case, respect for[the]] authority becomes a disrespect for
redity.

Prestige achieved in one sphere gives no authority in another.

Here, the admirals have achieved their positions through a combination of noble birth, hard work in
seamanship, successin fighting at sea, and politica connections. That they achieved their positions
because of superiority in those spheres givesthem little specia authority in discussing theiron boat
guestion, which isascientific and engineering problem, not an admiraty problem.

If you don't get thisidea, consder thefollowing: Isamovie star an expert in advising you about where to
go for financid advice?

A wdl-known movie gar is unlikely to have much of valueto say about the regulation of commodity
trading, stock or bond trading, or where to go for financid advice. Ditto afootball player about
investments. A Catholic priest would be an unlikely commentator on the Rig Vedas (unless he had
separate credentiasin ancient Hindu religions), the sacred Hindu texts that date from 1500 BCE.
Barbara Boxer, senator from California, who doesn’t know the difference between arevolver and a
semiautométic pistal, isunlikely to shed intelligent light on the rdlative safety of either gun.

Y et, Boxer consders hersdf fully qualified to frame laws on subjects about which she obvioudy knows
little. Boxer isthe senator and we are not. Our position (and our ignorance) may force usto rely on her
(phony) authority and to take much of what she does and says on trust. But we must dways remember
that she, like the other authorities operating outside their respective fields, may be wrong. If sheiswrong,
then we might be the oneswho haveto pay for her mistake.

Principle: Biased authority is, to the extent of the bias, not reliable. Knowing the source of biasand its
intengity gives clues asto itsdirection and magnitude.

A biased authority is, to the extent of the bias, no authority. Take, for example, the case of Mary
Meseker. In April 1999, Mary Meeker (dubbed by Barron's “Queen of the Internet”) issued a“buy”
rating on Priceline.com at $104 per share. In twenty-one months, the stock sold for $1.50, aloss of 98.5
percent. If you followed her advice, you would have turned a $10,000 mountain into a $144 molehill.
Undaunted, p. 62Meeker issued “buy” ratings on Y ahoo!; Amazon.com; drugstore.com, inc.; and
Homestore.com. Millions of investorsfollowed her advice and lost their shirts. Y ahoo! crashed 97
percent. Amazon cratered 95 percent. Drugstore headed south 98.9 percent. Homestore plummeted
95.5 percent. The rapidity and the magnitude of those declines rai se the question of why Mary Meeker
recommended those dogsin thefirst place. And why did she stick with her recommendations, even as
the stocks declined 20, 40, 50, and 70 percent?

Answer: | don't know.

But | have suspicions that Mary was biased. Each one of Meeker’ s strong buys’ was paying Morgan
Stanley Dean Witter, her employer, millions of dollarsto promote their shares. And could it be that
Morgan Stanley rewarded Meeker for helping them do it—rewarded her with a mind-blowing saary of
fifteen million dollarsayear?



So, | figure, while millions of investorstwisted in the wind, Mary Meeker and Morgan Stanley, and the
lousy companiesthey were promoting, laughed adl the way to the bank. Anisolated example? | wish.
And you wigh.

In 1999, Salomon Smith Barney wanted to sall AT& T on using its underwriting servicesto take its giant
wireless divison public. The problem was that Jack Grubman, Salomon’s chief stock analyst, had been
for yearsgiving AT& T low ratings. When Sdomon madeits pitch to AT& T, Grubman miraculoudy
changed hislow ratingon AT& T toa“buy.”

Therest of the story follows as the night the day: Salomon was named lead underwriter and made
millions. AT& T got the super-successful initid public offering (1PO) it craved and made millions.
Grubman got to keep a $25,000,000 salary. The public, when the stock crashed thirteen months later,
lost 50 percent of its money.

Individual Investor magazine named Jack Grubman to its“Hall of Shame.” In December 2002,
Grubman pleaded guilty and was fined $15,000,000. And so it goes.

These were not (in my opinion) honest mistakes. They were an attempt of Wall Street ingdersto get rich
at public expense. They ate your lunch—and with relish.

Principle: Before taking expert advice at face value, aways check for bias.

p. 63If the expert is biased, the information provided by that expert is, to the extent of the bias,
unreliable. Jack Grubman was biased because he openly wore two hats—an investment banker at
Sdomon Smith Barney aswell asastock analyst for the brokers on the sales side. His specidty was
hyping the telecom sector. His entire telecom group—WorldCom, Globa Crossing, PSINet, Rogers
Wirdess, ICG Communications—eventualy blew up, but he didn’t downgrade anything until it had falen
70 percent or so.

Principle: An authority may be wrong. Biased authority is often wrong.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Don't trust the authorities. Demand proof.

Remember that not only can authorities be wrong in the fieldsin which they have no specid knowledge
or qudifications, but aso they can be wrong when dedling with Situations within their reelm of
competence.



Principle: Experts may err eveninther field of special competence.

From which follows:

Lesson: Don't trust the experts. Demand proof.

Back to the boat problem. Even if you felt the admiraty had specid expertisein examining the iron boat
guestion, the mere fact that the committee has a certain expertise does not guarantee that it will be
correctinitsappraisal. A better guarantee would come from the correct analysis of the redlity situation. A
better guarantee would come not from the authority of their position but from the long, hard, demanding,
and difficult discovery of the truth. Analysis of al available evidence might have prevented the admiraty
from making this gigantic stupid error, which set the British navy back severa decades.

Ad verecundiam arguments areirrational.

Arguments that relate to citing authority as the reason that they should be believed are known as
argumentum ad verecundiam , whichisp. 64L atin literdly meaning “ proof based on respect for.” In
this case, the respect isfor authority—that of the admiraty. Theargumentum ad verecundiam is based
(irrationally) on respect for authority (verecundiam).

“I’'m not just acollege professor. I'm the head of a department. | don’t see mysdlf fleeing an airborne
toxic event. That'sfor people who live in mobile homes out in the scrubby parts of the county, where the
fish hatcheriesare.” [5] Y ep, there' sthe rub: Arguments based on respect for authority are often not
basad on respect for redlity. That chairman suffered from the airborne toxic event just as everyoneesein
the areadid. Thereisno specia reason that an authority should or would get specid treatment from
redlity. Thereis no special reason that an airborne toxic event should or would spare a college professor
or the head of adepartment. In fact, when you think about it, theargumentum ad verecundiam isa
diversionary technique to take us away from the consderation of the factsin evidence and toward
potential error. In fact, in the harsh retrospective glare of history we know that the admiralty was wrong,
dead wrong about iron boats. The truth is that iron makes a much better boat than wood. That isthe
reason that most modern boats are made of sted.

Principle: Arguments citing authority ignore the point and divert usfrom full consderation of the
evidence. Such arguments tend to overgeneralize and prevent rationa thinking and are therefore
unreasonable.

Fromwhich follows



Lesson: When people put on the cloak of authority, treat them with suspicion, if not distain. Experts can
be wrong. Of course, they can beright, too. Whether they are right or wrong depends not on their
authority as such but on andysis of the facts and their reasons. Whether such facts or conclusions or
whatnot apply to us or can be otherwise generdized must be demonstrated by evidence, not from the
mere assartion of authority.

The admirdty’ s Satement appears Smple and smplistic. We know the engineering problems of boat
congtruction must be highly complex. Therefore, we can strike down the statement as unlikely to be true
p. 65in al instances because usualy there are no smple answersto complex questions. That point aside,
let’s consder the reason that the admiraty reected iron boats.

“Ironis heavier than wood and will sink.” The statement is off the point, a non sequitur. But we know
what the admiraty meant. It didn’'t mean to tell usthat iron sinks and wood floats. We knew that already.
Instead, the committee implied a generalization about iron boats versus wood boats—that iron boats sink
and wood boats do not. Iron boats do sink. No question about it. But wood boats sink, too. No
question about that. In fact, the admiralty knew wooden boats sink quite often. The king knew that, too.
That iswhy the king was trying to get a better boat. That iswhy the king commissioned the admiralty

sudy.

To prove agenerdization wrong requires only one contrary example. By showing that just one wood
boat sank, we can prove the admiralty’ s reasoning defective. Furthermore, we could show that aniron
pot, under certain conditions of balance and proportion, will float. If aniron pot will float, sowill aniron
boat. Therefore, one of the questions that should have been examined was which type of boat sinksless
often: iron or wood? The admiralty was incapable of consdering that question because of its bias against
iron. The admirdty aso by its statement demonstrated a vast ignorance of the laws of displacement.

Boats do not float because the materia from which they are constructed is heavier or lighter than water
but because of the displacement of water by the hull. The buoyant force exerted on the hull is exactly
equal to the weight of the water displaced. Archimedes (2877-212 BCE), Greek mathematician and
inventor, discovered the principle, now known as Archimedes' principle, that abody immersed in afluid
loses weight by an amount equd to the weight of the fluid displaced. Because of this principle, not only
will iron boatsfloat, but under the proper conditions, cement boatswill float, too. Any type of boat will
float aslong asthe weight of the water displaced by the boat’ s hull is more than the weight of the boat
itsdlf. Inissuing its statement, the admiraty demonstrated its profound ignorance of the reason that boats,
be they made of wood, iron, cement, fiberglass, or whatnot, float. The admiraty teaches us alesson that
we should not forget: that ignorance can play amgjor role in the mismanagement of government and in
the decisions and opinions handed down by committees, even committees of experts.

Principle: Committees can be wrong and often are wrong.

p. 66The decision of the admiralty was acommittee decision. Inchapter 6 , wewill discusswhy
committee decisions often go awry. Herel just wish to dert you to the fact that often decisons by
committees are sometimes | ess reasonabl e than would have been predicted by analysis of the rationa
qudifications of theindividua members of that group.



Principle: Authorities can be dead wrong.

Example: The US secretary of war was dead wrong about an important weapon program: “That ideais
s0 damned nonsensical and impossible that I’ m willing to stand on the bridge of a battleship while that
nitwit triesto hit it from thear.”[6] Thiswas Newton Baker’ sreaction to Gen. Billy Mitchell’sclaim that
arplanes could sink battleships by dropping bombs on them. How could aman of Newton Baker's
caiber conclude he d be perfectly safe stlanding on the bridge of a ship while the country’ s best pilot
attacked it? On the other hand, how could agnat of aplane sink agiant battleship? Thereisanissue
here, abig one. Thereisacontroversy, too. How can it be settled? What information would be needed
to prove or disprove Baker’ s conclusion?

Baker’smain error was not so much what he believed but his utter conviction that he wasright. He
believed he was so right that he refused to let the navy test the idea. Baker was satisfied that the most
available evidence at that time was that a battleship was made of heavy sted and would be adifficult
moving target. Thus, the secretary of war, at the time the highest authority in the United States on the
subject of war, made the mistake of letting his bdliefs dictate his actions without conddering dternative
evidence that could have been made available by atest.

Think for asecond: How could Billy Mitchell prove Baker’ s generdization wrong?

When Warren Harding succeeded Wilson, Baker wasretired and Generd Mitchdl’s squadron of tiny
planes turned a supposedly unsinkable dreadnought into a permanent part of the ocean floor.

Lucky for Baker that he did not have to stand on the bridge while the test boat got demolished. Baker's
error and that of the admirdty illustrate the errors of thinking you know something when you don't. Their
errors prove that an authority can be wrong, grievoudy wrong. When authorities are wrong, it isusualy
because they are overconfident about their knowledge and have anchored their opinionsinasingle
gatistic or fact that from then on dominates the thinking process.

p. 67Principle: Ignorance playsamaor rolein stupid decisions, particularly those of committees,
particularly those of government committees, and particularly those of government officids. Not just
ignorance, but pigheadedness, which often arises from overconfidence, a systematic defect in many
modern leaders who tend to anchor their opinions on single facts that dominate their thinking.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Although you are not responsible for the ignorance or pigheadedness of others, try to correct
such ignorance when you come acrossit. And away's suggest objective testing when cherished beliefs or
snglefacts dictate important policies and actions.



Principle: Failure to consider counterevidence or contrary positionsisan error in reasoning.

The advantage of iron boats would be that, unlike wood, iron boats would not be subject to wood rot
and seaworms, a problem that plagued the British navy at thetime. Iron is stronger than wood, so it will
withstand the actions of wave, wind, and enemy cannon fire better than wood. Furthermore, iron does
not burn asreadily aswood. Clearly, the admiraty did not think about these possible advantages of iron
over wood. Therefore, the committee was not thinking clearly when it rejected iron boats. It had failed to
consider the advantages and disadvantages of iron and wood and dl the possibilities. Thisfailure means
that the admiralty’ s thinking was black and white: According to them, iron had to be bad. Wood had to
be good. Their analysswas smple, smpligtic, and, let’ sfaceit, probably stupid. Infact, their statement,
when closdy examined, doesn't make sense. It isanon sequitur. Initssmplicity it failsto consider a
large body of evidence that runs counter to the admiralty’ sreceived standard opinion.

Iron versus wood? Which is best for boats? Of course, we know the answer from our modern
experience and perspective, but | believe the answer aso could have been figured out at the time that the
admirdty issued itsridiculous statement. | believe by clear thinking wep. 68could have figured out at the
time that the admiraty statement was probably wrong.

Prospective thinking is often an overgeneralization and therefore can result in erroneous conclusions.

Because of the nature of contingent events, understanding thingsin retrogpect, like theiron boat issue, is
eader than understanding the same thing in prospect. That doesn’t mean progpective understanding isn't
possible. It just meansit is difficult and less reliable than retrospective andys's. Because prospective
thinking islessrdiable, it requires more circumspection, but often, when done properly, it can provide a
trueview of redity.

For ingtance, take this statement: “ A machine that thinks? That is smply not possible” What do you
think about a machine that thinks? Isit possible? Or not possible? Solve this question the way we solved
theiron boat question. Solve this question the way the Wright brothers solved the heavier-than-air
question. Ask yoursdlf if athinking machineis possible by restating the question as a statement that
makes adefinite claim. Then try to prove the claim wrong by finding an exception.

Question restated: A thinking machineisnot possible.

If such athing were not possible, then how come each of us has athinking machine in the hollow round
of our skull? Yes, that and dl the other brains on this planet, from the brain in the littlest mite to the brain
inthe biggest elephant, are dectrochemical jeliesthat think. If those eectrochemicd jdliesare thinking,
why couldn’t some man or woman of the future make something smilar that would dso think? Clearly a
thinking machineisnot only possible; billions of such machinesdready exis.

Given that, think about this: 1sn't it dso possible that sometimein the future it would be possible to make
ameachine that would think faster, better, and more efficiently (that is, use energy better) than the human
brain? Who would congtruct such thinking machines? Humans, of course. If they last that long, humans
will make a better thinking machine than the human brain, just as they have made a better flying machine
than the human body. By the power of purerational thought, we can then induce that sometimein the
future, the machines made by humanswill not only be thinking better than humans, they will fed better,
have better moral standards, work better, and play better. Thisisthe future. It hasto happen. An



authority that said differently would likely be wrong.

p. 69Another related error isto attribute authority erroneoudy and then generdize from that erroneous
atribution.

Erroneous attribution of authority isan error that leads to false conclusions.

For example, take this stlatement: “The officia US government policy about the hedlth hazards of
smoking must have changed because | saw President Clinton smoking acigar. If he smokesacigar,
smoking can’'t be dl that bad.”

What President Clinton doesin his private life has nothing whatsoever to do with the health policy of the
US government. To conclude that because Clinton does something, it isOK for usto doitisan error
that wears multiple hats: It isafase analogy because we are not him. It isan overgenerdization because it
infersthat what is OK for Clinton is OK for us. It is an unsupported assumption because it assumes that
he and we share certain characteristics that make it OK. And it involvestheTu quoque defect in
reasoning, which regjects criticism by accusing one' s critic of doing the same thing (that is being criticized),
diverting the argument to an irrdevant issue, and then extending the conclusion by overgeneraization.

Example: “ Clinton smokes cigars. So it must be OK for me, too.”

Whether the other party does something or not is not materialy related to the conclusion. It is often just
adiverson to focus attention away from the red issue. The Latin namefor thiserror in thinking istu
guoque, trandated as*“you (do it) too.”

“At your age, you shouldn’t be working so hard, Roy. Y ou might get a heart attack.”

“Look who'staking.”

The questions of age and working hard were not addressed. Instead, it isimplied that since the spesker
doesit too, it must be OK. What others do or don’t do, insofar as those actions are not supported by
reason, isirrelevant to the implied conclusion that hard work isOK at that age. Evenif it were relevant,
outs de evidence would have to prove that the conclusion could reasonably be generdized to include the

particular person or persons cited.

“Allegrahit first.” Children should not fed entirdly judtified in anti-socid behavior if they can explainiit
that way. Because someone elseis bad, that doesn’t give you generd license to be bad, too.

“George, if | wereyou, | wouldn’t smoke so much.”

“If I wereyou, Paul, | wouldn't smoke so much, ether.”

The respondent knows that the other is not him and that thereforep. 70the statement is not onlytu
guogue , itisaso contrary to fact. Contrary to fact tatementsignore evidence and are therefore

irrdevant.

“Mickey, | don't think you should be drinking. Alcohol tendsto dull your senses, reduces your physica
control, and may even become addicting.”

“Pop, that’ s not very convincing with you standing there with a scotch whiskey in your hand.”



A father hasaduty to tell his son his concerns about his son’sdrinking. The father isunder no mora
requirement to follow such advice himsdif.

“Y ou must stop smoking, or you' |l get another heart attack.”
“Nice of you to say that, Doctor. But | saw you ditch that cigarette just before you came into the room.”

The doctor has a perfect right, some say aduty, to advise patients about the adverse hedlth effects of
anything. But the doctor is under no obligation to follow that advice himself. In fact, whether the doctor
smokesisirrelevant to the issue under consderation, which is clearly stated by the doctor. Evenif it were
OK for the doctor to smoke, that doesn’t mean that conclusion would apply with equa vigor to the
patient, especialy one who has had a previous heart attack.

Prejudice is a form of overgeneralization.

When we overgeneralize about race, we are bound to make errors and suffer the consequences, as
illustrated by the following story told to me by alawyer friend who livesin Kentucky. The story was front
page news for several weeks asjourndiststried to figure out what went wrong in the thinking of the
police. Seeif you can figure out what went wrong. How could the police have handled the Situation
better? How would you have handled the Situation better?

Case study: Two copsin apatrol car were on the side of ahighway watching traffic. Along came a
brand new red Cadillac driven by ablack man who was wearing a blue suit, white shirt, and red tie. The
Cadillac was cruising at and not above the speed limit. There didn’t seem to be anything irregular about
the driving, the license plate, or the ingpection stickers. Neverthel ess, the cops pulled out and followed
the Cadillac for afew miles and then pulled the Cadillac over.

“Anything wrong?’ asked the black man.
Theonly reply was, “Driver’ slicense and insurance.”

One cop examined the documents while the other covered his partner. They were on condition orange, a
police term that means pretty dert for armed attack but not actually under attack.

p. 71The documents were in order. The black man asked again why he had been stopped.

“Walit here,” he wastold while the cops went back to their patrol car and punched in the license plate
and the driver’ s name. The dispatcher said both were clear. The Cadillac was not reported stolen. There
were no outstanding warrants for the black man’ s arrest. Furthermore, the result on the title search
showed that there was no lien on the vehicle. The black man owned the car, free and clear! The brand

new car was paid for.

With this knowledge in hand, the cops returned to the Cadillac. “ Get out. Put your hands on the roof and
spread them,” they told him. Cop number one frisked the driver while cop number two provided cover.

They found no weapon.

At this point, the black man started saying things the cops thought sounded strange, dmost crazy: “The
right of the people to be securein their persons, houses, papers, and effects from unreasonable searches
and saizures, shdl not beviolated.”

“What?" said one of the cops.



“And no warrants shal issue, but upon probable cause supported by an oath or affirmation and
particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.”

The statement might have triggered an idea.in the heads of the police for at that point, the cops searched
the car for drugs. They found none. The black man then arrested the cops.

Question: What power or position enabled the black man to arrest the cops?
Answer: He was the county judge.

In fact, when he announced that he was the county judge, one of the cops recognized him and
exclamed, “Oh, shit!”

Why did the judge arrest the cops?

Thejudge put the two cops under arrest for violation of numerous civil rightslaws, official oppression,
and harassment.

What errorsin thinking led the copsto perdition?

Before| go over this case study for you, before | point out what | think were the errorsin thinking, go
over it yourself. Think about where the cops made errors. Think about how those errorsled to the socid,
political, and personal disaster that occurred. After you have considered for awhile, take alook at my
explanations. My explanations are not exhaugtive, just designed to make some suggestions.

p. 72First, the cops had no business stopping the Cadillac.

Cops are not expected to be logical, though it would have helped if they were. But cops are expected to
follow thelaw. The police must obey the lawslaid down for them by the Condtitution of the United States
of America. And that law, the supreme law of the land, saysthat unlessthere was aviolation of the law,
or reasonable evidence for a probable violation of the law, citizens must be left done.

That isthelaw. That law must befollowed. If that law is not followed, the police are subject to crimina
prosecution.

Second, the cops were not thinking. Or if they were thinking, they were not thinking properly. Their
gppraisa of the Stuation might have been something like this: “ Here sabig black guy in anew Caddy.
Except for criminals, al blacksare poor” (overgenerdization); “therefore, this black man must bea
crimina” (erroneous conclusion, actualy adeduction from the erroneous overgeneraization).

Thisideathen probably became e aborated to the further conclusion (also an error) that the car had to
be stolen because (they thought) ablack guy couldn’t possibly own a Cadillac without being involved in
someillegd activity.

If the cops had been thinking right, they would have recognized that there are many rich black men,
including famous actors, sports stars, movie persondities, satesmen, and so forth. Therefore, the
overgenerdization that this person must be acrimina was easily refuted.

Third, since the cops had no right to stop the black man, they had no right to ask for identification or a
license. They should have known that even if they found something wrong, the courts would have ruled



the evidence inadmissible. That did not prevent them from{[forjffrom] pursuing their errors even further.

Fourth, when it was proven that the black man owned the car and had paid cash for it, the cops made
the further overgenerdization that such ablack man must be adrug dealer. The overgenerd reasoning
might have gonelikethis “ Only black men who are drug dedlers can pay cash for acar. Since thisblack
man paid cash for his car, he must be adrug dedler. Since heisadrug dedler, he might have drugsin his
car. Therefore, we will search his car for drugs.”

Overgeneralization in Advertising

p. 73Advertisng, asmost of usknow deep in our heart’ s core, is often irrational. The reasons that
advertigng isoftenirrationa are myriad, but in this chapter, | want to focus on advertising as
overgenerdization.

In order for ageneralization to be reasonable, it must be based on evidence that must include afair
sample and not carefully selected instances. That afamous movie star uses Lux sogp means a best
simply that and a worst that she has been paid for her endorsement. If paid, she was probably paid
handsomely. The more she was paid, the more likely her endorsement was biased and the less we should
bdieveinit.

Advertisements often imply generalizations that are unwarranted.

Theimplied generdization in thisform of advertisement isthat we should use Lux sogp aso. Whether we
should is, of course, amoot question because asfar as| know, Lux soap isno longer sold in the United
States. But that is beside the point. A movie star’ s endorsement does not provide a reasonable argument
for usto buy that soap. If thousands of purchasers are genuinely satisfied and only afew dissatisfied, it is
probable that the soap in question is OK and may in fact provide good vaue. But one movie star? One
movie star’ s endorsement is not enough to conclude anything. One movie star doesn’t mean beans, just
the way one sparrow doesn’t make asummer. Furthermore, the ad, strictly speaking, doesn’t apply to us
except by overgeneralization. It might apply to movie tars, but because | am not amovie star, it doesn't
apply to me. The pernicious apped of such an advertisement like this one derives from the wish of most
peopleto be movie stars or, at least, famous like amovie gar.

The advertisers hope that we will make a subliminal or unconscious connection between Lux sosp and
our secret desire to be famous, perhaps to be amovie star. Such a connectionisfalse for severa

reasons, the bulk of which will be presented in other chapters. The psychologica principle exploited here
for the benefit of the advertiser isthat once two items are associated in the human consciousness, each
item tendsto recdl| the other. This psychologica principleis caledtied association because the two
items are mentally tied together. When we think of black, if we have previoudy associated black with
white, we will think of white and vice versa. For the same reason, cats will make most peoplerecall dogs
and Lucky Strike will mean fine tobacco.

The Lux ad wanted you to associate L ux soap with the glamour of p. 74movie stars. When you saw Lux
in the store, the advertiser wanted you to buy the soap and did not care why you bought the sogp—even
if you bought the soap for the wrong reasons. Asfar as the advertiser was concerned, it was enough that
you bought the soap. The skeptic in me might even claim that the advertiser wanted you to irrationally
generalize the message that perhaps a soap that was good enough for amovie star would be good
enough for you. More than that, the advertiser wanted you to get the idea, however preposterous, that
using Lux could make you famous.



OK, dl iswell and good. We now know that the endorsement of one star is not a good reason to buy
sogp. But what about the people who have written to the company and have given their own testimony
about Lux? sn't that areason to pause and consider buying Lux? Or anything else?

Remember those old Camel cigarette ads? I sthe fact that nine of ten doctors smoke Camels sufficient
reason for usto smoke Camels, too? Are Camelsredly good for our T zone (whatever that is), the way
the doctorsin the advertisement said? Notice that | am picking on historic advertisements becausein
retrogpect we know that they were bull. Contemporary advertisements are ssimilarly unreasonable and as
easly attacked.

Principle: Endorsements are not worth our attention. What' sin afirm’s mailbag, testimoniesto the
benefits conferred by the product, are not worth our attention.

Advertisers sometimes print grateful letters from people who have bought their wares. Such letters prove
onething and one thing only. Such letters prove that the writer liked the product. An unscrupulousfirm
might get nine hundred ninety-nine letters complaining that its soap was worthless and its clamsfor the
soap were fraudulent and only one letter praising the product. If it prints the one and suppressesthe
others, partidly selecting the evidence, then any generdization about the value or popularity of the
product would be worthless. The published letter would create an illusion, as advertising often does, that
the product isgood whenin fact it isnot good. In fact, it is not good for the mgority (999/1,000) who
used it.

Lesson: Advertisng endorsements are meaningless and should not be believed or acted upon.

p. 75Genera conclusions about products have to be based on carefully selected and characteristic
samples, not on partialy selected and often dubious evidence. In advertising, it isamost never the case
that the evidenceis scientifically sdlected and impartially presented.

The real motive behind partialy selected evidenceisto reinforce prejudice. Watch out for that because
thereisared tendency to seize upon facts that are agreeable to us and to ignore those that are not.

Personal preferences should put us on guard against the possibility of erroneous conclusions and
overgeneralizations.

If I liketo drink wine, I might look favorably on news reports that tell me that drinking wine will be good
for me and will prevent me from getting a heart attack or astroke. If | wish to argue reasonably, | must
counter thistendency by searching for conflicting evidence. The confidence that can reposein the
generdization that wineis good for me should not depend so much upon afew striking reports from
France apparently verifying the statement as upon the thoroughness of the search made for instances
disproving the theory. The wine generdization must be based on invegtigations covering asufficiently
wide field, and the instances studied must be representative of people like mysdlf, not just the French.
The French may be eating something else that prevents heart attacks and therefore the benefits of wine
drinking are more apparent than redl. In fact, wine drinking might be associated with ahigher social and



economic status and increased consumption of vegetables and less stress, dl of which might bethe
controlling factors reducing the incidence of heart attack and stroke. In view of dl that, the wine drinking
might be a spurious association or aconfounding variable. As discussed, even if the wine statement meets
all these conditions, it should be regarded as aworking rule orhypothesis subject to review and revison
inview of new data

Advertisers have nearly perfected the art of unreasonable thinking. Very few advertisements apped to
reason; most prefer mere assertion, repetition, and tied suggestions, which are themselvesirrationa
overgenerdizations. Virginia Slims cigarettes don’t make you thin, though that is what the advertiser
wantsyou to bdieve. Virginia Simsdon’t make you beautiful, though that iswhat—by showing ayoung,
beautiful woman smoking a Slim—the advertiser would like you to believe. VirginiaSimsdon't bring on
the men, though that iswhai—by showing those shadowy mae figuresin the background—the maker
would like you to bdlieve. Virginia Slims don’t make you afree spiritp. 76and individua thinker, though
that iswhat—by showing statementslike 1 ook temptation in the face and make my own
decisions’—the cigarette maker would like you to believe.

Conclusion: In most cases, advertising = bunk.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: Have nothing to do withit.

Before we go on tochapter 2 , we pause for abrief word about generd rules and exceptions.
General rules admit no exceptions, else they would not be truly general.

Do exceptions prove the rule?

Think about this.

How many times have you heard that “the exception provestherule” This assertion might silence
criticism for fifteen seconds, but it is ameaningless satement. Genera rules admit no exceptions. If
exceptions exis, they prove the rule wrong. Incidentaly, the wordprove in this context originaly meant
“test,” and the statement was away to test the generd rule by looking for exceptions. This method of
disproving generd rulesis exactly what we discussed. To test arule by looking for exceptionsisthe way
to test therule. If an exception isfound, it then provesthe rule wrong.

Pseudoscholars like me think that the assertion that “the exception provesthe rule’ came from a poor
trandation of the Latin phraseExceptio probat regulam, which meansthat rules cover every case not

(specificaly) excepted.
Ohwedl, into every lifealittleran must fall.

To those of you who have madeit so far, much thanks. Thereis onelast molehill to climb before we
head into the review and then enter the next chapter and start our downhill coast through the rest of this
book. That molehill iscaledsyllogism , aword from the Greeksyn, meaning “together,” andlogizesthai,
meaning “reason,” hence“ reasoning together.” Syllogismisaform of generdization in which Satements,



aso known as premises, are made and a conclusion is drawn from them.

A syllogismisan argument or form of reasoning in which (usually two) statements—calledpremises
—are made and aconcluson is drawn from them.

Example

p. 77 1. All mammals are warm blooded. (major premise)
2. Whaesare mammals. (minor premise)

3. Therefore, whales are warm blooded. (conclusion)

1+ 2+ 3=thesyllogism.

Because there are three sentences in each categorica syllogism, and each sentence can be one of four
moods (A, E, I, O: universal affirmative, universal negetive, particular affirmative, particular negetive), that
gives sxty-four different categorica syllogisms. Since there are four figuresto each syllogism (that is,
arrangements of the mgjor term, minor term, andmiddleterm ), there are 256 known forms of
categorica syllogism.

Logicians have distinguished thevalid syllogism from theinvalid. Although vaid and invalid are
fundamental to most contemporary academic systems of logic, we are not (much) concerned with them
here because thisisabook of practical, not formal, logic designed to help you know the truth, not to
acquaint you with the intellectua heritage of the Western world. However, it isimportant to mention the
most common error in Syllogism, which isknown astheundistributed middle. Thisexamplewill giveyou
an idea of how formd logic operates and how it is concerned with appraising truth values by studying the
interrelations of premises. Consder the following:

1. All mammalsare warm blooded. (mgjor premise)
2. Whaes are warm blooded. (minor premise)

3. Therefore, whales are mammals. (conclusion)

In this syllogism, the conclusonistrue but not logically deducible from the premises. Premise 1 did not
say that dl warm-blooded animas are mammals. If premise 1 did say that, it would have been dead
wrong. In fact, consderable evidence indicates that the dinosaurs were warm blooded (they were
animals), and, of course, birds are dways warm blooded (they are animals). So premises 1 and 2 as
stated above do not logically make conclusion 3, because premise 1, though true, does not include the
fact that some warm-blooded animals are not mammals. It is easier to see the reason for thiswith carsas
anexample



1. All Fordsare cars. (major premise)
2. l ownacar. (minor premise)

3. Therefore, | own aFord. (conclusion)

p. 78Infact, | do own aLincoln Continental, which isaFord product, so that concluson istrue. Butitis
not logical because premise 1 didn’'t Sate that dl carsare Fords. In fact, if premise 1did Satethat, it
would have been incorrect because there are many kinds of cars besides Fords. | could easily have
owned some other kind of car.

In both the whale and the car syllogism, the problem arose because the middle term—that common to
both the mgjor and minor premises—did not encompass the whole universe of possible warm-blooded
animals (example one) or cars (example two). In technicd terms, the middle term of the mgjor premise
was notdigtributed , that is, it didn’t apply to each member of the mentioned class of warm blooded
animals (example one) and each member of the mentioned class of cars (example two). There were other
members of the class of warm-blooded animals that were not whales, and there were other members of

the class of carsthat were not Fords. Thus, the conclusions were actualy generdizations that were not
true.

A very famous syllogism offers us another view of how reasoning from syllogism can get usinto trouble:

1. All menaremortd. (mgor premise)
2. Socratesisaman. (minor premise)

3. Therefore, Socratesis mortd. (conclusion)

The conclusion istrue and was proven by Socrates desth upon drinking the hemlock. But the syllogism
istrue only insofar asit encompasses al the observationsto date. It certainly can't be logically applied to
future generations who may someday discover the secret of immortaity. One single case to the contrary
in the future would refute the Socrates syllogism.

How about this one? Can you find the defect?

1. Other mendie.
2. | am not another man.

3. Therefore, | will not die.



Review

Time spent in review is never wasted. Neuroscientists have discovered that review fixes our memories
by increasing the probability of reactivatingp. 79previoudy activated neuronal networks. Repeated
reectivation resultsin actua structurd changesin the brain that facilitate recall. Therefore, you should do
it. (Noticethat the repetition of this paragraph had the effect of giving you a sense of familiarity that you
did not get when you first read it at the end of the introduction. Notice also that | filled in my deduction so
that you can compare your deduction with mine.)

Exercises

1. Reread dl the main pointsin this chapter. The main points are the principles, lessons, and the topic
sentences presented in italics. When you have done so, give yourself acheck here .

2. Reread al the main pointsin this chapter doud. When done, give yoursaf acheck here .
Rereading aloud fixes the memory better than silent rereading does. Rereading on separate days fixesthe
memory better than rereading twice the same day. The more you reread, the more you will fix the
memory. But don’t overdo it. Four times should be quite enough. Y ou don’t want to acquire the
reputation of being aharmless drudge.

3. How would you prove wrong the statement that women who wear glasses never smoke? Give
yourself acheck mark if you think you areright . Hint: The answer to this question isin the chapter. If
you understand the answer to this question, you know how to prove a generdization wrong.

4. Doyou redly believe that al scientific knowledge istentative and not known to be absolutely truefor
al timesand dl places? Give yoursdf acheck mark if you think you areright .

5. Do catsthink? How do you know? Give yoursdlf acheck mark if you think you areright .

6. What isthe cause of most incorrect, unreasonable, false, and defective thinking? Give yoursdf a
check mark if you think you areright . Hint: Thisisatrick question in thet it was covered in the
introduction, not in chapter 1. Hint: If you are not sure about the answer, don't belazy. Look it up in the
introduction.

7. Explanwhy statementswith wordslikeall, always, andnever arelikely to bewrong. Giveyoursdf a
check if your answer seemsOK .

8. “Smoking pot isawaysbad.” Why is such a statement wrong?p. 80What error in thinking is
involved?Why do | call agtatement like that anovergeneralization? Isit aso an example of
black-and-white thinking? Give yoursdlf one, two, or three checks depending on how well you fed you
answvered the questions .

9. What isevidence ? What isthe best kind of evidence? Give yoursdlf two checksif correct . Hint:
The answer to this question was hidden in the text. | definedevidence as any sign that leads to the correct
perception of thetruth. As such, evidence would include facts, intelligent experimentation, clear
reasoning, verification, and ahost of other sgnsthat include forma and informa logic, which indicate the
way to truth.

10. What is unreasonable about blindly following the dictates of an authority? How can following the
dictates of an authority lead to trouble? Under what circumstances should you follow the dictates of an
authority? Hint: Should you trust yoursdlf to fly a 747 to Tahiti, or should you trust the UTA pilot who has



flown the trip many times? How about surgery? Would you consider yoursdf qualified to repair aleaking
aortic vave, or would you let a heart surgeon do the job? Give yoursdf four checksif you thought about
the possible answers to the above questions and your answers seem OK :

11. What is unreasonable about the following?*“ As the author of abook on logic, | can clamto be
qudified to diagnose a straightforward case of manic-depressive psychosis. Unequivocdly, Andrea
Y ateswas not thinking logicaly, and her behavior wasirrationd at the time she drowned her children.”
Giveyoursdlf acheck mark if you think you areright . Hint: Authority in onefield isnot[an]] authority
in another. An author of alogic book isnot aforensic psychiatrist. An explanation of the psychologica or
irrational mechanismsthat led Andrea Y atesto drown her five children may explain what happened, but it
doesn't necessarily excuseit, much lessjudtify it.

12. Read about the famous Charge of the Light Brigade or study Alfred, Lord Tennyson's poem on the
subject. Explain why the English brigade of about six hundred men unflinchingly obeyed an erroneous
order though they knew “ someone had blundered.” Why would military men, at great disadvantageto
themsalves[themdeves] , make aheroic but futile charge against Russianp. 81heavy artillery at the Battle
of Balaklavain the Crimean War? Isit reasonable to obey an order, even amilitary order, if you know it
iswrong? Why do American military personnel take an oath to obey dl “reasonable and lawful” orders,
rather than an oath to obey dl orders? Give yoursalf two checksif you had the energy to look up the
charge or if you read the poem. Give yoursdlf five checksif you did both :

If you fed up toit, check your answers to the questions above by rereading the appropriate sections of
thetext. If you got most of them correct, stop here and reward yourself in some way withasmple
pleasure that will dso serveto fix the memories. Rewards for work well done help the brain function
effectivdly.

If you don't fed up to checking your answers, go on to the next chapter and learn about a common
source of communication difficulties, vague definition.
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2 —Vague Definition

p. 83This chapter discussesthe error in thinking calledvague definition. Correct definition leadsto the
truth. Vague definition leadsto error. By the end of the chapter, you should have aworking knowledge
of some of the kinds of definition—generic, divisond, and by specific criteria or example—and you
should be able to uncover the hidden meanings behind what people say.

Confusion may arise becauise many words have severad meanings. In agiven context, the meaning of a
word must remain congtant, or there will be confusion. Confusion may aso arise because individud
words have different kinds of meanings—a denotive meaning (the explicit or intensive meaning), a
connotive meaning (the more extensve idea or notion suggested or associated with the word), aword
history (which suggests ameaning), and aword atmosphere (tone), al of which conspireto give aword
shades, intimations, dlusions, indications, and refinements of meaning, some of which under certain
circumstances can be mideading.

Correct use of words leads to precision of expression, correct thinking, and correct conclusions.
Incorrect, doppy, or deceptive use of words leads to imprecision of expression, incorrect thinking,
incorrect conclusions, and sometimes fraud and deception. Attention to definition will help you become
acquainted with how to better discover truth and dedl with redity. Attention to definition will help you say
what you mean and help you avoid saying what you don’'t mean.

p. 84Words are important. Did you have any doubt? Words are especialy important for complex
human thinking.

Asdemongtrated in the previous chapter, animals think, probably without words. Animals probably think
by crude associations of one concept with another, asin the cow example where in the cow’ s brain
PAIN = ELECTRIC FENCE, ELECTRIC FENCE = PAIN.

Likelittle animals, very young children probably think without words. Some of us adults know that we
sometimes think without words, too. | drove to Houston yesterday, but for the life of me | don’'t know
how | didit. | didn't conscioudly tell my foot to brake or go when appropriate, nor did | do any serious
thinking about keeping away from other cars and avoiding accidents. My brain handled much of my
driving a some subconscious level without the use of words. That's OK for smdl tasks like driving, but
to think about more sophisticated things my brain needswords.

The subtlety of human thought owes alot to language. Soliloquies, of which dramatists are so fond, may
gppear absurd, but in fact the only thing that makes them ridiculousisthat the actors declaim their
thoughts doud. Mogt of us are dways declaiming soliloquiesto ourselves, discussing issues, planning
what to do, and appraising Situations.

How do you address yourself? | usudly address mysdlf as*you” when | am unhappy with myself or with
what | did, asin “Oh, God, Patten, you really screwed up that time.” And | usudly address mysdlf as*1”
when something good isinvolved, asin“I want anice cream.” How do you usudly talk to yoursalf?

The process of holding akind of debate with oneself isan ordinary way of solving problems. That itisso
illustrates the dependence of thought on words. Since our thoughts so depend on words, proper thinking



requires that the words be used correctly. Otherwise we can't arrive at red significance. The problemis
that many words have severd definitions or common uses. Confusion can ariseif one of the definitionsis
used by one party while the other party embraces adifferent definition.

For example: Whether acohol isafood, apoison, adrug, or part of the sacrament of transubstantiation
depends on the definitions of those things and how they are applied to acohal.

Grain ethyl alcohol has a calorie content of seven kilocaories per gram. If we definefood as a substance
that when ingested is cgpable of being used to produce heat or body energy, then acohal iscertainly a
food. If we definefood as a substance that when ingested is capable of p. 85being converted into body
amino acids, proteins, fats, and even carbohydrates as needed, then acohol is certainly afood.

If we definepoison as a substance that if ingested may under certain specified circumstanceskill a
person, then acohoal is certainly apoison. If we definedrug as a substance capable of adtering the function
of the human brain, then acohal is certainly adrug. If we believe that the wine used in the Catholic
Churchis (despite dl evidence and appearances to the contrary) actualy changed with its alcohol content
into the blood of Jesus Christ, then acohol under certain specific circumstances is a sacrament. So,
alcohol isether afood, apoison, adrug, or a sacrament, depending on how we define those things.

Wi, whichisit?

How much sense would it make for two people to debate whether acohol isafood or not, if one of
those persons had in mind that a cohol was a poison and the other believed that it was a gasoline additive
to protect the environment?

Definitionstherefore are crucid to clear thinking and reasoned discussion. If that’ strue, then to be
entirdly consstent, we should start off with an understanding of what we mean by definition. We should
dart off with adefinition of definition.

Definition dividesitsdlf into two main avenues: genus and division.Genus sounds academic or biological,
but it isredly not. A genus (generic)[|(generic)] definition can usualy be spotted by the fact that the
definition (meaning) is stated in sentence form. Example: Texas pend code paragraph 1.07: “A firearmis
any device designed, made or adapted to expel aprojectile through abarrel by using the energy
generated by an explosion or burning substance or any device readily convertible to that use”

Soif | am caught carrying a pellet gun that shoots 22-cdiber pellets powered by a carbon dioxide
cylinder, | can't be arrested for carrying afirearm. The pellet gun does not conform to the genus
definition of afirearm. A dart gun doesn’'t meet the definition either. But azip gun that was not origindly a
firearm but has been adapted to work like afirearm will fall within the definition and send meto jail for up
to ten years.

Note the difference afew words can make. A few words can make dl the differencein theworld. A

few words can decide my fate: whether | am culpable or not, whether | go tojail or don't. Definitionis
important. No question about it.

Principle: Definitions count and often count plenty.



p. 86From which follows.

Lesson: Pay attention to the definitions.

Consder abortion. In the matter of abortion, everything hangs on the definition of the creature subject to
the abortion. If we define the object of abortion as a human being, then we condemn abortion as
premeditated murder or mandaughter (depending on the definition of murder andmanslaughter). If we
define the fetus as something not human, say, akind of parasite becauseit can't sustain[exertjsustain] (at
the time of the abortion) ahuman existence independent of the mother, we can shift the ground of
discourse to aquestion of freedom of choice. So, whether we might favor abortion or freedom of choice
might depend on what we consider the generic definition of life.

Indeed, for centuries, the Catholic Church permitted abortion up to the time of the quickening (about the
end of thefirgt trimester when fetd movement first was fdt) because that iswhen Saint Thomas Aquinas
concluded thet life for the fetus actually began. Recently, the Catholic Church has changed its position on
the issue by changing the definition of when life begins. It now maintainsthet life garts when the sperm
entersthe egg at the moment of conception. Since life starts at conception (according to this definition),
the Catholic Church has concluded that any kind of abortion killsahuman being. Askillingahumanis
wrong, abortion istherefore wrong.

The change in definition looks suspicious because Thomas Aquinasis till considered adoctor of the
church and isin fact the patron saint of Roman Catholic schoals.[ Pro-aborti onbiasshownhere?]

Definition by divisonisaform of definition that proceedsin bite-sized pieces, usudly in anumbered ligt.
The genus definition of afirearm could have been defined divisondly asfollows:

A device shdl be conddered afirearmif:

1. Itismade, designed, or adapted to expel a projectile.
2. Theprojectileisexpelled through abarrel.

3. Theenergy generated to expd the projectileis explosive or by burning a substance.

Indivisond definition, further refinements can be made by specifying what things are excluded from the
definition. As, for instance, “No part of this statute shall be construed to mean that a BB gun or adart

p. 87gun or pellet gun powered by compressed air or other gasis[adlis] afirearm. Antique and curio
firearms made before 1899 are excluded.”

Divisond definitions are quite important in the law. Conviction or acquittal often depends on them, on
the gtrict application of adefinition.

Texas pend code paragraph 46.035, section 5, saysit isunlawful to carry ahandgun in an amusement



park, even if the person carrying the handgun has a specific state of Texas concedled handgun license.

That seems clear enough until one consults subsection f of the same pend code, which gtates, “inthis
section * Amusement park’ means a permanent indoor or outdoor facility or park where amusement rides
are avallablefor use by the public that islocated in acounty with a population of more than 1 million,
encompasses at least 75 acresin surface area, is enclosed with access only through controlled entries, is
open for operation more than 120 daysin each calendar year, and has security guards on the premises at
al times”

Wow! If the amusement park where the gunis carried fails to meet just one of those many criteria, the
carrying of the gun there by aperson holding alicenseislegd. By the definition of negatives, wefind that
if the park is ot permanent or has no rides, or the rides are not available to the public, or the park is
located in acounty with fewer than one million people (most countiesin Texas), isopen for only 119
daysayear, issmaller than seventy-five acresin area, or doesn't have twenty-four-hour security, it isnot
an amusement park according to this statute and therefore is not covered by the pena law section.

Law islikethat. It haslots of exceptions and weird turnings and strange twists. Law isfull of exceptions.
Arigtotle said, “Thelaw isreason without passion.” [1] | say that law is reason punctuated by exceptions.
Others say law is mainly exceptions because it often turns and twists on obscure definitions, the reasons
for which were probably known at one time to the legidators who voted for the specific language of the
gatute. In many cases, the reasons are no longer known even by those who voted for them.

After enactment, law itsdlf, not the goalsto be advanced by law, becomesthe focus. That iswhen the
lawyers havetheir field day.

The conced ed handgun illustration above shows how precise rules do not close the loopholes. It
happens to be the other way around. Loopholes exist only because the rules are so precise. The United
States Condtitution, ashort document of genera principles, hasfew loopholes. That iswhy it hasheld up
so well and lasted so long.

p. 88Among the many kinds of definition, we find definition by synonym, example, or specific criteria
For instance, how can we define anxiety?

Anxiety isfeding nervous. Thisisadefinition by the criterion of synonym. Anxiety iswhat | fed when
they take my blood pressure at the doctor’ s office. Thisisadefinition by example. Anxiety isthe
subjective fedling of nameless dread associated with increased activity of the autonomic nervous system.
Thisisadefinition by psychologica and physiologic criteria

Here are some moreillustrations of definition and its gpplication to Stuations.

1. Property claimswere sometimes specified in divisona terms. Y ou owned a property by right of
conquest (in olden times), by purchase from the lega owner (notice purchases from non-owners and
fromillega ownersare excluded), or by inheritance, marriage, or contract, asin the settlement of a
gambling debt. If you have lived on a property for twenty years and have had no attempts of the redl
owner to move you off, you can own a property by right of adverse possession or squatter’ sright, and
soon. That ligt isthe divisona definition of the right of ownership. If you can show you meet one of those
criteria, the courtswill recognize your property right and the sheriff will come out and arrest trespassers.

2. Lotsof medica diagnoses are based on divisiona definitions. Consider the diagnosis of systemic



a Maarrash

b. Discoid rash

c. Photosengtivity

d. Ora ulcers

e. Arthritis

f. Seroditis

0. Rend disorder

h. Neurologic disorder
I. Hematologic disorder
j. Immunologic disorder

k. Antinuclear antibodies

“If four of these are present at any time during the course of the disease, adiagnoss of systemic lupus
can be made with 98% certainty and 97% sengitivity,” says Harrison' stextbook of medicine.[2]

p. 89Soundsterribly scientific. Doesn't it? Or doesit? What if apatient had only three of theitems and
yet at autopsy was found to have died of lupus? | had a patient like that. That woman had lupus by one
definition (autopsy fact), but she didn’t haveit by another definition, the standard medical textbook
definition. In that case, should we conclude that the patient died of adisease she didn’t have? See? This
istheold “acohal isafood, drug, or poison” problem, applied to diagnosis of disease.

How about the generic definition of lupus? Will the generic definition help clarify the diagnostic Situation
inmy dead patient? Y ou decide. When you do, let me know. Generic definition: “ Systemic lupus
erythematos's (SLE) isadisease of unknown etiology in which tissues and cells are damaged by
pathogeni ¢ autoantibodies and immune complexes.” [3]

No wonder doctors seem to be always arguing about who has what and what should be done. Many of
those arguments arise from legitimate differences in understanding the nature of the disease. Many of the
arguments arise from legitimate use of different definitions of disease, and many arise from legitimate
differences of judgment, experience, or (can thisbe?) conventions and stylized forms of reasoning or
logic (or what they think islogic).

Principle: Some medica terms have little or no real meaning because their relationship or



correspondence to redity isdubious.

While we are on the subject of medica terms, | should mention that asurprising number of medica
termsthat are thrown & patients daily have little meaning. The skeptic might even claim they have
aurprisingly little meaning by design. The skeptic might claim that they are designed to conced the
doctor’ signorance and befuddle the patient.

But that’ sanother story. The principleisclear:

Principle: Medicd diagnosisis often based on highly questionable definitions that may or may not
adequatdly reflect the redity Situation.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: Medicineisnot ascience. It is subject to large limitations because of, among other things, the
vague defi p. 90nitions, most of which arise from incomplete, inaccurate, and, in some cases, faulty
knowledge.

I’m not criticizing medicine or beating up on doctors. Why would | do that? | mysalf am adoctor. So
aremy wife and my daughter and my son-in-law. | am just helping you face the facts. The current state of
medical knowledge s probably less than you and most people assume.

Whether doctors are arguing about a disease or adiagnoss, or others are arguing about abortion or
something ese, a surprising number of arguments arise from the failure of disputantsto define the terms
they use. They believe themselvesto be debating questions of fact whereasthe redl issueisthe definition
of the words used.

In the controversy about abortions, you can define ahuman being as possessing the following
characterigtics. a head, two eyes, two feet, a heart, and so forth, and then you can show that the embryo
at the moment of conception possesses none of these things, therefore, it isnot, by that definition, human.

On the other hand, if you define ahuman asaliving thing that has acomplete lifetime supply of human
genetic materia and is, genetically speaking, a perfected and independent cresture, then any embryo from
the instant of conception forward qudifies as human, as does an in vitro fertilized egg, as does a stem cll.

The abortion controversy isadisagreement concerning the socia decision about the beginning of life.
Thereisno novel objective fact to be discovered in this sphere, no origina biologica research to be
done. What is needed is a philosophical reflection that resolves theissue to the satisfaction of everyone.
That reflection will be ageneraly accepted decision about where, in the continuous process from
fertilization to birth, it would be best to draw the line between merdly biological and genuingly human
existence. Too much is at stake for this determination to be groundless or arbitrary.



Isthe tomato afruit, avegetable, or a berry? On amore mundane level, whether atomato isafruit or a
vegetable depends on the definition used. Certainly it isaquestion that has encouraged controversy. My
mother always considered the debate a matter of fact, but | forget what side of the fence shewason. To
me, the problem ismerely verbd. If you definefruit asthe part of a plant that encloses the seed, then the
tomato is clearly afruit. If you definevegetable as something edible that comes from agarden, then the
tomato is avegetable. Botanicaly thetomato isp. 91a berry, but according to the United States Supreme
Court decision in 1880, for tax purposes, the tomato isnot afruit or aberry but a veritable vegetable.
Fruit, berry, or vegetable? Which isit?

Who knows?
It just depends on what we mean. It just depends, as do so many thingsin life, on definition.

Just because the government or some officer thereof defines something some way, that doesn’t make it
0.

Ronad Reagan, as| recall, urged school lunch programsto identify ketchup as avegetable in order to
meet federa nutrition guiddinesfor school lunches. Most of uswould identify ketchup as a seasoned
sauce of puree congstency, the principleingredient of which isusualy tomatoes but sometimes another
foodstuff (like mushrooms). Despite the president’ s opinion, ketchup is not avegetable. Reagan got into
further trouble over tomato ketchup when he applied it to his cottage cheese, saying that the stuff was
awful without ketchup. In consequence, he lost the Wisconsin vote.

Some definitions are culturaly conditioned and vary from place to place. A person who livesin Somalia
would have acompletely different definition of thewordpoor than aperson who livesin the United
States. In fact, theincome leve that officidly definespoor in Americawould equd aleve of income that
iscongdered quite wealthy in Somdia

Scientific categories of biology are choice-inclusvein character. Thereisachoiceto cut definitionsina
certain way and not in others. We could, for example, classify whales by their habitat and method of
locomotion, in which case they would be related to the e ephant[sharkisbetterexample?] , or by their
intelligence, in which case they would belong to the same group as humans and the great gpes. Viewed in
thislight, the current “scientific” classification, based on method of reproduction and the feeding of the
young with milk, losesits gpparent privilege.

Each aspect of our perception of the nature of whale isreasonable, legitimate, and useful; each focuses
on someinteresting features of the animas and highlightstheir significant relation to other animals. To say
that one and only one of them captures the way thingsreally are amountsto a defamatory
impoverishment of the complexity of the biologica world.

What' s the point?

The point is hot to argue the pros and cons of what is and what is not afirearm. The point isnot to
discuss the pros and cons of what isp. 92or what is not a human. Nor isthe point to tell you that a
tomato isafruit or avegetable or aberry. The point isnot to tell you that the wordpoor meansaleve of
poverty in Somdiaquite different from that in the United States. Nor isthe point to trash the currently
accepted biologicd classfication of cetaceans.

The point isto clearly demonstrate and demondtrate clearly how important the definitions arein reaching
conclusions. One might even say that some definitions that are accepted will lead to certain conclusons



amog automaticaly.

So watch out. Make sure you know what you are talking about. Make sure you know what the other
guy istaking about.

Lesson: Pay attention to the definitions. They can be the key to understanding and can make al the
difference.

As mentioned, agreat number of words have severa meanings. Some words have a particular meaning,
and no confusion exists when they are used.Hydrogen orquark orpancreas by generd agreement refer
to aspecific eement with one proton and one el ectron, anuclear particle three of which make aproton
or aneutron, or the exocrine-endocrine organ in the abdomen, respectively. No argument about the
meanings of those words and no confusion of one with the other. Well, not exactly no argument. Even
with these scientific terms arguments can arise. But not many.

The case with other wordsis quite different. Widely divergent interpretations appear when we use more
abstract words such aslaw, nature, anddemocracy.

The trouble with such termsisthat they try to say too much by representing concepts of great scope and
complexity. Each word may mean different thingsto different people. Let’ stalk aboutdemocracy for
ingtance,

Reading the ancient texts such astheAnabasis by Xenophon, we find the Greeks e ected their generas
and their captains. In fact, the Greek army held a.council every day in which the ordinary soldier wasfree
to express hisideas about what should be done and when and who should do it. Furthermore, & these
councilsthe action taken was always that agreed on by the mgjority of the soldiers there assembled.
Those soldiers considered any other way of running the army aform of davery. These Greek soldiers
routinely considered anyone who followed the orders of anon-elected officid adave.

By contragt, the American army hasits genera's gppointed by thep. 93president and approved by the
Senate. American soldiers do not vote or even express an opinion on the important daily question posed
to ancient Greek soldiers. Who do you wish to command your army today?

This being the case, ancients Greeks would not consider the American army ademocracy in the sensein
which they understood the meaning of the word. And they should know. The ancient Greeksinvented
democracy. In fact,democracy isaGreek word meaning government by thedemos, the maob.

On the other hand, most Americans have adifferent definition in mind when they think of democracy.
Most Americanswould consider theideaof an army democracy silly, stupid, and unworkable. To most
Americans, democracy does not mean government of the people. It means something like persond
liberty and the ability of the people, if they S0 desire, to change their government. If that isthe definition of
democracy, then Americaisademocracy. If it isnot the definition of democracy, then Americaisnot a
democracy.

During the cold war, therewas alot of acrimonious debate between communist USSR and capitaist
Americaabout which government was truly democratic. The Russans clamed that they werethe
democracy and that Americawas not. To the Russans, democracy implied a classess society in which



the means of production are owned in common, something they had accomplished and Americahad not.
They thought it irrdlevant that the supreme power was wielded by an oligarchy in which opinionswere
Slenced and individua rights suppressed.

Using different definitions, the USSR and Americaaccused each other of being undemocratic. The point
at issueiswhat definition of democracy should be used. If we use the American definition, then America
isthe democracy. If we use the Russian definition, then the USSR isthe democracy.

Wi, whichisit?

And more important: Should we have gone to war over thisissue? Should we go to war over adisputed
definition?

Seel The question of definitionisnot trivid. It can't betrivial because war isnot trivid. In fact, mgor
wars have been fought over smadler stuff than that. Perhaps both the Russian and American definitions of
democracy are deficient. Perhaps we need to apply something different. How about Lincoln’ s definition
at Gettysburg? What kind of definition wasit?“Democracy is government of the people, by the people,
and for the people.”

p. 4If you guessed that the above was adivisona definition, you were correct because the definition
breaks down, dividesitsdf, like ancient Gaul, into three parts. If you answered a generic definition, you
were correct in the sense that the definition was stated in acomplete sentence. If you guessed that it was
adefinition by example and specific criteria, you were right again.

Using Lincoln’ sdefinition, let’ s consder the American government. |sthe American government a
democracy according to Lincoln’ s definition?

Item: Government of the people? Of course! How could any governmentnot govern the people? (I am
only kidding.)

Lincoln did not mean government of the people in the sense of the government controlling the people,
telling them what to do, or ordering them about. Quite the opposite. The confusion here arises because
the little wordof has several meanings. In this context, it isthe possessive. It meansthat the people own
and control the government, not vice versa. According to Lincoln, legitimate government was a created
instrument of the people, lacking any independent existence, and it isthe people who tell the government
what it was alowed to do, not the other way around.

Whether thisisthe casein contemporary Americais debatable. The fact would have to be decided by
the consideration of alarge body of evidence. Recent disclosures of the roles of lobbyists (64,000 of
them registered as of January 2002!), corporations, and big money in controlling politicianswho, in turn,
control the government rai se serious questions about whether Americans have agovernment of the
people—owned and controlled by the people—as Lincoln meant it. It is possible that salfish business
interests own more of the government than the people do.

Item: Government by the people. A problem. In fact, abig problem. Most peoplefed that the
government is something and they are something else. Most people | know fed harassed by the
government, controlled by government, not vice versa. Other than oncein awhile (on eection day), red
power doesn’'t seem to reside with the people but with the bureaucracy (government by offices).

Item: For the people? I’ [l leave thisto you to answer. My own suspicion isthat most of the evidence
indicates the present American government isfor particular specia interest groups and not for the people



asawhole.
Precison and accuracy: Call me at six on the dat; little things mean alot.

p. 95If alittle two-letter word likeof has multiple meanings, you canimaginethe difficultieswe get into
with bigger words. Consider the three-letter wordlie. My dictionary hasten definitions, including one that
is often used withdown and another, which we discussed previoudy, that describeslie as adeliberate
fal se statement. What would a young woman think if | said to her, “I want to lie about you.” Should she
suefor dander, for sexua harassment, or both? Should she hop into bed with me or shun measan
enemy? Or should she be preemptive and belt me one in the face?

Sometimes the confusion about the meaning of little words arises from the fact that people are not aware
that the word has severa meanings. Take the stlatement “ The coffeeiscold,” in which thewordisis
technically known as a predicative because it exactly describesthe current state of the coffee. Onthe
other hand, the statement “Thereisa God” contains acompletely different is; theis in that sentenceis not
apredicative (dthough it looks exactly the same asthe predicativeis). Theis in that sentence about God is
technically known astheis of existentid assertion. Thisdua meaning for thelittle wordis leads to afallacy
, that of confusing two senses of the verbis, which, in turn, reflects two senses of the verbto be.

Among many other uses, the verbto be can be used both to ascribe a property (theis of predication) and
to assert existence (theis of existentia assertion). The later fallacy, the basis of the ontological proof of
the existence of God, arises from the fact that the assertion of the existence of athing grammaticaly
resembles the predication to that thing of some property, so that an assertion of existence, likea
predication, appears to presuppose the existence of the very thing whose existence is asserted. This
makes positive existence assartions acircular form of false reasoning known as atautology . The process
iscdledtautological.

Oncel told an attorney who was cross-examining me that he was being Sisyphean. Whereupon the
opposing attorney jumped in saying, “and needlesdy repetitive aswell.” That’ swhat tautologiesdo. They
waste our time with needlesdy repetitious or trivially obvious observations: They are Sisyphean.

“He s poor because heisaways broke.” “Our annua report comes out every year.” “The homelessare
homel ess because they have no homes.”

Here are some tautological gemsfrom President Bush:
“A low voter turnout is an indication of fewer people going to the palls.”

p. 96“It isn’t the pollution that is harming our environment. It istheimpuritiesin our water and air that are
doingit.”

“The vast mgority of our imports come from outside the country.”

After hearing those tautol ogies, we are | eft blank. We are not one bit more informed than we were
before. Since atautology doesn't get us closer to the truth and doesn’t inform us about redlity, | consder
it an error in thinking.

“Either George Washington died in 1999, or hedid not.”

Ononelevd, thelinguigtic level, some people might regard that statement astrue. | think it’sjust bunk
because it doesn't inform us about anything. After we have read it, we remain just as unenlightened aswe



did before. In fact, the statement is dwaystrue and therefore it isatautology. The forma proof of thisis:

Let Pequal “diedin 1999.”
Let not P or ~P mean “did not diein 1999.”

Let T =true, F=fadse, and P?~P mean “P or not P,” with theor meaning theinclusve meaning of or :
one, the other,or both.

A statement is a sentence that makes a definite claim. A truth table is atable that shows dl the possible
combinations of the clamsin agiven statement with their resulting truth or falsity. Thus, consider
gatement “p.” If “p” istrue, thenitsdenia isnot true. All possible combinations of p and not p and their
truth or falsity can be thus symbolized by the truth table:

p notp

T F

The table conveniently tells usthat there are only two cases. Case 1—when pistrue, not pisfalse. Case
2—when pisfase, not pistrue. There are only two possibilities of p—it can betrue, or it can befalse.
There are only two possibilities of ~p—it can befase, or it can betrue. Then, al cases and possibilities
would be described by the following truth table:

P P P?~P
Casel T F T
Case2 F T T

p. 97Since P ?~P (read as“P or not P’) isawaystrue, no new information comesto us by the
satement, and the statement is atautology.

Reporter: “What are you going to do about the current economic situation in the United States, Mr.
President?’



Presdent Truman: “Well, we' re going to do something. And if that doesn’t work, we' || do something
ds”

Truman has said nothing substantive except that heis predisposed to action.
“Why can’t women servein combat?’

“Because established federd law explicitly prohibits any soldier in the American armed forces, under any
command, and in al circumstances whatever, from serving in combat unless he is an able-bodied, adult

Complete bull!

The so-called reason is no reason at dl—it’ s merely arestatement of the government’ s palicy. It isacop
out and atautology. The questioner asked why. All she got was arepest of the policy itsdlf, not the
reason for it. Incidentally, no reason is stated because it would be hard to justify the excluson of a
properly trained female soldier from combat. Therationde at the root of the government’ s attitude isthe
overgenerdization “ All male combat soldiers are superior to dl femae combat soldiers.” If this
generdization isfase, then (aswomen increasingly appreciate) the government has agood reason for
atering the policy, which it has. Two women were killed in combat in the Gulf War, and many more were
captured.

“Too much caution isnot good.” This statement seemsto repeat what is aready contained in the subject.
If anything is“too much,” theimplicationisthat it is not good. We get the idea, though. We would have
gotten the idea better if we were told why too much caution is not good or if we had been given an
example proving that under one circumstance too much caution was bad.

Negative existentia assertions are contradictory.

The same process that makes positive existentia assertions tautological makes negatives ones
contradictory, leading to such confusions as nonexistence must exist since it can be the subject of a
negative exigential assertion. Thiserror in thinking can causelots of problems—for instance, the
argument that the nonexistent exigts, Snce the nonexistent isthe nonexistent. That the unknown isknown,
since the unknown is known to be unknown. Or worse, the unknown is known as one schoolboy told his
mother: “Itis X!”

p. 98Similarly, since the improbable happens, it is probable (given enough time) that the improbable will
happen. Hence the improbable is probable (classic false reasoning).

Using such confusions of the meaning of the verbto be, it is possible to make weak arguments appear
stronger and to delude ourselves and othersinto error. Languages other than English sometimestry to get
around thisby having severa wordsthat are trandated into English asformsofto be. Estar andser are
examplesin Spanish, indicating various agpects of the verbto be. Tibetan (1 am told) has even more.

The confusion we owein large measure to the officious ubiquity of thelittlewordis and itsremova to an
Itdian mathematician and logician, Peano, who recognized the difference betweenis andis a and honored
the later relation with aspecial symbol ?, the Greek |etter epsilon. By means of adistinct notation, the
relation of class membership may now be clearly distinguished from identity, inclusion, entaillment, or any
number of other relations named byis. Thus, in symbolic logic to express briefly and concisdy that
Reynard isamember of the class“fox,” we can write:



Reynard ?fox,

whichisread “Reynard isafox,” bearing in mind that ? means“isamember of the class” That way, we
do not confuseit with other sundry meanings ofis. With this meaning ofis in mind, how do you read:

8 ? number

cagtle ?fort and home

Let'sdo alittle more work on thislittle wordis. Seeif you can spot the difference among the other
meanings of is that we mentioned.

What istheis in the statement, “God isjust”? In that statement, isis predicative or assertive? Or both?
What isis ?

We have dready seen that if we confuse the oneis with the other, we might assume the statement “ God
isjust” exactly, precisdly, and specifically astrue and as matter of fact asthe statement that the coffeeis

cold.

Seeif your answer matches mine: The statement about God is an item of adifferent order than a
statement about coffee. The statement about God is amere assertion. As such the statement “God is
just” assertstwo things: It asserts by assumption that God exists, and itp. 99asserts by predication that
sheisjust. We are not required to believe mere assertions unless proven, and we have aready learned
how to prove genera assertions wrong by finding the exception. By showing one instance of injustice that
occurred under God's control or supervision, we could prove that God is not just.

Arguments that God exists tend to be weak and the refuge argument that God exists because it can't be
proven that she doesn't exist is nonsense. That argument is known asargumentum ad ignorantiam ,
Latin for “argument [as an gppedl] to ignorance.”

Argumentum ad ignorantiamtries to prove a proposition by asserting that it has never been disproved.
That something hasn't been disproved is never an argument that it has been proved. How could it be?

Y et theargumentum ad ignorantiam has widespread applications among the ignorant: Ghosts must
exist because nobody has established that they do not. UFOs exist because no one has proven that they
do not.

By theway, | know UFO abductions exist because | am avictim. Y ears ago, | was abducted by twenty
Venusans, al of whom looked like Marilyn Monroein her sdlad days. They took me aboard their space
ship and repeatedly subjected meto. . . . Well, you get the picture.

Work on this statement by telling what it asserts:



We are the master race.

Thewe refers to the German people. The statement is Hitler’ s claim for the German people. He clams
thet

1. Thereisamaster race.

2. The German people are arace.

3. The German people are the master race.

4. Sincethereisamaster race, there must be adaverace.

5. Sincethereisamaster race and adave race, the master race may endave the dave race.

Claims 1 through 3 are part and parcd of the origina statement. Claims 4 and 5 follow directly from the
fird three clamsassubaltern damsimplicit in the satement. Claims 1 through 5 arefdse. Canyou
provethey arefalse?

To avoid ambiguity, aswell asagreat many other difficulties, symbolic logic replaces the wordis by
arbitrary symbolsthat are not subject to the vagaries of literary grammar and syntax but present a
amplified grammar of logica structure. For insdtance, consder:

p. 100 a. Theroseisred. In this statement,is ascribes a property to an element known asrose.

b. Romeisgreater than Athens. In this statement,is has been included only as an auxiliary value of
asserting the dyadic relation, " greater than.”

c. George Bush is President[president|President] of the United States. Hereis expressesidentity.
d. Bill Clintonisalegendary liar. Hereis indicates membership in aclass, the class of legendary liars.

e. Todeepisto dream. Thisisimplies entailment because it saysthat dreaming entails (implies)
desping.

f. Godis. Aswe noted before, this statement has anis that asserts existence.

So we seethat aand b have anisthat isonly part of the verb. It servesto assert ardationship, whichis
otherwise expressed. But in the remaining cases—c, d, e, f—theis expresses adifferent relation in every
case. Theseis esredly name ardation that would appear to have acommon form but would wear the
badge of their digtinctions plainly in view, signded in symbolic logic by specid sgnssothat therdationis
Clear:



c. George Bush = President[president|President]
d. Clinton ?legendary liar
e. Todeep ?to dream

f. E! God

Shades of meaning and word atmosphere—Le mot juste.

The wedth of wordsthat are nearly synonymous yet embody subtle shades of difference in meaning
makes language more precise and hel ps us capture a precise tone and sense by providing exactly the
right word. For example, deciding between the wordspaternal andfatherly inthe following sentences
involves sengtivity to adigtinction that few languages other than English make:

The judge sdecison rested on Tom's rights.
Pop gave Marge a smile and went back to reading his newspaper.

| would have putpaternal inthefirst sentence andfatherly in the second. Fatherly andpaternal share
the same basic meaning or denotation, and | could have usedfatherly in thefirst sentence andpaternal in
the second, but the opposite choice is preferred because of matters of p. 101connotation, the secondary
associations of aword.Paternal ismoreformal and more appropriate to alega context, whilefatherly is
lessforma and more gppropriate to a home situation. Fatherly implies by extension theidedized qudities
of fatherhood, persona warmth, love, caring protection, and so forth.

In addition to denotation and connotation, words tend to have an atmosphere and a history that also
confer meanings.Paternal comesfrom the Latinpater andfather comesfrom Old English, which, inturn,
was derived from the ancient Indo-European wordpatre, probably originaly from baby talk meaning
papa. We don't have time or space to go into this, but the history and atmosphere of aword can be just
asimportant in communication or thinking of anything as strict dictionary meaning. Style, mood, and level
of familiarity plusemotiond coloring may come through or influence our thoughts without our conscious
awareness. For instance, | can't help but think of the Arabs when someone mentions coffee. Nor can |
help thinking of American Indians when someone mentions tobacco. What images come to your mind
when you read words likelandscape, yacht, algebra, holster, avocado, shampoo (one of the few
Hindu wordsin English),pantal oons (where our wordpants comes from),asparagus, daisy
(condensation of Day’ s eye, the old term for that flower),weenie, black out, beat, booby trap (origindly
abucket of water over the entrance),allomorph, affricate, pancration ?

Noticeif you don’t know the word—and lots of people don’'t know alomorph, affricate,
pancration—nothing comesto mind, or just puzzlement, confusion, and self-doubt. When you see an
unfamiliar word, what should come to mind? Think for a second. What action should be suggested by
your encounter with aword that you don’t know?

Answer: The desireto head to the dictionary and look it up.

Take, for example, aquotation from pages 5 and 6 of Lewis Carroll’ sAlice in Wonderland: “Let me



see: that would be about four thousand milesdown, | think— . . . yes, that’ s about the right
distance—but then | wonder what Latitude or Longitude I’ ve got to?” (Alice had not the dightest idea
whetLatitude was, orLongitude ether, but she thought they were nice, grand wordsto say.)

Principle: Words have meanings. Some words have many meanings and many shades of meaning. Some
meanings you may know, and others you may have to look up.

p. 102From which followsthat Alice should ook uplongitude andlatitude, and you should abide by this
lesson:

Lesson: When you are unclear on aword’ s meaning, look it up. And for heaven’ s sake, avoid using a
word that you don’'t know.

| keep an index card in my pocket and useit to write down thewords | come acrossin my daily life that
| am not sure of. Y ou do the same. Write the word down and look it up that night. Pay attention to the
word's denotation and connotation. Study the word' s atmosphere and history. Try to discover if the
word has any hidden meanings, which brings usto the next topic.

Hidden meaning is an important topic. At this point before you tackleit, you may wish to prepare by
getting acup of java, getting up to stretch, or taking a short walk to refresh your soul. What you are
about to read should have amgor influence on your life and prosperity. Y ou want to be maximaly dert
to benefit maximally from what you are about to learn about hidden meanings.

Principle: Every statement has two meanings. overt and covert.

Almost every statement you hear has at |east two meanings, the obvious meaning and the hidden
meaning. These meanings are known astheovert meaning and thecovert meaning, respectively. The
overt meaning is easy to understand just from the litera interpretation of the statement. The covert
meaning is not open or as easily understood and often depends on the hidden implications of the overt
Satement.

“Therearetwo things| can't stand: Prgjudice againgt other cultures and the Dutch.” The overt meaning
of that prgudicid statement from the movieAustin Powers. The Soy Who Shagged Me isclear and sois
the covert meaning that Austin’ sfather isin fact prejudiced againgt the Dutch. Since he claims he doesn't
have acultura prgjudice and actudly does, Audtin’sfather isaso tdling usthat heisahypocrite.

Why hidden meaningsexist isnot entirely clear. | believe it is some primitive attempt of the unconscious
mind to tell the truth. | believe hidden meanings reflect the innate goodness of the human spirit, the
unconscious assertion of akind of natural law, like the second law of p. 103thermodynamics, with a



vector pointed in one direction, toward truth and away from falsehood. | believe that iswhy the hidden
meaning can be so hel pful to those interested in knowing the truth.

Psychoanalysis uncovers hidden meanings.

Long ago, in an attempt to help hysterica Viennese housewives get over their neuroses, Freud
uncovered the unconscious mind, the ideas of which often surfaced in disguised form in dreamsand in
dipsof thetongue. While dl that isinteresting, it won’t concern us here. We will not haveto usethe
tedious techniques of psychotherapy to figure out the hidden meanings of what people say to us. Instead,
wewill just haveto think and think clearly.

Andyzethis: “I hate going to parties where most of the other guests are unfamiliar to me.” What' sthe
overt statement? What does she mean? The overt meaning is easy enough to understand and isto the
point. She doesn't like to party with strangers. But what is the covert meaning? What does she mean
covertly? What is the hidden meaning behind the overt satement?

Without actudly saying it, the woman hastold us that she does't find it easy or pleasant to strikeup a
conversation with people she does not know. She has said covertly, “1 am shy.”

How about thisone?“l am calm. lam cam.l amcalm!”

If ayoung woman says sheiscam and saysit in acam, detached voice, then we might believe her. But
if sherepeats hersdlf in acrescendo and ends up shouting it, sheistrying to convince—us and hersal f—of
something that probably is't so. How she says what she does contradicts the literal interpretation of
what she said. Also, people who repest that they are calm are lesslikely to be calm than those who don't
repeat. Emphasis, especidly undue emphasis, suggests the spegker istrying to convince. If sheistrying to
convince, it is possble that there are (justified) doubts. Perhaps she has doubts herself. For that reason,

“I ancdm” ismorelikdy to betruethan “I am perfectly cam.”

How about this one?
“Do unto otherswhat you would have done unto you.”

That' sthe formulation of the Golden Rule. It isclosdly related to the greatest of al commandmentsfor
human conduct, as stated origindly in the Old Testament: Lovethy neighbor asthysdif.

What isthe overt message? What is the covert message? The overt message is easy. The covert
message isthat self-regard is natura and primary and that regard for othersis derivative. The covert
message isthatp. 104concern for others must be shaped by using the only available reliable standard,
namely, that of salf-concern. Theimplication isthat without the commandment, our biasistoward
indulgent treatment of the self and niggardly trestment of others. Sdlf-love istaken asthe given, inevitable,
primary datum of ethicd life. Lovefor others must be commanded. Christian philosophy therefore
recognizesthat alarge draught of salf-interest, self-centeredness, and self-concern permitsthe
persstence and surviva of theindividud. An dtruism that fail sto take account of this, thet failsto grant
that one’ sown interests are inherently part of any Stuation, is mided and shortsighted, a consequence of
faulty perspective—and probably the root error underlying Marxism. Thefailureto consider individua
sdf-interest is probably the root cause of the failure of communism to deliver as many goods and as many
sarvicesfor the mgority of people under the same constraining economic resources as are delivered by
capitdism.

Work on the following statement: “Any other person, when | entered the room, would have snapped to



attention and taken their feet off the desk and stopped reading the newspaper. But, because you are one
of my most productive employees, it doesn't bother me.”

Pause and think. What isthe overt satement? What is the covert statement? How many covert meanings
do you detect? What items about the employee’ s behavior does the boss like? What does she didike? s
it true that the employee’ s behavior does not bother the boss?

Answer: If the employee s behavior didn’t matter, why bring it up? The covert message actually
contradicts the overt message. Not only that, the covert message particularly describesin akind of
divisond definition al the behavior that the boss does not like. She redly wants the employeeto snap to
attention when she enters the room. She really wants the employee to keep hisfeet off the desk. She
really wants the employee to stop reading the newspaper in her presence. She may even want the
employee not to read the paper onthe job at dl. If theitems enumerated did not matter, then why would
she have so precisdly enumerated them? Further, this boss sends a covert message that if productivity
should fater, the employee will bein trouble, sncethat isthe only redeeming feature mentioned about the
employee and maintaining his employment.

Question: Can you think of any advantages that this employee would gain if he decoded the hidden
meanings behind what the boss said?

OK. Did you get the answers? Some of them are obvious, right? When we do what the boss wants, we
aremore likely to get apay raise,p. 105more benefits, and more favorable consideration when making
requests. When we meet and exceed the boss s expectations, we are more likely to get a promotion and
other things that taken together tend to increase our own persona happiness and security.

But did you get thered covert messagesin thisboss s statement? The red messages, in my view, were
two: “Respect me’ and “ Continue to be productive.” In dedling with thiskind of abaoss, | would try to
cater to those two things, especialy respect, because that is what she said she wants. Chances are that
feeding her ego with some fawning attention would confer great benefits. Worth atry anyway. Worth a
try, that is, if you have the somach[gutsistomach] for it.

On the other hand, having gotten the covert message, you may decide that you don't like and don’t want
to work for abossthat has such trivial concerns. Y ou may decide that that kind of bossing style with that
kind of boss who has some kind of gigantic ego defect is not your cup of tea. In the which case you might
decideto exit early and find a company to work for that more closely matches your needs. Either way,
uncovering the covert meanings has put you astep ahead of the competition because you understand the
truth, the redity Stuation, better than they do. Because you understand the truth better, you are better
positioned to take intelligent action.

The feet-on-the-desk example above showed how detecting hidden meanings can improve your future,
boost your career, enhance business success, and help achieve other goal s toward persona happiness.
But beyond that, detecting hidden meaningsisimportant in two mgor areas. hegotiating and ingde
informetion.

Stop and[tojand] think about it. Every day you are bargaining. Every day you are negotiating with people
about al sorts of matters. These talks and discussions, as| prefer to call them, vary from thetrivia to the
important and sometimesto the sublime.

Getting your granddaughter to go to bed on time, for instance, requires some understanding of your
granddaughter’ s needs and desires. We have found that our granddaughter, Callie Suzanne Patten,
doesn’'t want to go to bed. Shewill put up afight if sheisforced in that direction. But when Craig and



Michelle, my son and daughter-in-law, discovered that Callie would go to bed without afussif they al
just had a parade into the bedroom, the problem was solved. So when Craig and Michellewant Calieto
go to bed, they announce the start of the parade, hum parade music and fal into linein the living room.
Cdliep. 106fdlsin between them and off they al merrily march to the bedroom. Since Cdlieishardly
seventeen monthsold, it isunlikely that she thinks in words. But that she does think cannot be doubted.
She had made clear her position about going to bed, and in a certain sense, she bargained that she will go
to bed if she can parade. “Y ou give me something, and | give you something” isthe net result of any
negotiation, whether the negotiation is something important like getting the kid to bed or something trivid
like getting two hillion-dollar corporations to merge. Calie traded acquiescence for a parade. Notice that
the outcome was beneficid to both parties, awin-win stuation. Calie got somefun. Craig and Michelle
got ahasde-free bedtime. No one knows where Callie got that deep internal desire to parade to bed.
My guessisthat it came from one of those Winnie the Pooh videos that she isfond of watching. Notice
that the bedtime job now gets done without tears or fuss. Craig and Michelle also have learned that
parading before bedtime can be fun. Having seen theritud, | do it mysdf. I’ sfun.

Whether heisacar sdlesman, alabor union leader, atelemarketer, or acold-caling broker from New
Y ork, anegotiator often covers up what he' sredly doing and redly thinking. He wantsto get the biggest
possible advantage for himsdlf and the biggest possible concession from you. The more hetdlsyou the
truth, the redlity Stuation, the lesslikely hewill get undeserved returns. The problem isthat in order to
effectively ded with you, he must appear sSincere so that he can win your trust. Thus, rea negotiators
develop the knack of seeming to speek candidly without actually giving any information that will aid you
to know the truth, the redlity Situation.

Fortunately, you aready know that hidden meanings can be deduced and that the more the opposition
talks, the more he reveds. The best way to tune into the covert messagesisto listen attentively to the flag
words.

Flag words give agood indication that the speaker is not speaking the entire truth. Let’sgo over afew
flag words and phrases so that you get what | mean: Naturally, of course, no doubt, obviously, as
expected, to tell the truth, not surprisingly, as you would expect, as everyone knows —when you
hear these words or words like them, watch out. Any statement preceded by such words or phrasesis
suspect. These wordsindicate that the speaker istrying to get you to accept some questionable
information asfact. The degree of certainty about any statement that follows these wordsislessthan
(sometimesfar lessthan) hewould like you to believe.

p. 107If aboat salesman says, “ Of course, that isthe lowest price| can offer the boat for,” then you
should assumethat heisredly willing to bargain some more. In 1999, that is exactly what | heard from
the boat salesman who wastrying to sell me atwenty-one-foot Chaparral inboard/outboard. Except in
my red-life case, the sdlesman said, “ Of course, $34,000 isthe lowest price| can offer.” If he had just
sad, “OK, Doc, $34K—that’ s it, the best we can do,” | might have let him off. But knowing that
numbers on a piece of paper are money, too, even though you don’'t see the green, | replied, “I
appreciate your candor in telling me that you have to talk to someone e se before you can lower the
price. Inthat case, talk to that person. Cal me tomorrow with your best price.”

Noticethe spin | put on the sdlesman’s statement. | didn’t argue that he could go lower. Insteed, |
emphasized thewordl in his statement, construing it to mean that since he couldn’t go lower, someone
else could. By emphasizing that someone e se could go lower, | gave him the face-saving out of
consulting with someone else or gppearing to consult with someone el se about a price reduction.

The next day, Charlie the boat sdlesman cdled. “Boy, have | got good newsfor you, Doc. WE Il let it go
for twenty-four.”



By the way, incidentally, by the by, before | forget, while we're on the subject, in passing,
par enthetically—when you hear these words or terms like them, watch out. Theideaisto makethe
statement that follows seem like aminor point, but the opposite is usudly the case.

“By theway, thisjob involves some night work.” I’ll bet it does. No doubt about it. Thejob requires
night work. Theitem wastossed in asatrivid matter, but it' s actudly important. Hearing it, you might
want to know more details about how much night work, where and when, and whether more pay is
involved (or less) and why. Y ou might want to know if thejob isany different a night than during the
day. Iltusudly is.

“Incidentdly, this officeisin aone-family resdentia zone, but the zoning board has ways overlooked
it.” That' snot incidental at al. That the zoning board has overlooked the violation in the past doesn't
mean they will overlook it now or in the future.

“Before| forget, the renter sometimeswill need to flush out the cesspooal .”
Y ou bet they will. And soon. And at the renter’ s expense.

Itisnot possible because. . .orl wish | could but | can’t because . . . when you hear these words or
words like them, it means the opponent istaking some painsto tell you why he can’t give you acertain
gpecid p. 108consderation. Heis often dso telling you exactly what he can do. When you hear these
words, you can befairly certain that he can give you everything listed after the “because” sinceitishighly
likely that he can. Not only that, he can probably give you more. In generd, the more they try to explain,
the less sincere they are, and the more they can do. So don’t be fooled by what | cal “can’t do words.”
Peoplewho say “can’'t do” frequently can do. They are just trying to dissuade you from seeking what
they know they can give you, what they know you can get.

Thus, “1 can’t raise your salary because it would throw our budget out of whack,” means“| canraise
your sdary. Show mewhy | should.”

“I usudly don’t go to bed on thefirst date,” meansyou still have achanceif you play your cardsright
because “ usudly don't” actudly means* sometimes do.” Otherwise stated, heis saying that he doesgo to
bed on thefirgt date occasionaly with the implication that he does go to bed if the Stuation meritsit or he
can be persuaded. The man’s statement aso meansthat you definitely have achance of getting himinthe
sack if you take him out again. Many are cold, but few are frozen.

Some hidden meanings might not be favorable to your position. They might, in fact, be downright
unpleasant to contemplate. Take, for ingtance, “1 don’t want you to leave. | hope we can reach an
understanding.” The overt message seems clear enough. Do it hisway or get out. But the covert message
isworse. The covert message isthat he wants you out. And he wants you out soon. Better Sart packing
your stuff. Look for anew job or better ill, retire.

“I «ill loveyou, but I am busy for the next few weeks. I'll call when | surface.” Don't expect acdl. She
isjust trying to let you down nicely. The“till” sendsthe covert message that there might have been some
doubt about her continuing love. If she loved you so much, she should be ableto call. No oneisthat busy
that shecan't cdl just to say | loveyou.

Or: “I can cometomorrow to fix your toilet, if | am ableto finish another job | am working on, and if my
gpprentice gets over hisbad cold.” Here you have afairly good indication from al those quaifying words
that you won't be seeing the plumber tomorrow. Probably you won't be seeing him for awhile, perhaps



even severd days.

Or: “Both here and hence, pursue melasting strife, if oncel be awidow, ever | beawifel” When
Hamlet asks hismother, Gertrude, “Madam, how like you this play?’ Gertrude rightly observed, “ The
lady doth protest too much, methinks.” Gertrude knows the queen in the play isoverdoing it. Not only
doesthe queen in the play want to be punishedp. 109for remarrying, but aso she wants the punishment
to start now (here) before the event and to continue from now on (and hence), and she wantsthe
punishment, the (lasting) dirife, to last forever. That's pretty harsh punishment for a.contingent event in the
future that may or may not happen, and when and if it happens, may or may not be justified.

Since the play queen’s curse on herself is so extreme, Gertrude reads the hidden meaning that thelady is
exaggerating for effect and cannot possibly be sincere. The play queen’ s statement istoo much. Because
the statement istoo much, it islikely to be an insncere exaggeration, asuper erogation .

Incidentally, the old meaning of protest was vow, affirm, or Sate positively, not our more modern object
or dissent. Current dictionaries carry both meanings. “ The lady doth protest too much” meansthe lady
VOWS Or Swears too much.

The point isthat knowing the covert meanings behind what the other person says providesimportant
clues asto how you can win the negotiation, bargain to your advantage, predict behavior, or read the
other person’s deep heart’ s core.

Knowing the hidden messages can dso help you intelligently address the hidden emotional needs of
others. Here' s some didogue from Leo Tolstoy’ s famous novel Anna Karenina. What hidden need is
Annaexpressng?

Vronsky: Theonly thing | prayed for wasto put an end to this Situation, so asto devote my life to your
happiness.

Anna Why do you tell methis? Y ou don't think | could doulbt it, do you?

Vronsky: Who'sthat coming? They may know usl [4]

What he should have said in that last linewas “I love you, Anna, with my whole heart and soul. | don't
carewho knows. And | don’t care who's coming.” And then he should have kissed her passionately.
Because VVronsky had not read Annd s hidden anxiety, he missed his cue. Vronsky had not understood
Anna s need, her anxiety redly, to be reassured about hislovefor her. He didn’'t understand why his
statement, whose overt meaning is quite clear, had caused Annato react adversdy. He didn’t redize that
she had detected a possible hidden meaning in what he said.

Annahad assumed Vronsky’ s devotion to her was an unquestionable given. When Vronsky tried to
reassure her on theissue, she readp. 110from his statement the hidden meaning that he did not or had not
assumed the devotion was as unquestionable as she had. That understanding of Vronsky’ s position, so
different from hers, fed Anna s anxiety. Hence, her reaction.

On the same page, Tolstoy explainsthe reason for Vronsky’ sinsengtivity: Vronsky was worrying about
the duel he would have to fight with Anna s husband. During that duel, honor would dictate that VVronsky



would haveto fireinto the air and wait for Karenin to shoot back. If Karenin did shoot back, Vronsky
might die. The thought of death had focused Vronsky’s mind away from Annaand caused himto
temporarily lose hisusua sengtivity. The progpect of death focuses the mind. Vronsky’ smind was
temporarily focused on the possibility of his death and temporarily focused away from hislove for Anna

Covert messages can signal danger.

Rocks and shod's ahead. Decoding hidden meanings can help you avoid trouble. Besides flag words,
pay attention to broadcast definitionsthat are wrong. And especialy pay attention to duplicitous
behavior, for it often indicates deception. Investors who had paid attention to those two things might have
avoided losing money in Enron. Let’s consider broadcast definition first and then go on to duplicitous
behavior. Detection of either one or both gives evidence of fasehood and therefore can focus usin the
opposite direction, away from falsehood and toward truth.

Remember we definedevidence as any sign leading toward the perception of truth. The broadcast
definition that people useisaform of evidence that reflectsindividua thinking about an issue. When the
broadcast definition iswrong, we have evidence that we are being led away from the truth toward error.

The January 28, 2002, edition of theNew York Times (p. C2) reported the following statement from Dr.
John Mendd sohn, president of the University of TexasM. D. Anderson Cancer Center in Houston: “Dr.
Mendel sohn said he had been careful to avoid any conflict of interest with ImClone, a biotechnology
company. ‘1 givealot of speechesand | always state that | am on the board of ImClone and | own stock
inthe company. | dways say this.” ”

What isthe overt message? The overt messageisthat Dr. Mendel sohn wants usto believethat heis,

and that he has always been, honest and above board with the public. The reason that he cites, the
reason that he feels should convince us of hishonesty, isthat in his many speeches, he dways mentions
that heison the board of directors of thep. 111company that makes the cancer drug C-225 and that he
owns stock in that company. Later in thisbook, wewill learn that mere assertions not supported by
evidence are unreasonable. Enlightenment philosophy requiresthat we believe only that which has been
proven by relevant and adequate evidence. We are not supposed to believe anything that is merely
asserted. Therefore, since Dr. Mendel sohn’ s assertion is not supported by evidence, we need not believe
it. That is one consderation. Another isthe hidden meaningsin his statement.

The doctor flags his statement for close examination by repesting the wordalways. Why sayalways
twice? Onceis enough. Or rather, once should be enough. Because he repeatedalways, he sent asigna
to the dert listener that perhaps we might do well to question him on thisissue. Because he repeated
always, he hasraised adoubt about his own truthfulness. If he himsalf believed what he said fully and
without question or reservation, why would he need to apply such emphasis? The man doth protest too
much, methinks.

By the way, what aboutalways were we supposed to remember? Both here and hence, pursue uslasting
drife, if oncetold, we ever fal to remember thatalways aways meansaways.

So, if we are ableto show that Dr. Mendelsohn did not mention his connection to the company ImClone
in one of his many speeches, then we could prove his assertion wrong. But that is beside the point. What
we want to examine here is the covert message that the doctor’ s tatement makes. What isit?

The covert message isthat he doesn’t know the definition of conflict of interest. Heisconfusnga
conflict of interest withdisclosure of conflict of interest. Furthermore, he thinks that the disclosure of a
conflict of interest excuses the conflict and (and thisisworse) he wishesto confuse the public by



confusing the definition. Dr. Mendesohn istrying to confuse the issues and flummox us. If you can’t
convince them with evidence, baffle them with bullshit.

Not convinced? Reread the doctor’ s statement.

He says he has been careful to avoid any conflict of interest in hisrelationship with the company
ImClone. Y et he admits he owns stock and heisadirector. His care to avoidany conflict of interest was
not of sufficient magnitude to prevent what he was so careful to try to prevent. In fact, he admitshe hasa
conflict of interest and not just one conflict but two: he’ s on the board of directors of ImCloneand he'sa
big shareholder.

Thus, the man contradicts himself. If he were careful to avoid anyp. 112conflict of interest, how come he
has two such conflicts? Twocontr adictions cannot be smultaneoudy true. One must befdse. Two
contrary assertions can’t be smultaneoudy true. One must be false or both must be false. Conclusion: the
doctor is confused, or heislying.

Thedefinition of conflict of interest isthat aperson in afiduciary postion, thet is, aposition of trust, has
aconflict of interest if he has a persond interest in the outcome of hisdecisons or actionsrelated to his
fiduciary position. Thisis not the definition the doctor uses or wishes usto usein the evauation of his
conduct.

Once again, reread the doctor’ s statement. See what | mean? Not only does hetell usthat he hasa
conflict of interest, hetellsusthat he hastwo of them. He tells uswhat those conflicts are. Furthermore,
hetellsusthat he uses an erroneous definition of conflict of interest to excuse his conflicts. Changing the
definition, in my opinion, is more offensive than the actua conflicts. And using the changed definition to
excuse the conflict is even more egregious. The change in definition smacks of Newspeak and shades of
1984, George Orwell’ s famous book.

Principle: When the broadcast definition iswrong, afraud is being perpetrated on language, and,
chances are, afraud is aso being perpetrated on you.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: When the definition you hear does not match the definition you know, watch out. Chances are
that someone, usudly the person who has misstated the definition, is up to no good.

With that lesson in mind, would you trust Dr. Mendel sohn’ s statement about the value of C-225,
ImClong s anti-cancer agent, which Dr. Mendel sohn hel ped develop and test? Would you trust him or
his statements about Enron profits? Y es, Dr. Mendelsohn is on the Enron board of directors, too. We'll
examine hisdirectorship in more detail soon.

Thisbook is about clear thinking and how to tell when they are handing you bull. It isnot abook about
psychology or psychiatry, but it wouldn't hurt at thisjuncture to give you some further ingght into the full



implications of Dr. Mendel sohn’ s statement. These implications are based on what | learned in my
psychiatry training a Columbiaandp. 113my experience in deding with patients during amedica career
that spanned over thirty years.

Defensive statements flag conflicts that require further examination.

Dr. Menddsohn’s statement is defensive. As such, it suggests he is using the unconscious menta
mechanism of denial and digplacement to conceal aconcern that he himself has on someleve, perhaps
unconscioudy, about amore important and more serious conflict of interest in another relm. The
disclosure of aconflict of interest in giving aspeech is, after dl, ardatively trivid matter. Becauseitis
trivia, the question arises: Isthat disclosure designed to focus attention on it and away from something
elsethat might be of much greater import? In other words, isthe doctor’ s defensive statement aform of
misdirection?Isit akind of magic trick to throw us off the track and conceal the red? Psychiatrists are
trained to reason darkly. | can't help it.

Dr. Mendel sohn was the devel oper and a one time the principal investigator of the drug C-225, now
known as Erbitux, the drug once touted as miraculous and now at the center of a scandal over stock
trades by executives, board members, and friends of executives (like Martha Stewart) of ImClone, the
company paying for the testing of the drug. Dr. Mendel sohn was at the time of thiswriting the president
of the University of Texas M. D. Andersen Cancer Center, an ingtitution that tested the drug on 195
patientswithout informing them that its president, Dr. John Mendel sohn, had agigantic financid interest in
the medication and in the results of the studly.

On June 30, 2002, a center officid (according to theHouston Chronicle, July 1, 2002, p. 1) began
telling patientsin November 2001 about the financid conflict of interest. That was one month before the
Food and Drug Administration refused to consider the drug, calling its sudy—that designed and
conducted by Dr. Mendelsohn and others—too flawed to tell if it[thedrugorthestudy?] benefits patients.
That was only one month before ImClone tanked.

So Dr. Mendel sohn might have been careful to tell audiences (which mainly consisted of medical

doctors) about his conflict of interest, but hefailed to tell the patients about a much more important
conflict of interest: He was experimenting on them and yet had a persond financia interest in the outcome
of the experiment.

Thus, the conclusion that he might have been diverting attention from ared disclosure issue to one that
was minor appearsjudtified. Hiswas adiversionary argument to conced the redl issues. All this discovery
p. 114of truth, mind you, followed from acareful andysisof hisorigind statement. That isthe beauty of
dissecting hidden meanings. That iswhy such dissection can be so helpful.

ImClone s collapse cost investors and pengion funds millions, left hopeful cancer patientsin limbo, and
brought a congressiona investigation into charges of fraud and insder trading, the last of which has been
directed againg lifestyle maven Martha Stewart, aformer girlfriend of ImClone' s CEO Dr. Samue
Weaksal, arrested by the FBI and subsequently convicted of securities fraud.

MarciaAngell, aHarvard lecturer and former editor of theNew England Journal of Medicine, said that
“disclosure isthe bare minimum—involves the possibility that financia interests could put pressureon
researchers to produce favorable results and to play down harmful outcomes.” [5] Dr. Mendolsohn knows
this or should have known this. Hise-mailsto the faculty certainly focus on conflict-of-interest issues. His
e-mailsdon’t yet focus on the more important ethica issue of carrying aconflict despiteits disclosure,

Not only wasthe conflict not disclosed, the conflict of interest was aso continued throughout the testing
of thedrug, adrug the testing of which the FDA subsequently said failed to meet minima scientific



standards.
Hindsight is 20/20.

Because the causa conjunctionsthat determine events are contingent, we are more often in aposition to
explain something that has happened than in aposition to predict (in its entirety) what would or will
happen. ImCloneisacase in point. What happened is worse than anyone predicted. But you know
what? | predict the ImClone story will be even more damnable. Perhapsthe rest of the ImClone story
will be even more damnable than the rest of the Enron story, which has recently revealed that Enron
admitsfrauds.

We now know from the 217-page report from the Enron Corporation’s board that executives
intentionally manipulated the company’ s profits, inflated them by dmost $1 billion in the year before
Enron’s collgpse. They did thisthrough byzantine deglings with a byzantine group of partnerships. As
oversight broke down, the Enron report says, a culture emerged of sdlf-dealing and self-enrichment at the
expense of the energy company’ s 64,000 shareholders. The report harshly criticizes[of[] Enron’s
accountants at Arthur Andersen and the company’ slawyers, saying they signed off on flawed and
improper decisions every step of the way.

An Arthur Andersen executive testified before Congress about shredp. 115ding accounting documents
a Enron. He said, “This policy toward document digposal reflects sound audit practice.” [6] On
questioning the official, Congresslearned that by “sound audit practice’ the witness meant “financialy
healthy.” Obvioudy, Arthur Andersen hastwisted the definition of financialy hedthy and usestheterm
sound audit practice in anidiosyncratic way. Arthur Andersen’ s broadcast definition is obviousy
wrong. That fact exposes fraud on our language and rai ses serious questions about Arthur Andersen’s
accounting integrity.

Subsequently, Arthur Andersen was convicted of obstruction of justice, and itslicense to do public
accounting has been rescinded. Redlity crashed down on Andersen’ s head. Hard. The company is
defunct.

Prescienceisimpossible, but intelligent analysisis not impossible.

It wasimpossible for the public to know the details of al these things before Enron collgpsed. But it was
possible to suspect something by analysis of content and actions. In 1999, when someone asked meif |
would invest in Enron, my reply wasthat Warren Buffet, Peter Lynch, and | dl say, “Never invest in what
you don’t understand.” Since | didn’t understand Enron’ s business, | wouldn’t invest iniit. If you had had
achanceto practice inteligent analysis on what Ken Lay (Enron’s CEO), Mendelsohn, and the likes of
CFO Andrew Fastow said and did, you wouldn’t have invested in Enron either. Y ou especialy would
not have invested in Enron if you knew about their conflicts of interest and their duplicitous behavior.

Conflicts of interest are unethica becauseit isamost impossible to prevent our love of power, wedth,
and possessions from interfering with our judgment. Judges have to retire from the bench (recuse
themselves) if acase comes before them in which their friends, business associates, or relations are
involved, and countless precautions are taken in civil and crimind triadsto eradicate persond prejudice.

Thereisagtory about a Texan explaining to aman from Louisiana about communism: “If your neighbor
has two houses, he hasto give oneto you.” The proposal met with immediate acceptance. “If he hastwo
cars, hehasto giveyou one.” Again happy agreement. “1f he has two boats, he hasto give—" That
brought astern interruption. “No way, Jos2. Y ou know | have two boats.”



Knowledge of aconflict of interest can help you uncover a hidden meaning and therefore lead you to a
better understanding of the truth. Thetip off that you are witnessing a conflict of interest comesfrom
andysis of duplicitous behavior.

p. 116Most cases of duplicity occur in Situations of conflict of interest. Usudly the person who hasa
fiduciary responsibility says one thing but does the opposite. For instance, a thetimethat Dr.

Mendel sohn was talking about ImClon€e' s positive outlook for the future, according to theNew York
Times, he exercised options on 90,226 ImClone shares, sold those shares, and received $6.3 million.
Subsequently, the Food and Drug Administration refused to consider licensing C-225 and ImClone's
stock went south. Bristol-Myers Squibb, the company that bought those shares from Dr. Mende sohn,
paid him $70 per share. ImClone shares were selling for $16.49 on Friday, January 26, 2002, when |
checked them. On June 28, 2002, the shares traded at $8.02, and the headline for the stock said that
Congresswas investigating conflict of interest in ImClone directors, including Dr. Mende sohn.

[ImCloneshareswereat$35.630nJan6,2006.0nFebruary 12,2004, theFDAapprovedErbituxforuse nthelUn
itedStatesforcertai ntypesofcancer.

| nmi d-2004itreachedabout$85.]

Principle: When there is a conflict between what a person says and what he does, what he doesis more
likely to point to the truth. In other words, actions speak louder than words. The evidence of actionis
more powerful than the evidence of words. For this reason, the Latin motto of the Royal Society of
London, one of theworld' s great scientific ingtitutions, isNullius in Verba (Take no one’ sword for it).

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: When peoplein authority say one thing and do another[otherjanother] , watch out. Uncover the
hidden meaning of their contradictory action. By analysis of duplicity, predict what troubl€ s coming. And
asaways, act accordingly. Furthermore, consder the possibility that duplicitous behavior is evidence of
bad character.

From which follows:

Lesson: Listen to what people say, but aso check what they do. If what they say and what they do don't
match up, consder what they do as stronger evidence of the truth. Any duplicitous behavior is evidence
for fraud, hypocrisy, ingncerity[ingncerdyjinancerity] , or stupidity—one, al, or any comp. 117bination
of those four things. Try to profit by using evidence of duplicity to evauate character. Oncethat character
andysisisdone, act accordingly by predicting future trouble.

Duplicitous character usualy runstrue to form. That's reasonable and probable. Always bet on the



reasonable and probable because they are what usually happens.

If you discover, after you get home, that the one pound of chuck chop that you bought from the corner
butcher actualy weighs 0.8 pounds, you can bet that the same butcher will have his same thumb on the
same scae again next time you attempt to buy the same thing from him.

If Dr. Menddsohn was on the inside of ImClone when the public and the employees were getting
screwed, would it have been possible (from that fact) to predict his behavior as adirector of Enron?

Make predictions based on character analysis.

Knowing what you do about Dr. Mendel sohn’ s public statements and the evidence derived therefrom of
his character, can you predict how he functioned as adirector of Enron?

Go on. Take aguess. Pause now to formulate clearly your guess about Dr. Mende sohn’s behavior as
an Enron director.

Answer: Asamember of the Enron board of directors, Dr. Mende sohn was active in many of the
board’ s most controversial decisions—the approval in June and October 1999 of the partnershipswith
the company’ s chief financia officer at thetime, Andrew S. Fastow. Dr. Mendelsohn also figured in the
Enron board' s decision to suspend Enron’s own code of ethics so Mr. Fastow could serve asthe generd
partner of the partnershipsthat led to Enron’simplosion. Dr. Mendelsohn was also amember of the
Enron audit committee that dedlt with Arthur Anderson’ s highly questionable audits of Enron.

See how ashort analysis of thisman’s statement suggested that ImClone and Enron might be headed for
the shod s? See how knowledge of hidden meanings might have helped you not invest in Enron?

Not convinced? Need further examples?

Ken Lay, former Enron CEO, touted Enron stock to his employees and to the generd public at the same
time that he was selling his Enron shares. In fact, employees were led on to[ atfto] the very end while
executiveswere sdlling like crazy. Wasthat duplicitous? Y ou bet.

p. 118Arigtotdian logic: Two contradictory things cannot be smultaneoudy true. Therefore, one or the
other must befase. Either Enron stock was good, the way Ken Lay said, in which case buying the stock
would be good. Or the stock was bad, in which case selling the stock would have been the thing to do.
Thetruth, we now know, wasthat if you knew what Ken Lay knew about Enron, you would have been
sdling your stock too, just theway hedid.

Y es, Ken Lay spoke with forked tongue. Ken Lay advised one thing while he was doing the opposite,
which led to hisown persona profit and helped him. But it also led to losses and harmed the public.

Although thiswas abreach of fiduciary duty, Ken Lay’ s behavior was, on apsychologica leve,
understandable. He was on the take. So were the accountants, on the take. So were the other Enron
officers, the Enron board, the attorneys who advised the corporation, the politicians who supported
legidation favorable to the company, on the take. They were dl, in oneway or another, on the take.
Their loydty to the company was bought.

Their actions were understandable—but not excusable. In fact, their actions were forms of
self-preservation. Human nature dictates that we take care of oursaves. It'snormal human nature that
Ken Lay didn’t have the same concern for his employees or Enron shareholdersthat he had for himself.



Given[GiveglGiven] his character, as shown by his actions, to expect him to do otherwise isto expect the
impossible. (From someone else, Mother Teresa, for example, we might expect more, but from Ken

Lay, no.)

The sameingtinct that protected Ken Lay encourages atigress at bay to fight until she drops. KenLay’s
was abasic ingtinct to attempt to keep his own fortune intact. Self-preservation, the law of thejungle, is
S0 basic an urge that it exerts a profound influence on behavior. It can even cause unprofessiona
conduct, breach of fiduciary duty, and criminal acts. Whenever there are conflicting interestswherea
party has apersona stake in outcomes, watch out.

Theindicated action to prevent future Enronsisingitutiona controlsto prevent conflicts of interest,
fraud, double dealing, and so on. Here we are more concerned with what we asindividuals should do or
should have doneto prevent personal investment losses. What investment action would have been
reasonable if stockholdersknew at thetime of Ken Lay’ s duplicitous behavior?

Confidencein an investment rests on the belief that directors and managerswill be truthful. When you
catch the CEO in alie, watch out. If you own stock, and you catch an officer of your company in duplici
p. 119tous behavior, you have to wonder about hisintegrity. If you know amanager is dishonest, sdll the
stock. If you don't know whether a manager ishonest, you should act asif he were not. That means you
have to discount the price that you will pay for the stock to adjust for the increased risk and uncertainty.

Pause now and exercise your power of andysis on the following statement made in October 2001 by
John J. Legere, CEO of Globa Crossng, Inc.: “Bankruptcy isnot apossbility at all.”

Tdl why the statement islikely to bewrong. Tel what action should be taken when such Satements are
heard. Evenif your answer may differ from mine, consider your answer correct if you got the gist.

The gigt, the essence of the statement, isa denial of the possible. Since most things are possible, to say
that they are not possibleis an uphill fight and would require proof of the assertion. Furthermore, the
addition of the“at dl” at the end of the statement means that the possibility of bankruptcy is completely
denied. By the addition of the“at dl,” the man doth protest too much—he shows usthat his statement
has to be fal se because bankruptcy can hardly ever be completely impossible. And for Globa Crossing
at that time when revenues were fdling[falingffaling] , bankruptcy could not be completely impossible.
Bankruptcy had to be possible, evenif only alittle possible.

If John J. Legere s statement isfase, then the contrary must be true: It must have been possible that
Global Crossing could go bankrupt. Since the L egere statement isfal se and the opposite true, the
satement must dert vigilant, ready-to-act investors, those who are thinking, to the possibility of
bankruptcy. Those dert and thinking people sold Globa Crossing stock that day. Those alert and
sophisticated investors sold their stock right after Mr. Legere' s statement.

Why?Why should they sall when the obvious, overt meaning of Legere s Satement isthat bankruptcy is
not possibleat al?

Simple. Intdligent investorsignored the overt message and read the deeper covert message. The covert
message said that the man was denying the possible and therefore lying. A man who lies cannot be
trusted. Furthermore, if everything is so peachy, then why is he cheerleading? Wall Street traditionaly
regards such cheerleading with distrust, reasoning darkly that if top officids, especidly the CEO, givethe
market advice and reassurance, things are worse, much worse than they appear.

Subsequently the stock price of Globa Crossing went into a steep decline from two dollars ashare to



one cent ashare.

p. 120Global Crossing filed for bankruptcy protection under chapter 11 on January 28, 2002. Yes,
Globa Crossing crossed over to the dark side and went bankrupt just four months after the CEO
(Legere) said that it was not possible that Globa Crossing could go bankrupt.

History, the unimaginative jade, repeated hersdlf. Another mgjor American corporation like Enron went
bankrupt after its CEO said that bankruptcy was not possible, not possible at al.

| guess Legere didn’t know what he was taking about. But you—you could have known by analysis that
bankruptcy was possiblethree months before bankruptcy actually occurred. Y ou could have had timeto
investigate. Y ou could have had timeto sdll the stock before it headed south.

Next lesson. What does the fal se statement say about Legere? Any reflection on his character? From
your analysis of his character, can you predict thetruth or falsity of his next satement?“| am taking a 30
percent cut in pay as part of my wider effort to conserve capital a Global Crossing.” [7]

Sounds pretty good. Doesn't it? The man iswilling to make a great persona sacrifice to help conserve
and preserve shareholder value. That'snice. ISt it? It tendsto indicate that Legere fedsthe pain that the
stockholders have. He wantsto do hisbit to help. That’s great. Or isit?

Would it interest you to know (according to theNew York Times, April 8, 2002, p. C5) that Legeretold
Globa Crossing stockholdersthat he was taking a 30 percent pay cut from his $1.1 million at Global
Crossing as part of hiswider effort to conserve capita a the same time that he accepted a$3.5 million
signing bonus from Globa Crossing and the forgiveness of a$10 million loan from Globd Crossing?

The salary reduction was not the whole story. Legere didn’t tell the whole truth, just part of the truth that
he wanted us to hear. He told only the part that made him look good. He excluded the part that made
him look bad. Partiad selection of the evidenceisan error in thinking becauseit can lead to afdse
conclusion. By looking at only one bit of evidence, the salary reduction, we might have concluded Legere
wasanice guy. But looking at the full evidencetells usthat he wasn't.

The omission was addliberate deception. In fact, Legere received a$3.5 million signing bonus and was
forgiven a$10 million loan from AsaGloba Crossing (another company owed mainly by Globa). Asa
Globa Crossing aso paid the taxes that Legere would have owed the United States Treasury from the
transaction. Thus, Legere saved the shareholders $1.1 million times 30 percent, or $330,000, by taking a
p. 121cut in sdlary. But he cogt the shareholders $13.5 million plus $3.6 million in taxes paid for him. The
net cogt, therefore, to the company and to the owners of the company, the shareholders, was $16.77
million. The ratio of bad to good, as far as shareholders are concerned, is fifty-one to one, for that was
the ratio of the amount of money Legere saved the company versus the amount of money hetook. The
ratio of good to bad asfar as Legere’ s persond stake was concerned was the same, fifty-one to one.
Which end of the stick would you prefer to be holding? The shareholders' or his?

Sdling stock on the basis of information not available]ag]] to the genera public, asKen Lay did, is
ingder trading, which can be unethical because it may take unfair advantage of others. Under certain
circumstances, ingder trading isillegd. It isdefinitely illega (except for sales of the stock back to the
company that issued it) if it has not been reported to the Security Exchange Commission within ten days
after the month in which the sale took place.

Wouldn't it be nice to know insde information without having to look it up in the SEC report? That
report tellswhat ingder did what. Public information like that isgood. Sunshineisagresat disinfectant. But



the key information islacking. Sure, we want to know who did what and when. But we also want to
know why. Why did theinsders sell”? How can we get that kind of inside information—information thet is
not reported?

Answer: Content andysis. Content anadys's gets you indghts about the ingde information. Without much
work you can deduce the why. Here' s how.

Inside information can sometimes be deduced by the analysis of the content of a series of statements.
CIA and other government agencies do thisto try to deduce the hidden or inside meaning of what has
been publicly stated in communiqués from other governments. The technique, called content analysi's,
reved s hidden meanings by looking at the frequency and use of words and expressons.

“Joan went to the dance last night with me. Sheis so cool and so cute. She has anice car too, a Jag XJ.
And her father said he will take usto the Titans game next week.”

If your son isawaystalking about girls, you can bet girlsare on hismind. If heis awaystalking about
onegirl, Joan, you can bet she' sthe one, his heartthrob.

When Nikita Khrushchev said (while pounding on the lectern withp. 122his shoe), “Wewill bury you,”
you can bet that hisintentions were not peaceful. Y ou can adso surmise that he had doubts that Russia
could win awar with the United States, else why would he talk that way—so belligerently? If he knew he
could win easily, why would hetry to scare and intimidate us? So you can bet that he had grave doubts
that Russawould win awar againgt the United States. He was bluffing just as so many people who talk
that way are bluffing. Later on, many years later, we learned Khrushchev redly was bluffing. The grest
mighty Russian military machine wasfdling gpart under communism, just like the rest of the USSR was

fdling goart.

When peopletd| you that the tax situation in your city isbasicdly that the city government needs more
money, you can bet that basically they haven't taken the trouble to do abasicaly detailed andysisto see
if basically that was basically the case. Y ou can bet that because it they had done such adetailed study,
they would have stated the conclusion directly without using the hedge word “basicaly.”

In his State of the Union message in February 1973, President Nixon said, “ The basic sate of our Union
issound, and full of promise” The use of the defensive modifierbasic may have reflected (just before the
Watergate scandal took hold) that the apparent, or surface, state of the nation (that is, the side opposite
the basi ¢ underlying condition) was not as sound or full of promise. Thereisan old song, “Cal me at Six
onthedot. Littlethingsmean alot.” Inthiscase, | believe that the presdent’ suse of the qudifierbasic
meant agreat deal. Subsequent events proved that supposition correct.

Principle: In the case of words, little words can mean alot, especidly little hedge words.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: Pay attention to the little words that tend to modify larger statements. Thoselittle words can
reveal the hidden meaning at the core.



Examine the following statements taken from the stockholders meeting of a prominent software
compary:

“Our new linewill go along way in getting back our competitive position vis-avis Dreamweaver.”

p. 123“Thelay offs have streamlined our staff and cut costs dramatically. We hope to retire another 600
employees by the end of the year, positioning oursalves again for profit.”

“When the economy turns around, particularly when it turns around in Japan, we fully anticipate getting
back to our previous performance levels.”

“7.0will replace our other products that are being discontinued.”

“The difficulty with the dot-coms will hopefully be over soon and they will once again become our
foremost customers.”

Any of the above statements when taken aone meanslittle. But when taken together at the same
stockholders meeting in 2000, the hidden meanings are clear. Thethemeistrouble.

This company, Adobe, is struggling against Macromedia s product Dreamweaver. The company has
had so little demand for its software that it had to lay off workers. Adobe is not currently making a profit.
Unlessthe generd economic climate improvesin Japan, thingswon't get better. Verson 7.0 isnot anew
product but merely an upgrade that will replace the existing Photoshop[ PhotoShop|] programs. Unless
the genera economic climate improves among the dot-coms, things won't improve for the company.

Seewhat | mean? These hidden meanings rai se the question: What to do? What do you think? What
would you do? 1 would sell. Wouldn't you? In fact, | did sell. | sold al of my 20,000 sharesat $93 a
share. Last | checked, Adobe shares were sdlling for $16.

[ Adobeat$390nJan6,2006.HighestA dobegotinl astdecadewasaround$43inl ate200077]

Here s another practica example from arobbery that happened at my apartment in the East Village of
New Y ork City in 1969. Seeif you can detect from content analysis whether the crimina intends to
return to my place: My wife, daughter, and son and | got into the elevator. Before the door shut, aman
with aknife jJumped in, grabbed my daughter, held the knife across her throat, and demanded money. |
gave him my wallet. “Only eight dollard” he shouted. “All | got,” | said. The robber made adisgusted
face, threw my daughter down, and escaped.

Two days later, atelephone caler told me, “Don’t worry, Doc, | found your wallet in the trash in the
subway. All your stuff, credit cards and your driver’ slicense, are [Sc] here. Nothing ismissing.”

| told the caller there was atwenty-dollar reward for the safe return of the stuff. He liked theideaof a
reward. We made an gppointment for him to ddliver the next day at 6PM.

Meanwhile, | went down to Centre Street (police headquarters) andp. 124told the two detectives on my
casethat | was sure that the next day at about 6PM the perpetrator of the crimewould be at my
apartment. At that point, dear reader, the detectives asked the same question that | ask you: Doc, how
do you know the robber will return?



What part of the conversation tips you off about the identity of the caller? How does content analysis
provethat the caller was the robber?

Answer: The cdler said that dl the credit cards were in his possession; nothing was missing. How would
he know that for sure, if he had smply found the wallet? The only way he would know that dl the cards
and the driver’ slicense wereintact would beif he himsalf were the crimina. Someone who had found the
wallet could not reasonably know whether something was missing.

Thereisno other reasonable conclusion. Content anadysis proves that the caller was connected closdaly
to the crime. Content analysis proves that the caller was s0 closely connected to the crime that he himsalf
was most likely to bethe crimindl. If that were true, then he himself would return to collect the reward.

| explained content analysisto the Dick Tracys.

Detective one scratched his head, leaned back in his swivel chair, took along, deep drag on his Camel
cigarette and announced, “ Geezus, Doc, you' retoo logical. They never come back. It’sjust somekid
that found thewallet.”

After much discussion, both detectives promised to be at my apartment at 5:30PM so that they could
capturethe crimind.

Y es, they promised. But those of you who have dedlt with New Y ork City detectives know what that
promise was worth. My hopes were not high that the detectives would show. But | was pretty surethe
guy who held me up would show. | armed myself with abig kitchen knife and waited.

At 6:12PM the bell rang. | opened to find akid about thirteen years old. The kid handed measmall
packet of credit cards wrapped with arubber band. “Where sthewallet?’ | asked.

Thekid shrugged his shoulders. * Search me. I'm just the messenger.”
“The wallet was cowhide—worth about twenty bucks. | want it back.”
“I don't know nothing, migter. Like | said, I'm just the messenger.”
“You didn't find thewdlet. Who did?’

The kid said nothing, but he did glance down the hal toward the e evator, where what to my wondering
eyes should appear but the guy who held me up.

“Cdl thecops,” | shouted to Ethdl, my wife. And | chased the guyp. 125down the hall. The robber had
put awedge in the elevator door and was easily ableto get in and close the door before | got there.

By thetime | had run down twenty-three flights of stairs, the robber was dashing into the adjacent
housing project. The cops arrived soon thereafter and commiserated, but they refused to pursue the guy
into that housing project. “Too dangerous,” they said.

Hereisanother example of the benefits of content andyss. Congder the following quotations from the
State of the Union messages of presidents Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower. How does
content analysis reved differencesin the management style and inner psychic state of each of thesefine
men?



Harry Truman: “1 am happy to report to the 81st Congress, the one after that 80th Republican
do-nothing Congress, that the State of the Union isgood.” Thefollowing year Truman said that the Sate
of the union “continued to be good.”

Dwight Eisenhower: “The State of the Union continuesto vindicate the wisdom of the principleson
which the Republic isfounded.”

Answer: Truman's statement issSmple and direct. It is peppered with adur againgt the previous
Republican Congressthat Truman feds did nothing. Indirectly, Truman isasking for action to improve the
gate of the union even though he hastold usthat the state of the unionis*good.” Y ou may not agree with
what Truman said, but at least you know where he stands.

Eisenhower’ s statement is abstract, so abstract that we have trouble determining from it whether the
state of the union is good, bad, ugly, or none of the above. The use of words likewisdom andvindicate
suggests that Eisenhower (or more likely his speechwriter) does not form clear, concrete thoughts and
has difficulty communicating Smply and directly. Vindicate a so has a connotation that suggests the union
had been accused of something or was on the defensive. Also, if clear thinking isapart of wisdom, then
the statement, sinceit isnot clear, impliesits opposite. The Eisenhower statement suggeststhereisroom
in the state of the union for clear thinking and by extrapolation, more wisdom. It's hard to agree or
disagree with what Eisenhower said because we don’'t know where he stands or what he means.

Every statement has overt and covert meanings. Learn to decode the overt and covert meaningsto learn
the truth and the redlity underlying the puff, misrepresentation, lies, publicity, distortion, dant and spin,
perversion, dishonesty, tricks, pretense, chesting, fraud, duplicity,p. 126and deceit so commonin
modern everyday life. Convert this knowledge to your advantage and, when possible, to the advantage of
those around you. In the process, enjoy your newfound power brought to you by clear thinking.

Review

Time spent in review is never wasted. Review cements the memory and augments understanding. D. O.
Hebb, the great neurophysiologist, said, “Neuronsthat fire together, wire together.” [8] So let’ s get to it.
Let'sdo somefiring and some wiring:

Exercises
1. Reread al the main pointsin this chapter. When you have done o, give yourself acheck here .

2. Reread al the main pointsin this chapter doud. When done, give yoursdf acheck here .
Rereading aloud fixes the memory better than silent rereading. Rereading on separate daysfixesthe
memory better than rereading twice the same day. The more you reread, the more you will fix the
memory. But don’t overdo it. Four times should be quite enough. Y ou don’t want to acquire the
reputation of being aharmless drudge.

3. Congder thefollowing advertisement: “ Put atiger in your tank.” Can you definetheidea? What is
the overt message? Isthere a covert message? Give yoursdlf two checksif you think you know. Give
yourself one check if you don't know but did think about the question for morethan aminute . Explain
the message behind dice-of-life commercids, the products hurtling out of darkness, the coded items and
the endless repetitions, like chants, like mantras. (Hint: The message is about something the advertisers
want you to do so that they can get something you have. What do you have that they want? Another hint:
What you have and what they want startswith an M and rhymeswithhoney .)



4. Explain why the media overflow with sacred formulas and stupid ideas. Explain how we can
remember to respond innocently and get past our irritation, wariness and disgust. Givep. 127yoursaf up
to five checksin proportion to your understanding

5. Explainin your own words why words are important. Give yourself acheck if your answer sounds
intelligent . Explain why little words can have big meanings. Give an example of alittleword that hasa

big impect.

Check your answers to the questions above by rereading the appropriate sections of the text. If you got
most of them correct, stop here and reward yoursdlf in some way with asimple pleasure that will aso
sarveto fix the memories. Rewards for work well done help the brain function effectively. Then relax and
have some fun as you coast throughchapter 3 , which coversthe common error in thinking caledpost hoc
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3 —Post Hoc, Ergo Propter Hoc

p. 129The am of this chapter isto give you a much-deserved rest by covering asimpler and easier to
understand common error in thinking known by its Latin title aspost hoc, ergo propter hoc, caled here
henceforthpost hoc, propter hoc.

Post hoc, propter hocmeans “after this, on account of this.” The Latin phrase exactly describesthe
error in thinking that assigns cause on the basis of association in time. Because one event follows another,
the two events are not necessarily connected as cause and effect. To assume that they are leads us away
from the understanding of redity and toward error and is therefore unreasonable, an error in thinking.

Post hoc, propter hocisthefirst of many falaciesthat wewill encounter in our pursuit of truth. Afalacy
isamistaken ideaor opinion, an error in reasoning or defect in argument, especially one that appearsto
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be reasonable. For economy of expression, and because some people have trouble remembering the
wordpropter, thepost hoc, propter hoc error is often abbreviated as Smply “ post hoc.”

A common error in thinking is the assumption that because one thing follows another the second thing
must relate to the first as a consequence. That is, the first event caused the second. Whether the first
event caused the second cannot be determined from mere association in time. The cause-and-effect
association mugt, instead, be proven by other evidence.

The rooster crows and the sun rises. The crow of the rooster did not cause the sunto rise. Y et both
eventswere associated intime. A primitive mind might assume the two were connected as cause and
effect. Ap. 130redly primitive mind might assume that the rooster made the sun rise. How do we know
that the rooster doesn't cause the sun to rise?

When | was aboy, we had a chicken coop in our backyard. Every day the rooster crowed and the sun
rose. That happened every day until wekilled the rooster. Despite the rooster’ s terminal absence, the sun
continued to rise. Because event two, the sunrise, now occurred without event one, the rooster crow, we
know for sure that the effect (the sunrise) does not need arooster. Something €lse must be playing arole
in the sunrise. The rooster was not necessary for thesuntorise.

When two conditions occur Side by side, especidly when they occur sde by side repeatedly, itis
tempting to conclude that the one explainsthe other. Don't believeit. There may, of course, bea
necessary connection between the two things, but before the relation of cause and effect is established, it
must be shown that if the effect did not follow the cause, some accepted genera principle would be
violated. An even more powerful proof would be to find the effect occurring independently of the
supposed cause, as shown in the case of the roogter.

It turns out that the rooster crows not because the sun is about to rise but because in the morning, the
rooster wants to mate. His desire to mate makes him call the hensto action. His crow only indirectly
relaesto the sun rising as a smultaneous but noncausa event. When the roogter is dliminated from the
loop, the sun continuesto rise asit aways has and awayswill until 2.5 billion years from now, when
stientiststell usthat the sun will become ared giant and burn out the Earth.

George Bernard Shaw was avegetarian. Hewas also agreat playwright. Will abstaining from mest
make you agreat playwright?

No way!

The two things are independent and not codependent variables. Don't believe me? Try eating vegetables
for ayear. Seeif it makes any differencein your playwriting ability.

Principle: Two things connected in time may not be connected as cause and effect.

Fromwhich follows



Lesson: Because one event followed another, or events are associated with each other intime, never
assume that the two are causally connected.

p. 131It rains, and the Streets get wet. Then it stops raining, and the streets get dry. And when the
sreetsaredry, it rainsagain. Do dry streets cause it to rain? Do wet streets stop therain? Primitive
thinking might conclude that dry streets causeit to rain because, dang it, every time the streetsare dry,
sooner or later, it will rain.

Those two examples, the rooster and the dry Streets, were selected because they show smply how two
events can be linked in the mind but not associated as cause and effect. To connect them as cause and
effect would lead us away from an understanding of more complex truths[truthjtruths : how the Earth
rotates or what changesin temperature and dew point produce rain, and so forth. Anything that dulls our
understanding of the true nature of redlity isan error in thinking and, to the extent that it is an error, may
hurt usin someway.

When Ethel and | were coming back from Delos to the Greek idand of Mykonos, our ship ran into a
great storm. The Greek sea captain assured us that we would be OK. He knew he would arrive safe and
sound because he had prayed to the Virgin Mary.

“How do we know for sure that shewill help us?’ | asked.

“Didn’t you see dl those little churches on Mykonos? Whenever thereisaserious storm at sea, the
captains promise the Virgin that they will build achurch to her.”

“But where are the churches built by the sea captains who prayed but didn’'t make it back dive?’ |
asked.

The captain could not answer. He understood that his reasoning was defective. The captain’s reasoning
was serioudy defective. Why?

Because someone prayed and then survived doesn’t mean that he survived because he prayed. The
mere fact that one event follows another does not mean the two are connected as cause and effect. To
assumethat praying and safe arrival are related isto commit the error of post hoc, propter hoc .
Furthermore, because those who prayed and did not survive wouldn’t congtruct churches, only those
who survived would construct churches. Therefore, there would be apartial selection of evidence so that
the number of churches on Mykonos would multiply, proving that people had prayed and survived. But
that would not prove that they had survived because they had prayed.

What we need to know is what would happen if we took agroup of smilarly endangered sea captains
and had one half randomly sdlected to pray and the other half randomly selected not to pray. If the ones
p. 132who prayed survived and the ones who did not pray did not survive, then we might be able to
conclude that prayer worked.

Until such astudy is done, we might be better off and much safer if we followed the standard procedures
for safety at sea: Batten down the hatches. Head into the wind and quarter into the waves. Slow to the
minimal speed to maintain steering way, put on lifejackets, lower the life boats, cdl for assstance, and o
forth. These redlity-based techniques, which have been proven effective by numerous sudies, are more
likely to foster survival than prayer.



Candidates for aseacaptain’slicense or amaster’ s certificate would flunk the required Coast Guard
examination if, when asked about what should be done during an emergency at sea, they said, “Pray to
theVirgin Mary.”

Religious mania is frequently associated withpost hocerrors.

The ancient Mayans believed that their great god Chaac controlled the rain. The Mayans recognized
how dependent on rain the corn crop was. Repeated observations showed when there was little rain,
there wasllittle corn. When there was no rain, there was no corn.

What' sthe solution? How can we get rain when it doesn’'t rain? That' s the question.

Therea solution wasto pump water from underground. That solution was beyond Mayan capabilities at
thetime. They were too busy thinking about something else, afake solution that didn’t work. The Mayan
fake solution was caled human sacrifice. Eventudly, they did ssumble on a solution that worked for them.
The red solution wasto move dsewhere, whereit doesrain. That iswhat the Mayans did to findly solve
therain problem. But until they arrived at that solution, the priests experimented with human sacrifice.
Whenever adrought took hold, volunteers were drowned in the cenotes at Uxma and Chichén Itzaand
€l sawhere throughout the Mayan kingdom. Besides humans, many valuable objects were thrown into the
cenote. The ideawas to appease Chaac and to get Chaac to have his maidens, those of the heavens,
pour water down on those beneath using their specia water jars.

We know thiswas the motivation behind the sacrifices because the hieroglyphics written in stone left by
the priests aswdll as the sacred Mayan bookstell usit was. The evidence recovered from the cenotes,
including human skeletons adorned with gems, confirms the sacrifices.

So what happened?

p. 133After some sacrifices, it rained. Conclusion: Sacrifice worked. Action indicated: When it doesn't
rain, kill people.

All this sounds pretty stupid. But the point isthat it happened. A whole civilization went haywire because
it assumed that when one event follows another, the two must be related as cause and effect. Therewas
no rain, so they threw people into the cenote. Eventudly, it rained. Therefore, the Mayans induced the
generd principle: For drought, kill people.

Oncethe erroneous genera principle had been accepted, there was no stopping the Mayan theocracy
from finding lots of other reasons to sacrifice people for lots of other gods and goddesses and any specia
purpose that they could think of. In fact, areasonable theory of the destruction of Mayan civilization is
based on the decimation of the population by the need for sacrificia victims. We know that toward the
end of the Mayan classicd period, wars were organized mainly to obtain humansfor sacrifice. Think
about al those young men and women killed forpost hoc, propter hoc . Think about them and weep.

In 1692, the Salem witch trilswere judicial proceedings and therefore were recorded verbatim. Read
those over if you have achance. See how many errors of post hoc, propter hoc you can find.

Because afarmer’s cart lost awhed three miles down the road after passing the home of some eccentric
old woman, the court assumed the woman was awitch. The court assumed that she had somehow made
the cart loseitswhedl. Since she was three miles awvay when she did this, she had to have used witching
powersto remove the whed. If she used witching powers, she must be awitch. Therefore, the court



sentenced her to death. She and eighteen other “witches’ were hanged.

The sory isfascinating. It dl started in May 1692 with accusations by afew young girls (who believed
they were possessed by the devil) against the older women in the community. Special court was
convened; trids quickly grew into mass hysteriaimplicating even Governor William Phip’ swife.
Fortunately, Increase Mather and his son Cotton were influentia in ending the witchcraft tridlsat Sdemin
1692. Both men believed in witches, but they were convinced that the trid evidence was unreliable. Both
men didiked thepost hoc, propter hoc evidence, especialy when it assumed the form of a specter, an
imaginary being resembling the accused. Under the conditions of thesetrias, the accused was responsible
not only for events that happened beyond her control (like the loss of the cart whedl) but dso for acts
committed by her specter, over which she had no control whatsoever. Modern psychi p. 134atry now
recogni zes the specter as ahadlucination of the witness, which, incidentaly, it was.

Public opinion first stopped then condemned the trids. The legidature adopted aresolution for
repentance (December 17, 1696), including afast day on which one of the three judges, Samue Sewell,
admitted his mistakes, mistakes mainly in gppraisal of evidence. Thejailed women were released.
Reparations were paid to them and their families. The correction of the errors cametoo late for the
“witches’ who were hanged. They were beyond compensation. They were beyond the beyond. They
were dead.

If you can’t read the origina proceedings| proceeding|proceedings] of the Salem witch trids, take alook
a Arthur Miller splay The Crucible, which is based on the transcript of thetrials. Take alook and weep.
Weep for dl theinnocent people sacrificed to thepost hoc, propter hoc error in thinking.

Doctors and politicians sometimes benefit from and are sometimes excoriated bypost hocerrorsin
thinking.

Doctorsaswell as paliticiansfind thefdlacy of post hoc, propter hoc flattering to their reputations.
Doctors make a diagnosis, prescribe a course of treatment, and the patient’ s symptoms disappear. The
mere fact that some medicine was taken and a cure ensued proves nothing except that one thing followed
the other. The medicine might easily have been utterly usdless and the recovery due to natural forces.
Most illnesses recover by themsalves. If they did not, the human race wouldn't be here. History teaches
usthat in many cases not only were highly regarded medica treatments ineffective, but aso they were
downright harmful. Mercury and arsenic sdts, for instance, not only did not work, they aso poisoned the
person who took them. Abraham Lincoln thought thelittle blue pills he took were making him sicker, so
he stopped them. They were mercury sats. We now know that they were poisonous and of no
thergpeutic valuefor Lincoln’ s depression. In fact, they made Lincoln fedl lousy. Lucky he stopped them.
Otherwise we might have had apresidentia suicide.

George Washington died of quinsy (abscess of the throat). His demise was probably helped aong by the
repeated bleedings he received as atreatment. Bleeding was considered excellent medicd carein those
days. The doctors who did it were consdered orthodox mainstream healers. Those who did not do
bleeding were considered margind at best. Now we know that a severe throat infection like quinsy not
only would not be helped by bleeding but aso would be made worse. p. 135Bleeding might have actudly
hurt Washington' s resistance to the bacterium that causes the disease. At the present time, the medical
profession looks down on bleeding as atrestment for infection. Which would you rather have for your
sore throat—blood | etting or antibiotics?

There was atime when the British Medical Society opposed vaccination for smallpox. The medica
establishment was wrong on that issue, too. And not too long ago, Ignaz Semmewel's, aHungarian
physician, lost his hospital privileges by suggesting that it was the doctors who were responsible for



puerpera sepsis (childbed fever) because they didn’t wash their hands! The medica establishment was
wrong on the hand-washing issue, too.

Thelesson isclear: Watch out for medica claims. Unless supported by reams and reams of data, such
clams might be bogus. Even the so-caled standard of care, accepted treatments, operations, and
procedures might be questionable and possibly harmful.

Of course,post hoc, propter hoc works both ways. The falacy could increase the doctor’ s reputation
by ascribing curesto him that he did not effectuate. On the other hand, the fallacy could offend the
doctor’ sreputation by ascribing misadventures to him that he had no part in doing.

Recently, doctors have had aterrible time with thepost hoc falacy in mapractice suits. A doctor givesa
medicine, and the patient dies. Doesn't that rai se the presumption that the medicine caused the death?

Of course not.

It might seem to raise that presumption in the popular mind. But it raises no such presumption to those of
uswho know how to think correctly. Unfortunately, it does raise that presumption in the minds of some
(unscrupulous) plaintiff attorneys. That should not surprise us. Attorneys as agroup are peoplewho like
to twist the truth and make things seem redl that are not. They are advocates. Bending thetruth is part of
their busness

Just as atreatment can’t be assumed to have hel ped a person recover who recovered, so also a
treatment can’t be assumed to have hurt a person who did not recover. Whether the treatment helped or
harmed must be established by other evidence than the mere fact that one event followed another.

And don't forget, there was a reason the patient got the medicine. That reason may have had more to do
with the poor outcome than the treatment.

All peopletreated for cancer die. Most people treated for cancer diep. 1360f their cancer. It' sapity,
but it' safact: The cause of the death in patients who have cancer is most often the cancer, not the
treatment. Most so-called medica misadventures or medical mal practice were merely events preceding a
problem. Disease, old age, accident, bad luck, and misfortune provide a more convincing explanation of
the death of a patient than do more remote contingencies of willful misconduct of medica personnel.

By the same token, a palitician who wishesto gain the credit for some measure his party has inaugurated
must show that the improvements that he maintains have followed itsintroduction would not have taken
place anyway. About receiving credit and taking blame politicians can be duplicitous. They dways seem
to claim the credit and passthe blame. So if a period of prosperity occurs during their administration,
they say they caused it. On the other hand, they are often very ready to point out that economic
depressions that occur during their tenure are due to the adverse balance of world trade, supply side
economics, high interest rates set by the Federad Reserve Board, fuel cost gouging by the Saudis—any
scapegoat they can think of—anything e se they can reasonably claim to have had no connection
whatever with their own policy or adminigtration.

History isfull ofpost hocerrors.

Higtoriansfal into the same error. The prosperity of Americain the twentieth century isfrequently
ascribed to free trade or the firm establishment of capitalism (not specifically defined). Prosperity did
follow freetrade and did certainly seem to follow capitaism. Prosperity did certainly not follow
capitalism’ s opposite, communism. But in alarger sense, the connection remains unproved. We aready



know that there are no smple answersto complex questions. So we aready know that it would be highly
unlikely that the prosperity of the whole nation would or could depend on just one or two things.

Morelikdy, multiple complex factors played arole, including the productivity of immigrant people who
came here with the drive to succeed, the railroads and excdllent roads, the great navy and army that, by
victoriesin the grest wars, made the imperia market for American goods, the remarkable inventiveness
of the American inventors, and so forth.

My point isthat thefalacy of post hoc, propter hoc often coincides with the mistake of historianswho
overgenerdize from selected instances of public policy or asmall number of selected items or events that
present only apartia picture of what redly happened. Capitalismp. 137may have been the cause, or one
of the causes, of prosperity, but thisisnot proved by showing that prosperity followed capitaism. That
one followed the other could have been mere coincidence.

Unless we have other evidence to demonstrate the necessary connection existing between capitalism and
prosperity, we are boundnot to believe the connection causdl.

A man waksunder aladder. Two yearslater he dies. Does this prove that walking under the ladder is
unlucky? Provided we ignore the fact that he died by crashing his boat while drunk. Provided we forget
that he had walked under aladder numerous times before without dying. And provided we never
consder the extraordinary improbability of the aleged cause of death (how could the ladder have
anything to do with aboat crash?), it is possible to believe such nonsense,

All superstitions are nonsense.

Y es, that’ saplatitude: Superdtitions by definition are unfounded and are, therefore, dl nonsense. They
are stupid, too. Because they are supid, we have aright to cdl them stupidgtitions. But why are they
bad?

Superdtitions are bad because they work to divert our minds from redlity. They waste our time

cons dering something fake when we should be concerned with what isredl. Refusing to walk under a
ladder probably had its origin in the perceived danger that objects might fall on your head while you were
there under the ladder. That isared danger, but that’ s not what we are talking about here. Here we are
talking about the superdtition that walking under aladder has some kind of remote effect on your lifeand
luck. That aladder could exert an adverse remote effect on you or your destiny is complete and utter
bunk.

Fear of Friday the thirteenth makes no sense either. Nor does carrying arabbit’ sfoot for luck. No
doubt some people carrying arabbit’ sfoot will get lucky. But it won't have anything to do with the foot.
Tying tin cansto the car of newlyweds probably originated in the notion that noise would frighten away
evil spirits. The same may be said of New Y ear’ s fireworks and noisemakers. Avoidance of black cats
hasardigiousorigin. During the Middle Ages, it was believed that witches could turn themsalvesinto
black cats. Thus, when such acat was seen, it was consdered to be awitch in disguise.

Principle: Superdtitions are bunk.

Fromwhich follows;



p. 138Lesson: Superdtitions? Forget them. They are awaste of time.

Closdly related to superdtition isthe belief in miracles. Belief in miraclesis common enough and is
sometimes based on thepost hoc, propter hoc fdlacy. A miracle can be (merely) something considered
good or remarkable that accidentally happened at the right time, in the right place, to the right person.

Some miracles sound plausible enough until examined under the cold light of reason. Usudly, asmple
naturd phenomenon will explain the so-cdled miracle.

| remember reading Saint Teresa s autobiography wherein she was ascending the staircase with alighted
candlein her hand. A cold blast of air, acat’s paw, came aong and blew the candle out. But within
seconds the candlerdlit again. Saint Teresaknew that the dimming of the light was the work of the devil,
who shefelt wastrying to prevent her from reaching her room to pray. The devil blew out the candle. But
by amiracle, Jesus restarted the flame.

Morelikely the devil had nothing to do the candl€' s apparent extinction; nor did Jesuslight it up again.
Thewind just seemed to blow out the candle. The candle just seemed to come on again. The same has
happened to me many times without the specia intervention of the devil or of Jesus. Perhapsthe same
thing has happened to you.

By the way, where does aflame go when it goes out?

Alice wonders about that in her adventure in wonderland. Where, exactly, doesit go? Do we know?
The pre-Socratics enjoyed that problem. But asfar as| know they did not come up with a satisfactory
answer. To say that the flame goes nowhere seems to beg the question but actualy doesn't. The flame
that goes out doesn’t go anywhere. Our thoughts on the matter are Smply being preconditioned
(channeled) in the wrong direction by the words of the metaphor that describe the extinction of the flame.
Some language, as the case here, comesto uswith implied commitments, commitments so deeply
ingrained that it is easy to overlook them or be fooled by them. Overlooking implied dementsin language
may lead to asmple-minded or (asin this case) awrong view of nature. The problem of the flameisone
of those pseudo-problems that arise, as Ludwig Wittgenstein observed, when language goes on holiday.
If we had just said, “the flame became extinct” or “ceases’ or “ceased,” there would be no further
discussion or conclup. 139sion, for put thisway, the question doesn't get off the ground. So when you
are asked next, “Where does aflame go when it goes out?” reply that the flame goes nowhere. It joins
the null s, the class of non-existing things that includes secular churches, square circles, four-sided
triangles, and whaesthat fly.

Thered test for the flame problem and the other problems of that ilk isto ask whether the disagreement
would be resolved by changing the terminology. For instance, no one could reasonably oppose the above
resolution of the flame pseudo-problem by objecting that expressionslike “the flame ceased” leave out
relevant facts captured by “the flame went out.” With the case of the flame, thereis no substantive fact
under dispute, as became clear when the linguistic confusion was pointed out. On the other hand, a
problem that cannot be resolved by changing itslanguage or the anglein whichitisviewed isnot apurely
semantic difficulty and must be resolved by examination of reevant and adequate evidence.

Because a person goes to some shrine and leaves his crutches there does not mean that amiracle has



taken place. Asaphysician, | have cured many patients with placebos. | have actudly gotten them out of
awhed chair after years of so-caled pardyss. The problem wasin the secret workings of the human
unconscious mind and the will to remain disabled. Once that will is broken by abdlief in the placebo, or
thefaith in the physician or the Virgin Mary or Saint Anne or whomever, the disability disappears.

Such patients have red illnesses. But their illnesses are psychologicd in origin, not physicd. Their
illnesses are conversion reactionsin which unwanted psychic materid is converted to aphysica
symptom. Many conversion reactions are cured by strong suggestion. Nothing supernatura isinvolved.
To assume that something supernatura isinvolved leads us away from the truth. Anything that leads us
away from truth and toward error isan error in thinking.

Principle: Although some miracles are based onpost hoc errors, other miracles are based on other
forms of defective reasoning or misperceptions.

A great many miraculous clams have nothing to do with thepost hoc fallacy, owing instead to arich
variety of other causes, such asthe misinterpretation of photographic effects, the misunderstanding of

p. 140natura phenomena, the imaginative identification of reigiousimagery in random patternsin nature,
“mass hdlucination” or delusion (as discussed in the chapter on groupthink that follows), outright fraud,
hoaxes, confabulation of memory, and so on.

Principle: Miracles are bunk.

From which follows:

Lesson: Miracles? Forget them. The bdlief inthem isawaste of time,

OK. Now that we know aboutpost hoc, propter hoc , let’ swork out on the following. Let’ stest our
powers. Examine the statement from the United States Coast Guard collision regulations (also known as
72 Colregs): “If acollison has occurred, there must have been arisk of collison. Sincetherewas arisk
of collison, the partiesinvolved were required to take gppropriate action to avoid therisk. Since they did
not take sufficient gppropriate action, they are responsible for the collison.”

Question: Arethe collision regulations reasonable? Why or why not? Pause and think about this. Write
down your answer so that you can have something definite to compare with the sample answer | give
below. Cast your answer into two parts. Inthefirst part, state whether the Colreg is reasonable or not. In
the second part, explain how or why you arrived at your conclusion. Y our explanation may differ from
mine. Consider it correct aslong asit makes sense.

Answer: Part 1—The regulation is unreasonable.



Answer: Part 2—The regulation is unreasonable because (among other errors) it is based on thepost
hoc, propter hoc fdlacy.

Give yoursdf checksif you got the answersright. Give yourself two checks each if you had agood
reason for your answers.

Discussion: In dissecting statementslike this, stand back and take an overdl view of what the net effect
of thelanguageis. Sometimes words, especidly highfal utin words expressed by agovernmenta authority,
tend to intimidate usinto not thinking. Under such conditions, it is best to step back and andyze the
effect. The net effect of this Colregisto claim that for every collison, thereisacause, and for every
collison that causeisan error in judgment. Essentialy the Colreg assertsthat every collison isdueto
falure to take appropriate action. Thisisp. 141the medica mapracticefdlacy in disguiseasa
government regulation. It isasif the government assertsthat if apatient dies after surgery, the doctor
must be at fault because he did not take appropriate action to prevent the death. The government can
decree that, but it cannot make it so. Even governments are bound by redlity, which isrevedled by the
operation of thelaws of logic, reason, and clear thinking.

There are as many reasonsto die after operation as there are people who do so. Infection, old age, and
disease cause more post-operative deaths than all the physiciansin the world put together. Some
post-operative deaths are mere accidents. Others are due, we now know, to psychopathic nurses putting
potassum in the intravenous fluids and so forth. One-Size statementsjust can't, just don't, fit al. They
never will. Theworld is not that way. The world is not that Smple.

Two thingslinked in time (surgery and deeth, risk of collison and collision, or errorsin judgment and
collision) do not imply cause and effect. To claim that they do isan error in thinking. Some people have
trouble seeing this clearly. If you do, then consider other approachesto the problem.

If A (accident) happened, then cause of A was E (error in judgment). That can’t betrue, for if it were,
then every accident would imply an error in judgment (A ?E and E ? A). But we know there are many
Eswithout As and probably some Aswithout Es. Therefore, since accidents happen without errorsin
judgment and errorsin judgment happen without accidents, the two (accidents and errorsin judgment)
can't grictly relate to each other as cause and effect. They certainly can’t be cause and effect at al times
under al conditions.

How about this. Ask yourself: Arethese regulationssmplistic? If they are, shoot them down. Smplistic
thinking has no place in acomplex stuation. Remember smplethingsin acomplex world arelikely to be
wrong. Theregulaion isSsmple becauseit assumesal collisons have to be due to the human error of
failing to take gppropriate action. That isimpossible. Some collisions might be due to human error. Even
most collisons might be due to human error. But al? No way.

How do we prove statements that have the wordall in them are wrong? Find the exception.

All we haveto do isfind one exception, and the generdization is proved wrong. Can you think of an
instance where a collision could occur without there being an error in human judgment or afailureto teke
appropriate action?

p. 142When the last hurricane rolled through Clear Lake, hundreds of boats collided and sank. Most of
those boats were not under control. Most of those boats had been avulsed (torn off) their moorings and
were under way, not making way. In other words, the boats were not under command and were drifting
about tossed by storm and sea. Most of the owners, operators, and pilots of those boats were not



around. They had been ordered out of the area by the Coast Guard in agenera evacuation. Even if the
owners were around, even if they had violated the orders of the Coast Guard, it would have been
unlikely that anything substantive could have been done againgt the enormous forces of nature
engendered by the hurricane. More than anything else, it was those natural forcesthat caused the multiple
collisons

Whose judgment therefore was defective in causing the hurricane-induced collisons? Redigticdly,
probably no one's.

Therefore, the generdization implied by the regulation thet dl collisons must have involved risk of
collison for which inadequate measures were taken is proven wrong. In other words, the Colregisan
overgenerdization, asmpligtic overgeneraization of acomplex stuation. We have proventhat itisan
overgenerdization by showing one exception. In fact, there are many other exceptions because lifeisalot
more complicated than people imagine. Just as there are as many causes for postoperative death asthere
are people who die postoperatively, there are as many causes of collisons asthere are collisions.

Here sthe key point: It isimportant to sudy each and every collision to try to understand the causes of
that event. That way red progress can be made in preventing mishapsin the future. Maybe better lighting
or compulsory use of radar, fog horns, and such isthe solution. To assume that an error in judgment is
the sole cause of collisions blinds us from seeing the true complexity of the problem and prevents usfrom
deding effectively with the redlity Stuation so that we can arrive at a successful solution that might actualy
work to prevent asmilar collison in the future.

Another way to approach astatement like the Colreg isto take it gpart and examine the individual
pieces. If one part of the chain of reasoning can be shown to be defective, then the wholesor ites , the
concatenation of premises and reasons, that led to the conclusion will have been proven falacious.

Item: If acollison has occurred, there must have been arisk of collision.
p. 143Complete baloney.

Thisisthe classcd error of post hoc, propter hoc presented in its native, unadorned, naked sdif. Itisan
overgenerdization and hencewrong. It issmpligtic. It isamere assertion and as such would require load
on load of datato substantiate itsdlf. Furthermore, the statement is atautology, an error in thinking
because it merely restates an assertion rather than proving it. Morphineinduces deep because of its
somniferous properties. That statement is atautology because the wordsomniferous means deep
inducing. What isbeing said is that morphine produces deep because it produces deep. The statement
leads nowhere. It certainly doesn’t enlighten us about why morphine works,

If acollison occurred, there must have been arisk of collison isatautology becauseit is saying the
same thing twice. Any occurrence of anything impliesthat it can occur becauseit did occur. So saying a
collison was associated with arisk of collison isn't saying much. Infact, itisacircular argument. A
gmilar and equaly intelligent statement would be that in boating accidents where thereisafatality,
someone dies. The Cheshire Cat told Alice that everyone around there was crazy. “But I'm here,” said
Alice. “And I’'m not crazy.” Replied the cat, “'Y ou must be, because you're here” (pp. 72-73). The
Cheshire Cat has made an unsubstantiated statement and then made a conclusion based on that assertion.
Then he used acircular form of reasoning to restate the assertion. The Coast Guard regulations are just
ascircular asthe arguments of the Cheshire Cat but with an important difference: The cat isjust an
amusing fiction. The Coast Guard regulations have the force of law.

If the Colregs are reasonable, | could, in the same way, say that if a collision occurred, aboat must have



been involved. Lighthouses don't collide with each other, but boats collide with each other or with
something ese. That' swhat these regulations are about, aren’t they: collisons a sea. So why not pass
from the slly to the absurd? Why not claim that snce dl collisonsinvolve boats, the boat must be & fault,
for if there were no boats, there would be no collisons. From which follows that the solution to dll
collisonsisto prevent boats from entering the water. No boating, no collision.

Get it?

Conclusion: Sincethefirgt premise of the Colreg statement iswrong, the entire statement isunsound ,
that is, defective.

In like manner, we could take each of the other statements of the Colreg apart. But wewon’t. Instead, |
want to move on to anotherp. 144important error in thinking, something that you will see every day and
night (if your eyes and mind are open)—the subject of the next chapter, false anaogy.

Exer cises

1. By now you know the drill: Reread dl the main pointsin this chapter doud. When you have done o,
giveyoursdlf acheck here__.

2. Explanwhypost hoc, propter hoc isan error in thinking. Check your answer by reading the
definition onpage 129 . Giveyoursdf acheck if you got it right. If you did not get it right, forget it. Pass
on to the next chapter. Cudgel your brains no more about it. When you are asked this question next say,
“I know it iswrong to say athing caused a something el se because the two things are linked together in
time. Patten told me so in hislittle book of practica clear thinking.”

Now give yourself arest somewhere nice before you go on to the next chapter, which discussesthe
error known as fase analogy.

4 — False Analogy

p. 145This chapter coversacommon error in thinking known as false analogy. Analogy forms much of
our thinking because once two items are linked in the human consciousness, each tendsto recal| the
other. Because thisisthe basic psychologica mechanism of human thought, we are sometimes led astray
by it. Thisis because the associations the brain makes are not necessarily reasonable or related to the
redlity Situation. Because our brains naturally connect two things together, we tend to assume that the
items resemble each other in certain ways, and we may erroneoudy conclude that further smilaritiesexist
when they don't.

Comparison of one item with another by analogy should never be used as the sole support of atheory or
judgment. It can be used to illustrate afact dready established, or it can help establish atrain of thought
or working hypothesis. It can do no more than this and should be forced no further.

Fadse andogies are errorsin thinking because they lead away from the truth and toward error.

Arguments by analogy are often easy to spot but hard to contradict unless you think about them. We



have dready gone over the reasons that the domino theory had to be wrong. But now we know why it
waswrong: It was afase analogy. It compared countries to metastable dominos ready to topple over
and was wrong because countries are not dominos, are not lined up on end, don’t tip over if one of them
tips, don't fall anyplace because they have no placeto fal, and so forth. Even dominos don't behave like
dominos unlessthey are properly spacedp. 146less than an inch apart and then given the proper push by
the kid playing with them. Another way to expose the domino theory asafase anadogy isto follow it to
whereit leads, assume the theory correct, and then question whether theresult isredly all that bad.

| know from my thirty years of gardening that one plant thet flourishesin one soil may wilt in another. My
|ettuce grows great in spring and wiltsin summer. My corn won't grow well in spring but grows greet in
summer. Isit possible that forms of government can't be easily transplanted?

Get it? What' smy andogy?

| am comparing plants to countries. Isthat reasonable? If not, then how about more direct reasoning.
How about this. Our form of economic organization might not be idedl for Vietnam. What' s good for us
might be bad for them. Could the export of our capitalism to Vietnam occur without risk? Measures
agreeablein one st of circumstances may only be aggravating in another. Besides, who are we to decide
what form of government the people of another nation need? Aren’t those other people in a better
position to decide about where their future happiness might lie? Doesn't our Declaration of Independence
explain the necessity for apeopleto control their own destiny through their own government? Isn't it
hypocritica for usto claim the principle of self-government for ourselves but to deny it for others?

Seewhat | mean?

A little thinking and awhole politica theory that contributed to the United States sinvolvement in
Vietnamis easily exposed and refuted. Correct clear thinking could have and should have kept us out of
Vietnam. Clear thinking should have and could have kept our boys and girls safe & home—and dive.

Implied in the domino theory isthat a particular action isjust one, usudly thefirs, in aseries of stepsthat
will lead inevitably to some specific, usually undesirable, consequence. President Johnson claimed that if
Vietnam became communist, Cambodiawould follow. Then Laoswould fdll, then al of southeast Asia,
and then India. And then (I’m not making thisup, for | have atape recording of one of his speeches) the
world would become communist.

President Johnson' s application of the domino theory to American politics had disastrous consegquences.
Hiserror included not only the false analogy (countries are not dominos) but aso the assumption, without
evidence, that every element in the chain of predicted events would occur.

p. 147For each event in any series of events, an independent argument (supported by relevant and
adequate evidence) must be presented. In no case should one assume that one event will automaticaly
lead to or cause another event or series of events without making aseparate inquiry into the causa
factorsthat might beinvolved in each.

Cambodiaisadifferent country from Vietnam. People do things differently there. Since Cambodiaisa
different country, why would it be safe to assume that it would follow Vietnam into communism?

Asdated, it turned out that after Vietnam won the war, even Vietnam didn’t go communist. Not entirely.
The Vietnamese preferred amixed economy, as do most of the countries of theworld. Vietnam isnow a
trading partner of the United States. Subsequent to United States involvement in Vietnam, the
Vietnamese fought other warsto keep out foreignersincluding the Chinese communists.



How about this contemporary example?“If we permit gay and lesbian marriages, next there will be
some who want group marriages, and soon no one will even bother to get married.” Recognize the
domino theory applied to homosexua marriage? Note that neither the causal connection between gay
marriages and group marriages nor between group marriage and the demise of regular marriage was
proven. Sufficient evidence is not provided to support these claims. Therefore, the conclusionis not
supported and does not follow. In fact, just the opposite could be argued—gay and leshian marriages
would promote, not stifle, regular marriage. In the absence of evidence one way or the other, we just
don't know.

“Once you start smoking cigarettes, you' Il smoke weed. Once you smoke weed, you'll start using
cocaine and dl the hard stuff. After that, it sall downhill either to jall or to the cemetery.” Recognize the
domino theory as applied to tobacco cigarettes?

How about this?“ History proves that people whose name has six |letters and endsiner are evil
aggressors. Kruger (staunch defender of the Transvadl), Hitler, and Kaiser, for example. Let’ s stop the
next aggressor before he gets started.” Intuitively, we know that can’'t be right. Six |etters to aname and
endinginer can’'t have anything to do with aggression. But the facts are there.

What about the facts?

The people listed were military leaders. But that had nothing to do with their names. The Stuation, their
riseto power, and the socia and economic forces that led to their aggressive leadership were much more
p. 148important than their names. In fact, their names had little or nothing to do with what they did. The
nameswere arbitrary gppellations. “What’ sin aname? That which we cdl arose by any other name
would smell as sweet” (Shakespeare sRomeo and Juliet 2.2.1-2).

The fact that these men, who were palitica leadersin war time, al shared namesthat had six |etters and
that their names ended iner was a mere coincidence. Expressed as an argument, the andogy saysthat
because aggression is associated with a[theproperty|a] name of Six lettersthat endsiner, the next guy
with asix-letter name ending iner must have the same aggressive tendencies.

Using symbols, thiswould go something like, if X hasaand b, and Y hasaand b, then’ Y must also have
property c that belongsto X. That’snot true, of course. Whether Y has ¢ depends on the Situation, facts,
evidence, and reasons, not on the mere extension of the (possibly false) anaogy.

Even more sophisticated historical anaogies often break down because history doesn't repest itself.
Never exactly. Turn to the past as apossible guide and to discover lessons about human nature, which
doesn’'t change much. But don’t apply the past situation to the present. Chances are the differences
between the past event and the present far exceed the Smilarities. Indeed, history isfilled with
misgpplications of lessonslearned from higtory.

World War | was not World War 11.

Because the trenches were so effective in blocking German advancesin World War 1, thisdidn’t mean
that the Maginot Line would work aswell in World War 11. There were many deceptive smilarities
between 1914, when World War | started, and 1940, when World War |1 began: The fighting started in
the low countries; the Germans were fighting France and England again; the economic problems were the
same. Y et the situation had changed. In World War 11, the Germans had invented anew form of warfare.
They cdled that new form of warfareBlitzkrieg, which made dl the difference. Any French argument that
failed to take into consideration this new form of warfare suffered from the disastrous defect of pushing a



historica analogy too far into awrong conclusion. Because French thinking was not based in correct
reasoning, the French suffered and suffered grestly.

The officid namefor the French error in thinking isthe falacy of the continuum. The French based their
actionson the faseideathat the stuation in World War | had not significantly changed in World Wer I1.
That is, they thought that there was a continuum from one period of time to the other. Thus, they made an
andogy comparing the onetimep. 149with the other, assuming that the two times were the same or
gmilar. Actualy, the anaogy did not hold. Times had changed, and so had the Situation. Those who were
not prepared to change would function at a disadvantage and suffer. And they did.

Recently, | got an e-mail from Norma Rubin, professor of anatomy and neurosciences at the University
of Texas Medicd Branch, in which she said, among other things, that the Jews were entitled to the lands
that are now the state of Isragl because the Jews held the ancient kingdom of Solomon in 1020 BCE.

Normafailed to mention that Solomon had many foreign wives whom he dlowed to set up dtarsto the
gods they worshipped. To maintain his luxurious court, Solomon taxed his subjects heavily. And ashis
character weakened, so did his hold on the people and the lands. Under his son Rehoboam, who
succeeded him, Solomon’sempire was logt, his kingdom divided.

But facts of history aside, the idea that the Jews own Isragl because Solomon controlled it in 1020 BCE
issmply wrong because it presupposes that because something existed in the padt, it should continue to
exig in the present. It ignoresthe fact that times have changed. Things are different now. Isragl today is
not the same country that it was under Solomon. Therefore, any anaogy that assumesit isthe sameis
fdse

Furthermore, such arguments can be shown absurd because if they were true, then Israel belongsto
Italy, since the Romans ruled Palestine as a province. Or the American Indians own Americabecause
they were herefird.

In standard form, Norma' s argument, the fallacy of the continuum, might look likethis:

Since X was X,

X should still be X.

Pretty circular, right? 1t' s aso an argument that negates and prevents progress. And don’t forget after
three thousand years, X is never the same. After three thousand years have elapsed, X isaways
different. After three thousand years, X isdways X plusthree thousand yearstimes ?X?T (the changein
X withthe changein T, time).

The ancient name of thisfalacy isthefallacy of the beard. Such aname originated in the ancient debate
about “How many hairswould one have to have in order to have abeard?’

p. 150We are reluctant, because it appears arbitrary, to state an exact number of hairs needed to make
abeard. Obvioudy, thereis a difference between having a beard and not having a beard. Some cutoff
point has to be established. Or doesit? Why not admit that thisisafuzzy set, aconcept that might
depend on relative relationshi ps and not on absolute numbers? L ots of concepts that we dedl with are



fuzzy likethis. Whenisaperson tal or short? Fat or thin? We dl have agenera idea of what ismeant by
such terms. But why not confess that some people might not be exactly tal or short; they could be
neither.

The same pertainsto grades. The difference between asixty-four and asixty-fiveisone point. So, ina
sense, thereislittle difference between a student who has an average of sixty-four in gebraand a
student who has a sixty-five. But for practica purposes, there has to be a cutoff point between those who
pass and those who don’t. The scale of gradesis a continuum, but the breaking point between pass and
fal isnot. Basicdly, sixty-four is not the same as sixty-five. Becauseit is not the same, the andogy bresks
down and the kid with the sixty-four fails and the kid with the sixty-five doesn't.

Actualy, most teachers know that thisisafuzzy set. Teacherswill not fail astudent who has an average
of sixty-four. Usudly, they will raise that student’ s average to a passing grade and will not apply thefail
grade to anyone with an average of sixty or better.

The same appliesto credit card debt. A sdlesman may persuade the customer to buy anew TV because
it will add only fifty more dollarsto the customer’ s current monthly payment of $215. That sounds
innocent enough. The sdesman’ sargument isthat smal changesin payments have anegligible effect.
Such reasoning, if it leads one to a purchase, need occur only afew times before the customer will bein
financid difficulty with the credit card limit. There dso will be apoint (the cutoff in the continuum) when
the customer’ s required monthly payment exceeds the available money and credit, and the customer will
have no more money and no more credit and consequently cannot pay.

The classc fase argument based on the falacy of the continuum isthat it isimpossible to wak from here
to there because one would first walk haf the distance, then walk half of the remaining distance, then half
the remaining, and so forth, never reaching the destination. Such false arguments are easily refutable by
getting up and walking there. The physical act of trangit is strong evidence contradicting the false
argument.

“Did you hear the newsthat’ s going round? Pat O’ Grady isrunningp. 151for the Senate. | knew that
dodo in sixth grade. No way am | going to vote for him.”

If O’ Grady isrunning for the[the] Senate, he is now an adult over age thirty-five. To assume that

O Grady isthe same person he wasin the sixth grade is to make the error of continuum. Itismaking a
fase anaogy that O’ Grady today isthe same person that O’ Grady was in the sixth grade. Askids grow
up, they change, often maturing and acquiring wisdom and knowledge. O’ Grady could have changed,
too. He might be much better. Or he might be much worse than he wasin the sixth grade. A more
reasonable way to decide about voting for O’ Grady would be to evaluate O’ Grady’ s present status and
study his pogitions on the issues and his qudificationsfor office.

Many continuum false arguments relate to diet or withdrawa from drugs, acohoal, or tobacco. What
person who ison adiet or who istrying to cut down on smoking has not been deceived by the argument
that one little doughnut or one more cigarette surdly can’t make any red difference?

The less the better and the more the better are both bad continuum arguments.

If too much cholesterol is bad for you, it does not mean that no cholesterol is good for you. Cholesterol
isanatura body chemica needed in the congtruction of cell walls and many essentia hormones. Too
much cholesterol isbad, but too little is bad, too. What is needed isjust the right amount.

Vitamin A isgood for you, and without it you will get sick. But too much vitamin A istoxic. Way too



much vitamin A isfatal. Too little vitamin A isbad, but too much is bad, too. What is needed isjust the
right amount. Some sdt or pepper might improve the taste of afood, but too much or too little might not.

Closdly related to less-the-better and more-the-better falaciesis thetyranny of numbers and size.
Big numbers may not lead to the truth and can lead to big errors.

Large numbers tend to impress people more than small numbers do. Add thisto the fact that most
Americans don’t understand Statistics, percentages, and fractions; it is usualy more persuasive to quote
the large number rather than the percentage. Such large numbers might obscure the truth and midead the
naive. For example, in the 2000 presidentia eection, the winner, George W. Bush, got fewer votes than
did the loser, Al Gore, because of the operation of the electoral college andp. 152the US Supreme
Court. Therefore, the winner’ stotd votes are often quoted (in the millions) to obscure the fact that more
than half the voters voted againgt the winner. Conversdly, just as large numbers may be unreasonably
impressive, S0 small numbers tend to be overlooked. For example, in discussing internationd palitics,
Saddam Hussain pointed out that America has only two parties, whereas Irag has one. Heimplied that
thiswas an inggnificant difference because it was a difference of only one.

Big people are not necessarily right. A tal person is not necessarily right and ashort person is not
necessarily wrong. Y et size makes adifference in how we view people. Thisis unreasonable. J. Edgar
Hoover stood on araised platform, kings Sit on thrones, judges sit on abench—all to exploit the
unreasonable assumption that height makes right. For the same reason, you can't buy asmall egg. The
smallest eggsthat are sold in American stores are called medium.

Many government programs are sold to the public by false analogy.
Still not convinced about false ana ogies? Consider some andogiesthat are truly absurd:

“This 72-billion-dollar farm subsidy program generates food. Food islike money. Y ou can't have too
much of it,” said alegidator from afarm state. My apologies. | am sorry | don't know thislegidator’'s
name, but that iswhat he said on NPR one afternoon as | walked into the kitchen.

Whether the $72 billion farm program generates food should be proven, not just asserted. Since the
program actudly paysfarmersnot to grow food, it is hard to imagine how the program would create
food. Mere assertions are errors because they tend to lead us away from the truth and toward fal sehood.

What about the andogy? Isfood redlly like money?

Y ou can eat food, but only psychotics eat money. Food spoils. Money does not spoil. And why can't
you have too much food? Wasn't the farm program created to stabilize the production of food so that
there wouldn’t be too much food around to lower prices paid to farmers? Y ou can certainly eat too much
food, and if you do eat too much, you get fat.

Paliticians say the dumbest things. This statement isjust another example of how dumb some paliticians
can sound.

Scientists can and do say dumb things, too, many of which are predicated on fase andogies. Consider
thisfrom Desmond Morris, thep. 153famous zoologist who wroteThe Naked Ape andThe Human Zoo:
“Behind the fagade of modern city life there isthe same old naked gpe. Only the names have changed: for
‘hunting’ read ‘working,” for “homebase’ read ‘house,” for ‘pairbond’ read ‘marriage,” for ‘mate’ read
‘wife and so on” (The Naked Ape,[London: Corgi, 1968], p. 74).



Theideaof thisandogy isthat if we evolved from gpes, then we must redly remain gpes. Theandogy is
false. Hunting and working are two different things. Can you think of some differences? Most modern
houses look quite different from the caves of our very ancient ancestors. Can you name five differences?
In fact, to say we evolved from apesimpliesthat we are now different from apes, not the same. By the
way, civilized people are not apes. And because modern humans wear clothes, modern humans are
certainly not naked apes.

Language anal ogiesare often wrong because language depends on custom, not on reasonable or
reasoned relationship, for its proper and established use.

Becausemice isthe plurd of mouse, hice must bethe plura of house. Becaused ough rhymeswithcow,
ought should rhymewithcow, too.

Obvioudy, fase. Thetrouble isthat the words are smilar in only some respects, but they differ in others.
Wordswithough are spelled aike, have that same combination of the four letters, but that does not mean
they are pronounced aike. That these words haveough isrelated to their history. Although the words
look amilar, their origin isquite different. Their pronunciation is quite different, too.Mouse andhouse
sharefour letters, but the plural of house ishouses, nothice. Ought rhymeswithcaught and not withcow.

Recently, | attended a neuroscience lecture a Rice University. The lecturer demonstrated acase of a
Canadian surgeon who had Tourette’ s syndrome. The surgeon has amass of tics and shouts and barks
and curse words throughout hiswaking life, except when he isin the operating room, where he never has
any abnormd involuntary movements, nor does he make any abnormal vocalizationsthere. The lecturer
claimed that this surgeon had some kind of brain disease that accounted for his abnormal behavior, but
the lecturer could not account for the complete remission of signs and symptoms of the disease during
operations.

My explanation was that the surgeon didn’t do those thingsin the operating room becauseif he did, he
knew they would jerk hislicense and he would lose a significant source of income. My explanation was
p. 154rgjected out of hand. The lecturer, who had no ideathat | was a board-certified neurologist on the
full-time academic staff of thelocal medica school, implied that my understanding of this complex brain
disease was smple and unschooled. The lecturer implied that | was unsympathetic and possibly biased
againg this poor, sck patient, the surgeon.

When people attack me personaly and not my argument, | know that | hit asensitive nerve and that |
am on the right track. Arguments that attack the person and not that person’s argument are called
argumentum ad hominem , which is Latin meaning “argument about the man.”

Argumentum ad hominem, likeargumentum ad verecundiam , isadiverson, totdly irrdlevant to the
rationa consideration of the issue. Whether | am smple or unschooled has nothing to do with whether |
am right or wrong. About a particular issue, asmple and unschooled person can beright or he can be
wrong, just as an intelligent and educated person could be right or wrong about a particular issue. Caling
me names or subjecting meto abuseistotdly irrdevant. In the same way, whether | am sympathetic,
unsympathetic, or even biased toward the surgeon does not demolish my argument. Prgjudiced,
unsympathetic people can beright, and impartial people are sometimeswrong. Caling me namesisjust
another attempt to digtract attention from the real point at issue, which was the weakness of the lecturer’s
argument.

Thereisamaximintrid law that rdatesto this. “No case: Abuse the plaintiffswitnesses” That might
work in front of agulliblejury, but it should not work in front of us.



The next day, areporter from theHouston Chronicle caled:

“ Are you the person who questioned the integrity of the Canadian surgeon who has been struggling
agang Tourette' s syndromefor years?’

“YS, I a,.nl”

“Don’t you know that people afflicted with this disease are able to suppresstheir tics and vocalizations
for awhile?’

“Of that, | have no doubt. The surgeon isacasein point. My question questioned the reason the
symptoms stopped in the operating room, not the fact that they stopped there. | suggested one reason
they stopped in the operating room wasthat if they didn’t, the licensing board would pull hislicense. The
selective milieu of the cessation of symptoms raises the possibility that there is no disease whatever and
that the surgeon’ s behavior isunder voluntary control. The selective milieu of the cessation of symptoms
provesthat the symptoms are at least in part under voluntary control.”

p. 155" After thelecture, dl that was al explained very smply,” said the reporter. “Thereisaphysologic
build up of ticsand foul language which can be held in temporarily. Eventudly, it al must comeout. It's
like having afull bladder. Y ou can hold it for awhile, but eventually you have to empty the bladder. The
urine hasto come out, the way the foul language and the tics have to come out.”

Pause here and try to refute the reporter’ s argument. In what way isthe reporter’ sargument afase
anaogy? The bladder analogy was offered to explain the surgeon’ s signs and symptoms. How do we
know that that cannot possibly be true? Think about thisfor awhile. List your answers on a piece of
paper so that you can compare them with mine.

Before we start with my answers, let’ s strike down the reporter’ s statement for the usua reasons.
What' sthe evidence that holding urine and holding behavior are equivalent? That ideaiistoo smple. That
ideais an unsubstantiated assertion for which no evidence is offered. That ideaassumesfactsnot in
evidence. Such facts must be put into evidence and examined for their credibility. Furthermore, where
does that thinking lead? Couldn’t we excuse any abnorma behavior, even crimina behavior, on the same
basis? If so, where would society be? Where would it al end? Someone hasto decide what is
reasonable and correct behavior.

After you have struck down the lecture’ s assertion on generd grounds, concentrate on the false anaogy.
Tdl why itisan anadogy. Tdl why it isfdse. Proveit fase. Provethat evenif it were not fasg, it il
wouldn’t excuse the surgeon’ s postoperative behavior.

Here' show | would approach the problem:

It'san anadogy because the surgeon’ stics and other symptoms are compared to afull bladder that must
be emptied sometime.

OK. Itisan andogy. Next question: Isit true? Isit false?
Who knows?

| don’t know. Y ou don’t know. We don’t know. The reporter doesn’t know. All we haveto goonis
the assertion of the lecturer. Chances are the lecturer doesn't know, either, because it sounds like the



lecturer just made up the bladder anaogy to try to explain the evidence that the surgeon could at least for
atime control himself. But the lecturer isthe one who is on the spot. Under the circumstances, how much
can wetrust his assertion?

When such athing is asserted, we must have proof that it istrue, that it really does reflect the redl
gtuation. When confronted with such comparisons, such analogies, we can test their truthfulness by
thinkingp. 1560f ways in which the comparison breaks down. In this case, the analogy encourages usto
think about urine and afull bladder. Let’sdo that.

If my bladder isfull, | empty it. The surgeon does the same with his bladder. But | empty my bladder in
the bathroom, not any old place around the office and the home. And | empty my bladder at specific
times, not any old timewhen | fed like emptyingit.

When the surgeon comes out of the operating room, heis, according to the analogy, obliged to spew his
barks and foul language anywhere and with anyone around who happensto bein that location. Heis
permitted to do so any old time he feds he hasto. Why can’t he save the bad vocdizationsfor a
soundproof room or the bathroom, if need be? Why can't he get it over with in the three minutes it takes
the normal person to pee?

No sensible person would let this surgeon peein public. Why let him shout obscenitiesin public? Thus,
the anal ogy breaks down. Even if the bad behavior were a physiologica necessity (acasein point not yet
established by evidence), it still would not be excusable. Bad behavior is not excused by physiologic
necessity. Since even if the andogy were reasonable, it doesn’t work, the premise of the analogy must be
wrong.

If you don’t get those points, here' s something easier to grasp: If Tourette sand afull bladder are both
physiologic necessities, why can’t the surgeon empty his Tourette waste under the same societal controls
that he empties his bladder wastes? Well, you might say, perhaps he can’t control histicsthe way he can
control hisbladder.

Right! That’'smy point. It wasn’t | who put forth the bladder analogy. It wasthe lecturer. If the bladder
anaogy is breaking down, it isthe lecturer’ s problem, not mine. Perhaps the surgeon can't control his
Tourette' s the way he can control his bladder? Y es, perhaps he can’t. But the evidence is that he can. He
can control his bladder and histicsin the operating room. He doesn’t pee there, and he doesn't curse
there.

Man and machine anal ogies are often false.

My car and | both can befound in Clear Lake, Texas. Because my car and | share that common
property, that doesn’t necessarily mean we share other properties. In fact, some properties we don'’t
shareat al. My car needs gasoline to go. Gasolinefor the car isafud. If | drank it, | would die.

On the other hand, it would be reasonable to say that just as my Lincoln’sengine will stop when it runs
out of fue, that is, whenitisstarved, | dsowill stop if | don't eat. Provided the analogy is pressed no

p. 157further, the comparison holds. Cars and humans need fud. Thefud for the car isgas, the fud for
humansisfood. Both cars and humans need a source of energy to keep going. It both instances, function
stopsif an energy sourceisnot supplied.

It would not be reasonable, though, to assert that just as an engine that has been stopped for months can
restart when given fuel, a corpse can be revived after death by being fed. Pause here and think why that
isso. Think how amachine and adead body differ. Y ep, the analogy bresks down because amachineis



not dead when it stops. In fact, the machine was never divein thefirst place. If the machine were deed, it
could not be restarted, death being irreversible.

Insofar asmy car and my body are smilar, what istrue of oneistrue of the other. Insofar asmy car and
my body are different, what istrue of oneis not true of the other.

So watch out for machine analogies. The machines are often compared to life, to hedth, to the human
body, and to al sorts of things for which thereisno real connection. The differences between machines
and anything else on this planet are far more numerous, more important, and more striking than their
resemblances. What gpplies to machines often does not apply to anything but machines.

The government is not a ship, and the president is not a sea captain.

One such machine andogy that bugs me lots, and should bug you, is comparing government to aship.

Consder the following fragment of a poem. Try to decide what the analogy isand how it relatesto the
red world, if at dl.

O Captain! my Captain! our fearful trip isdone,
The ship has wesather’ d every rack, the prize we sought iswon.
Theport isnear, the bdls| hear, the people dl exulting,
Whilefollow eyesthe steady ked, the vessdl grim and daring;
But O heart! heart! heart!
O the bleeding drops of red,
Where on the deck my Captain lies,
Fallen cold and dead.

(Walt Whitman, “ O Captain, My Captain,” 1-8)

Discussion: Poetry isonething. Exact thought is another. Poetry aimsto express feelings and emotion.
When it achievesthat aim, it iswonderful. The above linesfrom Wat Whitman's bookLeaves of Grass
p. 158 are such good poetry that many school children are required to memorize the poem. In grade
school, | memorized it. Perhaps you did, too.

The poem expresses Wat Whitman' sfedlings about the assassnation of President Lincoln. Whitman
loved Lincoln and felt that Lincoln' s desth was a great loss to the nation. But, in alarger sense, Whitman
compares Lincoln to alicensed sea captain, which Lincoln wasn’t. Whitman compares the government of
the United Statesto a ship, that of state, one might say, the proverbia ship of state. What' swrong with
thet?

As poetry, nothing iswrong with that. But asfact, it just ain't true. It isafase analogy. It leads us away



from the red to the fake. It obscuresthe redlity and concentrates our attention on the bogus.

The poem’ sbreezy line of thinking, though sincere and genuine, lacks clearness of visonthat is
imperative for truth. Thisisaflaw inherent in the poetic mind, and we may dowdll totendtoiit,
consdering al that the poetic mind has done for us. But when the concept gets exploited for political
purposes, we must pause and protest.

President Nixon often told the press that he was the skipper steering the ship of state. He told the media
that they and the public need not know about his secret plan for ending the war in Vietnam because he,
as captain of the ship, knew where we were going and why. Theimplication was that we should just shut
up—just acquiesce and obey his orders—that we should not question hisjudgment. We should just trust
him. We should obey him asif he were our captain.

But should we? Should we obey a president asif he were alicensed sea captain? Isthe analogy false?
Doesit lead to behavior that has adverse consequences?

Nixon was pretty good at secret plans, as we subsequently learned. In 1969, he had authorized the
secret bombing of Cambodia, which continued for four years. Thetotal number of bombs dropped there
was 539,129 (information obtained through the Freedom of Information Act). Almost half those bombs
fdl inthelast Sx months. Much of the ancient irrigation system of Cambodiawas destroyed. A lot of the
rice-growing areasfdl to ruins. Hundreds of thousands of people werekilled. What was the point of
doing that? What’s my point in telling you about it?

| usethisto illustrate the possible consequences of secret government action. | useit to show that blindly
obeying apresident asif he were alicensed sea captain can be wrong. Nixon’'s secret plan to end the
Vietnam War, it turned out, was Smply to get the hell out of there. Whatp. 159secret plan wasin the
erased tapes? We || probably never know. But you can bet it was nothing too nice, else why would
Nixon erase the tapes?

The point isthat considering the president a captain and the government some sort of shipiswrong. Itis
afdseandogy that can lead to serious, and sometimes dire, consequences.

Why isit afase analogy? Think of several reasons why the captain-ship of state andogy just doesn’'t
work. Write these down in outline form so you can check your answers againgt mine.

By now, you should have started your objections with the statements that the comparison of government
to aship assumesfacts not (yet put) in evidence. It isamere assertion that would require piles and piles
of evidencefor usto believeit. Itisaso too Smple, so smpleit hasto bewrong. Running acountry is
more complicated than commanding aship. The reverseistrue, too: Commanding ashipisalot smpler
and more direct than running a country as vast asthe United States. The false anaogy breaks down
because government is not aship; it does not float; and it doesn't transport its people someplace on the
high seas. In addition, aship doesn't do alot of things agovernment does. It doesn't tax people; it
doesn’'t go to war; and so forth. If the government is not aship, then it does't really matter whether a
president isacaptain. If he were acaptain, it would not relate to his office as president because the
government is not aship. Thetruth isthat a president and a captain are two different pogitions of power.
A president’s power is checked by Congress, the Supreme Court, and, to alimited extent, by the press
and by public opinion. On the high seas, the captain is magter of the ship and in full command. Hisword
islaw. Heisnot checked by anyone. Heis, of course, checked by natural forces such aswind and
wesgther, asareweadl.

In fact, the main reason elected officials want to be considered captainsis so that they can co-opt the



absolute powers of command that captains enjoy at sea. That' s what Nixon wanted. That’s what he got.
That' swhat he got for atime until redity caught up with him and his abuses of power were uncovered.
These abuses were o egregious that Nixon had to resign his office. Nixon became thefirst president to
resgn the presidency.

Since Lincoln was areasonable man, he would have thought “ O Captain! My Captain,” flattering but a
little odd. He probably would have said wryly, “My license covers the practice of law, not ssamanship.
Besides, | have been on aboat only once and got terribly sick.”

p. 160Principle: What appliesto ships, cars, planes, and other machines often applies only to machines.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Watch out for machine analogies. They arelikely to be deceptive. Many of them are wrong.

Now that we know to watch out for machine anaogies, let’swork out on acommon anaogy that | have
heard repeatedly:

Classcfdseandogy: Thebrainisacomputer. Or (expressed dightly differently) thebrainislikea
computer.

Think about it. The brainisacomputer. Isthat andogy true? Isthat andogy helpful? Doesit lead usto a

better understanding of the redity Situation, the truth? Does it hel p us better understand the brain? Doesiit
help us better understand computers? What, if any, good isit to compare abrain to a computer and vice
versa?

Asdefrom the usua objections (unproved assertion, assumption of facts not in evidence,
overgenerdization, and smpligtic thinking), how can we bresk down this argument?

Don't pause to think about this. Y ou have done too much thinking in this chapter dready. Give yoursdlf
arest. Just glance over my exposition.

The brain isnot acomputer, and it is not like acomputer. The brainis part of aliving organism. The
computer is not. The brain uses glucose and oxygen for its metabolism. The computer uses e ectricity to
work. When deprived of glucose or oxygen for more than four minutes, the brain diesand can’t be
restarted. When deprived of dectrons even for months, the computer will restart if you turn it on again.
No irreversible damage occurred when the computer was shut off. A brainis made of 100 billion nerve
cdlscaled neurons. A computer is made of silicon chips. The brainis over 90 percent water. The
computer has practicaly no water at dl. Deprived of its aqueous environment, the brain will stop
functioning. Put in awater environment, the computer will short out and become completdly functionless,
probably forever. Findly, the brain can think. Computers so far cannot think. Conclusion: The brain and



the computer are two different things.

Isthe anaogy helpful ?

Another way of attacking afalse andogy isthinking about wherep. 161the analogy leads. In a practical
sense, can we learn anything about how computers work by studying the brain? What isthe

consequence? Where does this anal ogy lead? Does considering the brain a computer help usin any way,
shape, or form? Can the andogy tell us how computers work?

Highly unlikdly.
To learn about how computers work, we would do much better studying computers per se and not the

brain. To learn about computers, we should go to computer school and not to medica school. How
about the reverse? Can we learn anything about the brain by studying computers?

Highly unlikely.
To learn about how the brain works, we would do much better by studying the brain per se and not
computers. To learn about the brain, we should go to medica school and not to computer school. Recent

spectacular advances in neuroscience are based on just that, the detailed and relentless study of the brain,
its structure and function. No advance in neuroscience arose from the sudy of computers.

Principle: The brainis not acomputer, nor isit like acomputer.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Use your computer for the purpose for which it was intended. Use your brain for thinking.

The brain-computer analogy isso bad it is consdered in neuroscience circles aconceit . A conceitisa
fanciful, witty notion that is often astriking but strained and arbitrary metaphor. A conceitisafase
andogy gonefurther awry.

Throughout history, conceits have derailed our understanding of the brain. The usud ideawasto
compare the brain to the highest technologica achievement of the age. Thus, the ancient Greeks, who
had just learned hydraulics, considered the brain a hydraulic machine. The fluid-filled ventricles at the
center of the brain were thought to contract, thus sending fluid through the nerves, causing the nervesto
expand dightly and making the muscles contract. Even Descartes, the great mathemeatician, thought this
was the way nerves worked.

Descartes could have proven himsalf wrong if he had taken thep. 162trouble to dissect the optic nerves
of just one animad. Optic nerves have no fluid-filled cavities. In fact, no norma nerve has afluid-filled
cavity. If nerves have no cavities, they can't work by contraction or expansion of what is not there. Thus,
the hydraulic analogy isrefuted.



When mechanical clocks were the ragein Germany, the brain was consdered aform of mechanica
clock. When the telegraph was prominent, the brain was likened to that device. When | wasaboy, |
learned in grade school that the brain was like atelephone operator with multiple switcheson a
switchboard deep insde my head. For along time, | went around thinking there was some kind of
telephone operator insde my skull. That image had to be revised when the adding machines cameinto
prominence. My menta image of my brain then became an adding machine. Y ou canimagine how | felt
when | learned in medical school that the eye was not acamera, that lungs were not air-filled balloons,
that the kidney doesn’t make urine (anymore than a sted mill makes dag), and that the brain was not
anything but itsalf.

Sing adong to the tune of Oscar Hammerstein’s“ There IsNothing LikeaDame’:

Thereisnothing likeabrain

Nothing intheworld

Thereisnothing you can name

That isanything likeabrain.
Thereisnothing that talkslikeabrain
Walkslikeabran

Thinkslikeabrain

Thereisnothing you can name

That isanything likeabrain.

All those ideas about the brain—the hydraulics, the clocks, the telephone, the adding machine—were al
concelts, anaogies so bad they were egregious, remarkably bad. They led mankind away from the truth
toward error.

And what isworse, all those ideas about the brain werewrong. They were errorsin thinking. They
delayed human progress and understanding. And by way of lesson, note that the origina ground for
accepting those arguments was scanty. Nevertheless, such arguments caught on and were held with
conviction by the mgority of people, scholarsincluded, sometimes for centuries. In the case of
hydraulics, the erroneous conviction held sway for over 1,500 years. [sn't that puzzling?p. 163lsn't that
stupid? How the devil can we explain the ready acceptance and retention of such drivel, poppycock, and
nonsense?

Most people will accept such arguments by anadogy as these because they don't question the alleged
smilarity between the things compared. Moreover, many anaogies have no intellectud force whatsoever
and depend for effectiveness upon stimulating the imagination into the wishful thinking that something is
understood when, in fact, it isnot understood at al. Secretly we want to deceive ourselvesinto thinking



that we know more about something than we redly do. Secretly we want to think that comparing the
computer to the brain was not abad idea. The brain? Oh, sure, | know about it. | know al about it. It's
ample. Redlly. It sredly, redly very smple: Thebrainisjust acomputer. | use my computer every day.
Since | know about computers, | must know about the brain. See how smart | am!

What' swrong? Such a comparison has adverse consequences. It is better to admit ignorance than |abor
under false perceptions of knowledge. At least you know that you don’t know and cannot be mided by
al those things you think that you know that are wrong.

Inthe politica arena, false and ogies and concelts emerge in abbreviated form as dogans. These dogans
short-circuit serious discuss ons|discussing|discussions] of the topic they announce. In many cases, the
dogans are self-contradictions that mean nothing or contradict themselves. “ genuine facsmile,” meaning (I
guess) ahighly redigticimitation; “nonviolent force,” meaning (I guess) force accompanied by the rhetoric
of nonviolence; “white nigger,” meaning awhite person sympatric to blacks. Other terms are not quite
dogans but euphemisms designed to obscure meaning rather than promoteit: “socia extraction,”
meaning, when used by the CIA, aform of murder justified by politica consderations, “terminate with
extreme prgjudice,” meaning kill by officia order; “ Symbolic speech,” meaning an act other than speaking
that isjustified on the grounds that it is symbolic of speech and therefore protected by the First
Amendment. Flag burning and cross burning are two such acts said by proponents to be * symbolic

Speech.”

Congder the dogan “war on drugs.” Y ou have heard that before. It represents a policy of the US
government. Work on it now. Tell what it means. Tell why it leads us away from truth toward error. Jot
down the main points of your thinking. Compare your andysiswith mine. By now, your attack on stupid
government dogans and programs like this one should sound pretty sophisticated. Y ou should be ableto
tick offp. 1644 the big errorsin thinking that the dogan implies. Y ou should be able to bresk down the
fdseandogy without difficulty.

Item: Smpleand smpligtic.

The drug problem is complex and complicated. There cannot be asmple solution toit. That isjust
impossible. If the problem were that smple, it would have been solved long ago by previous
adminigtrationsin the previous wars on drugs. Don’'t get me wrong. | want the drug problem solved. |
wish that making war on drugs would solve the problem—forever. Theredity isthat it won't. That isjust
wishful thinking, which gets us nowhere. | have abetter chance of flying to the moon by flapping my arms
than the government has of solving the drug problem with awar on drugs.

[tem:; Assumes facts not in evidence.

The announcement of awar on drugsimpliesthat the issuesinvolved have been thoroughly discussed
and understood and that the people, Congress, and the president back this kind of drastic action to
achieve godsthat have been dmost universally recognized asimportant. Such is not the case. Meaningful
discussion of the pros and cons of drug interdiction has not and does not take place. Such discussion, if it
did occur, would have to consider the pros and cons of legdization; the cost (time, energy, money) of
further enforcement procedures, dternative ways of dedling with drug addiction including medica
treatments; the history of previousfailures of smilar wars on drugs,; the causes of addiction; theindividua
drugs and their properties; and so forth. Such an analysiswould be long and complicated and, if
undertaken with[forjwith] the proper degree of scholarship, confusing. To those who want aquick and
easy solution to the drug problem, the process needed to actualy solve the drug problem would be
tedious.



Item: Overgenerdization.

Obvioudy, we are not about to make war on al drugs. Some drugs are good for us. Painkillersare
needed for those in pain, antibiotics for those who have infections, insulin for digbetics, and so forth. In
other words, medical uses must be excepted. Y et the statement does not say that. Since we are not
about to make war on drugs, the type and quantity of the“enemy” drugs should be specified. Even better
would be to mention the specific drugs, the quantities that would be interdicted, the reasons for the
interdiction of that particular agent, and the cost-benefit andysisthat showsthat the interdiction isworth
the effort. Other exceptions should be specified aso. For example, American Indians may use
p. 165peyote and other halucinogensin their religious ceremonies. Recregtiond use of marijuanain
Alaskaand some counties of Nevadaislegal. Medica use of marijuanaislegd in thirteen ates,
induding Cdifornia

[tem: Unsupported assertion.

Theimplied assertion that awar on drugsisjustified or even needed must be proven by evidence. We
just can't be presented with amulti-billion-dollar program without piles of evidencethat it is needed and
islikely to be effective. In generd, anation makeswar when itsvery survivd is at stake. Isthat the case
here?1f so, proveit. It isnot sufficient merely to assert that the drug Situation is so severethat it pardlels
the Situation requiring awar. It is not sufficient merely to state the cases are parallel; they must beshown
to be pardld. In fact, multiple important differences exis.

Item: Vague definitions.

Putting aside for the moment the misuse of the wordwar, the worddrugs in this context is not adequately
defined. Probably what ismeant isillegd drugs, but even among thesethereisavariety of illega drugs,
some more powerful than others. Some, like LSD, are not addicting. Some, like cocaine, areless
addicting than tobacco cigarettes. Y es, asurvey of thefifty top physician experts on drug addiction lists
tobacco as more addicting than cocaine. And | know why: It is. How much sense does it make to
interdict adrug when amore addicting drug likeit (in the dopamine-releasing family) islegd?

Somedrugs, like marijuana, are relatively harmless. Two government committees havein fact reported
that marijuanaisreatively harmless, asdid the LaGuardiacommission as did the American Medical
Asociation.

Y es, the American Medica Association testified before Congress that there was no medica evidence
that marijuanawas harmful. The American Medica Association lobbied againgt any federd laws
restricting the use of marijuana. The Harrison Narcotic Act of 1914 was passed specifically exempting
marijuanaas anod to the American Medical Association. In 1937, the pendtiesfor opium, heroin, and
related drugs were applied to unauthorized handling of marijuana. Subsequently, al physicians had their
marijuanalicenses revoked, mineincluded. Thus, marijuanawas no longer available even for medicind
purposes. What is the consegquence of lumping marijuanawith heroin?

Arresting people for possession of marijuana might jam the court system to the hilt. It doesin some
jurisdictions. Because of thejams,p. 166England has effectively legdized marijuanaby proclaming there
will be no further enforcement againgt users.

Currently, for that reason, among others, marijuanalaws are not enforced in Houston nor are they
enforced in Galveston. If the marijuanalaws were enforced in Houston, 90 percent of acertain segment
of the population would be behind bars.



Frankly, | don't careif someone smokesajoint. Do you? Even if you did care, how much do you care?
How many of your persond dollars are you willing to spend on the cost of arresting, arraigning,
prosecuting, trying, sentencing, and jailing someone who got caught smoking marijuana?

Item: Diversonary thinking.

Isit possible that theidea of the war on drugs was constructed to divert our thinking from another issue
or to push usin acertain direction (i.e., toward more societal control of individua lives) rather than
smply amethod to control drugs? If that istrue, then to the extent that it istrue, the war on drugsis
irrdlevant for dl attemptsto divert attention from red issuesareirrdlevant.

Oneisreminded of the“WAR” in the famous novel 1984 by George Orwell. According to the Goldstein
handbook, the “WAR” isnot redl. Not only isthe “WAR” not redl, but it will never end becauseitisan
instrument of power, an excuse, whereby the rulers can inflict their control on the masses. The“*WAR” in
1984 conveniently diverts attention from the wretched poverty and servility that the citizens of Oceania
have to endure. By giving the citizens afake enemy and afake war for them to worry about and hate, the
power dite divert attention from the real issues. loss of freedom and loss of human dignity. To Big
Brother and hisminions, power isnot ameans, it isan end. And power means the capacity to inflict
unlimited pain and suffering on another human being. It isthe power, as Smone Well telsus, to transform
aliving person into acorpse, that isto say, into athing.[1]

My point is not to debate the drug question but to point out the kind of thinking involved in this dogan.
Such thinking can result in some pretty bad consequences. All thisis confounded by the fact that most of
us use drugs every day. My morning coffee has adrug called caffeine. Tea hasthe same drug, and so
does Coca-Cola. Caffeine works by binding to the adenosi ne receptor, thus preventing the destruction of
multiple neurotranamitters. The net effect of caffeineisto simulate the brain. Asadrug, caffeine works
quitewd|. That iswhy we useit. By the samereasoning, in avery red sense my morning coffeemugisa
drugp. 167ddivery device. Tobacco and acohol are also drugs. Their sdleis controlled and their use
restricted to adults. Last night a Tony’ s restaurant, there were lots of adults using alcohol—but they
were not abusing acohol. There' sadifference. Could someone use currently illegal drugs and not abuse
them? Why or why not?

Alsoa Tony's, | saw some men at the bar who seemed to be enjoying cigars, and ayoung lady, God
forbid, was smoking a cigarette.

So what?

That’ sthe point. So what. Why couldn’t smilar programs for controlled legalization and use work for at
least some of the drugs that we are told we need to make war on? England has a program where any
physician can use his judgment to support adrug addict, even by giving that addict heroin. The program
has been in place for years. It'snot idedl, but it has cut drug-related crime. Could such a program work
in the United States? Why or why not?

Item: False ana ogy.
The dogan compares drugs to an enemy nation and States that we will makewar onit. Drugsare not a
nation. Drugswill put up no fight. The war, if thereisto be one, | imagine will be against someone, a

person or persons unknown.

Who?



The dogan doesn't say. If we are going to war, shouldn’t we know who we are going to fight? Could it
be addicts? Most of them are unarmed and will not bein military uniform. If the war isagaingt addicts, it
might not be justified because many addicts are just sick people seeking in the temporary oblivion of
some drugs a surcease from sorrow. Isthe war against deders? Many of them will be unarmed and not
inuniform. If thewar is againgt dedlers, what dealers? The kids who do the running on the Street bardly
scrape by with aliving. Y et they are the dedlersfacing the most danger, mainly from other dealers. But
they aso face the danger of arrest and possible harm from the police. Are the kids, the runners, who are
mainly black boys, the target? And speaking of police, how do they fit in here? How about corrupt
police? Are corrupt police the enemy? Drugs cannot exist in Harlem without police protection. So are the
police the target of this new war on drugs? How about corrupt politiciansin this country and others? Do
we get them, too? And by the way, how isthewar to be fought? Machine guns? Antitank wespons?
Ground troops? The H-bomb?

The devil isinthe detalls. In ademocracy, to be truly informed, wep. 168must know the detailsto know
if theideas and the program are reasonable or not. If people were not so resistant to careful thinking,

they would redlize how often the anaogies like this one that encourage them to accept propositions could
equally well be used to establish opposite conclusions. From which follows: How about peace on drugs?

Item: Broadcast definition wrong.

Thewordwar ismisused in the dogan. It is probably misused because of the emotiond effects of the
word, which are exactly what we are trying to prevent by clear thinking. When emations get in the way of
thought, watch out.

A war isan open armed conflict between countries or between factions within the same country. If the
war on drugs were ared war, then Congress would have had to declareit. Since Congress did not
declare awar and no military action against another nation is pecified, we must conclude that the war on
drugsisnot red. If itisnot ared war, then it must be fake.

Have you noticed that there are too many fake thingsin modern America? Do we need another fake
thing? Do we need afake war? Do we need afake war on drugs?

Isn't it high time to stop the war metaphor? Isn't it high time we started thinking about the drug problem
intelligently?

Item:Begging the question.

Wewill discussthiserror in thinking inchapter 7 . Begging the question isasubdivision of the error
known as partia sdlection of the evidence. In brief, the war on drugs implies that we will win the war. No
sane person or nation should declare war unlessiit has a reasonable chance of success. Previous wars on
drugs have not been successful. In fact, previous wars on drugs have been failures. How those wars
differed from the new one just proposed should be specified so that we can decide if the chance of this
war having adifferent outcome is better, the same, or worse than those in the past.

Along these lines, it would be interesting to review the nation’ s experience with other drug interdiction
programsthat have failed. Prohibition, for instance, resulted in more, not less, adcohol consumption;
introduced women to drinking in speakeasies; led to gang crime of gigantic proportions; and even worse,
put on the market alcoholic beverages that were contaminated with wood a cohol, a substance highly
toxic to the human visud system.

Eventually, the great nationd experiment was deemed afailure, andp. 169the prohibition (18th)



amendment to the Congtitution was reped ed. Adult Americans can now fregly imbibe the contents of
bottles. Interestingly, after the repeal of prohibition, the crime wave engendered by the prohibition
disappeared. The reason the crime wave disappeared isthat the illegd market for the product
disappeared. Therewas no way in either price or quaity for illega acohal to effectively compete with
legd acohal.

That result raises an interesting question: What would happen if adl currently illega drugswere legdized?
Would the crime associated with drug trafficking a so disgppear? Who knows? But it is something to
think about before we assume that the newest and most costly war on drugswill work.

Congder the following thirty-second TV spots.

Thefirst spot, caled “1 Helped,” shows a series of young people saying thingslike, “1 helped murder
familiesin Colombia’; “1 helped abomber get afake passport”™; 1 helped blow up buildings.” The spot
endswith the tag line: “ Drug money supportsterror. If you buy drugs, you might, too.” The second spot,
caled“AK-47,” followsthe style of MasterCard' s “priceless’ advertisements by McCann-Erickson
Worldwide Advertising in New Y ork. Images of renta carswith trunksfull of automatic wegpons, asafe
house, and aman buying box cutters—poignant images for American viewers after September 11—are
flashed on the screen followed by: “Where do terrorists get their money? If you buy drugs, some of it
might comefromyou.”

The spotswere first aired during Super Bowl XXXV a acost of $1.9 million each, paid by (your) tax
dollars. Variations of the“| Helped” advertisement appeared in more than three hundred newspapers.

Critics, including some parents, say that the advertisements negative-niche Strategy isunlikely to be
effective. Jane Marcus, amother of two and amember of the PTA in Palo Alto, Cdlifornia, said, “The
argument isfalacious to begin with and plays on peopl€ sfears—the two aren’t connected,” she said of
the link between terror and drug abuse. Good for you, Jane. Ethan A. Nadelmann, executive director of
the Drug Policy Alliance, which favors a strategy based more on trestment, said: “ Thisisashameless
exploitation of the war on terror. The government istrying to bolster afailing war on drugs by linking it to
the war on terrorism.” Good for you, Ethan.

That’ swhat they say. What about you? What do you say? Do you say no to drugs? Do you say no to

thewar on drugs? Do you say no to irrap. 170tiond dogansin genera? Let’ s review without comment
some war dogans of the past:

“ Save thetomb of Christ from the Heathen!”
“Down with Popery!”

“Liberty or Degth!”

“Cotton, Savery, and States Rights!”
“Libertad O Muerte, Vive Puerto Rico Libre!”
“War toend dl warl!”

“Remember theMaingl”



“Rifty-four forty or fight!”

Each of the above dogansis now a permanent part of the irretrievable past. They influenced thousands
to go towar. They collectively must bear partid responsbility for hundreds of thousands—some of them,
millions—of desths.

Principle: Sogans can obscure thinking.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Slogans are suspect. Watch out for them. Watch out for dogans that are repeated over and over
again. They are usudly dead wrong. Slogansthat are repeated imply that the opposite of the dogan’s
implicationsis closer to the truth. Repested dogans are aform of cheerleading, which should make us
reason darkly about why such cheers are being foisted on us.

Anyone out there remember this dogan from a previous chapter? “We are the master race!” Who' swe?
The Third Reich, of course.

Isthewordare in the above dogan apredicative or an existentia ? Are the Germansredlly arace? If the
Germans are arace, arethey really the master race? Isit that Smple? What' sthe evidence? If the
Germans are the master race, how do they explain their defeat in World War 17? What conclusion would
follow from the idea that the Germans are the master race? (Hint: If thereis a master race, then there
must be adaverace. Infact, Hitler used thislie as the rationalization to justify aggresson against and
subjugation of others.)

p. 171William L. Shirer’ s best-sdlling classic about the Nazi eraand World War 11, The Rise and Fall
of the Third Reich, tellshow Hitler had theideaof establishing aMinistry of Propaganda (subsequently
expanded to Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda). Hitler appointed Joseph Goebbels minister of
popular enlightenment and propaganda. Hitler directed Goebbels to make up dogans that, though stupid
and untrue, would through repetition eventudly[would]] be believed. All radio stations and newspapers
were brought under Goebbels' s control. To be an editor in the Third Reich, one had to be, inthefirst
place, politicaly and racialy “clean.” The Reich press law of October 4, 1933, which madejournadism a
“public vocation” regulated by the state, stipulated that al editors must possess German citizenship, be of
Aryan descent, and not be married to aJew. From thisit wasinevitable that adeadly conformity would
come over[the]] Germany’s press. Big lies became the news du jour. A few mad leaderswith atalent for
verba demagoguery, mass manipulation, and deception led the world toward atragic destiny.

Even when, without warning, the German boat U-30 sank the British liner Athenia, killing 112 people,
including 28 Americans, Hitler persondly ordered (Nuremberg documents show) aradio broadcast and
newspaper articlethat said that Churchill, thefirst lord admird of the British navy, sank theAthenia by



placing atime bomb in the ship’shold! Churchill did that to make Germany look bad!

After you finish reading this book, it will be an interesting experience for you to work out on the history
of Nazi Germany as detailed in Shirer’ s scholarly work. Asyou do so, you might pay attention to the
multiple errorsin thinking that allowed Hitler to gain power. Pay attention to Hitler’ swar on drugs, then
hiswar on drug addicts and the reasonsfor it. That war was followed by war on private ownership of
guns. Pay attention to Hitler’ sarguments against private possession of wegpons. We hear the same and
amilar antigun argumentstoday. After that, work out what was behind Hitler’ s castration of child
pornographers. And then, consider the Hitlerian target “the degenerate homosexuals.” The gypsieswere
next, followed by the communists, socididts, artists, writers, and, of course, the Jews. In each case, the
attack on the segment of the German population seemed to make sense. It seemed to make sense unless
you thought about it for afew minutes. After you thought about what Hitler did and why hedid it, it il
made sense but with adarker sgnificance. Seeif you don't agree that alittle thinking would easly have
disclosed the grim plan that Hitler and the Nazis hadp. 172in mind. As Bunsby saysin Dickens sDombey
and Son, “Thebearings of this observation laysin the gpplication onit.” [2]

Review

By now you know the drill. Review the chapter as you did the previous ones. On the other hand, if you
fedl you don't need areview, pass on to the next chapter. If you are not sure whether you need the drill,
answer the twelve questions below. If you get 70 percent correct or better, you're OK. If you get less

than 70 percent, better reread dl the itaicized sections not only in this chapter but in dl the previous
chapters.

1. Congder the statement: “Logic islike afine-edged sword; the more you useit, the sharper it gets.”
Which of thefollowing istruest?

A. The statement is correct.
B. The gatement isafase anaogy.

C. The statement isafase anaogy because afine-edged sword becomes blunt when used, whereas
the use of logic does tend to improve performance.

D. Logicisan exact science, so sword anaogies do not apply toit.

2. Consder the statement: “Cokeisit.”

A. The statement isvague.

B. BothCoke andit remain undefined.

C. The statement is an advertisng dogan designed to have the widest possible gpplication to sl
despiteitslack of intelligent reference to reason or evidence, Coca-Colato the widest possible audience.
Cynicd advertisng men have made the statement vague on purpose.

D. A, B, and C aretrue.

3. After the September 11 attacks, President Bush announced, ” Those who did this were cowards.”



Consdering the dictionary definition of coward, “someone who out of fear failsto act,” what can be said
of the presdent’ s statement?

A. The statement is not true.
B. The statement isan example of broadcast definition wrong.

C. The president should have said that the terrorists were dasp. 173tards, because the worddastard, a
sneaky evildoer, ismuch closer to what the terroristsredly were. D. A, B, and C are correct.

4. Condder the statement: “ The brain isacomputer.”

A. Noway, Jose.

B. The statement istrue because both the brain and a computer can add numbers.

C. The statement istrue because learning about the brain teaches us about computers.

D. The statement istrue because the brain and computers are made of smilar materials and work in the
sameway in the same environment.

5. Congder the statement: “History repestsitsef.”
A. Higtorical andogies are exceedingly common and frequently fallacious.

B. History seldom repesatsitself exactly, despite the maxim to the contrary, because present and
historica Stuations are seldom exactly the same.

C. The statement contains no grounds beyond mere assertion for the suggestion that history repesats
itsdf.

D. A, B, and C aretrue.

6. A cold-caling broker from New Y ork tellsyou that the investment tip heis about to giveyou is
perfect. He saysthat if you follow histip, you cannot possibly lose. What can you conclude from the
man’s satement?

A. Heislying. Nothing is perfect. The future performance of an investment can never be predicted with
absolute confidence.

B. Hemight be on to something.

C. It'salong shot but worth sending him some money to see what happens.
D. A, B, and C are correct.

7. Thewar on drugs

A. begsthe question by assuming thewar on drugsisagood thing.

B. begsthe question by assuming the war on drugs can be won.



C. begsthe question by assuming the drug problem is solvable and that the solution, or part of the
solution, isawar on drugs.

D. A, B, and C are correct.

p. 174 8. Consder the statement: “ Another politician sent to prison. It showsthat politicians can never
betrusted.”

A. The gatement isagenerdization.
B. The statement istrue.
C. The gtatement isfounded on complete and adequate evidence that supportsit entirely.

D. The conduct of afew members of agroup isagood indication of the conduct of thegroupin
generd.

9. Consder the statement made by areporter for PBS: * Everyonein thislittle town of 20,000 people
knows that the a-Qaida are now fighting to the desth on the hillside just nineteen kilometersfrom here.”

A. The statement can't be entirely true unless everyone in the town was interviewed and agreed that
a-Qaidawas fighting to the death on the hillside nineteen kilometers from where the reporter was
ganding.

B. The statement is an example of exaggeration by the reporter.

C. The statement can be proven wrong by finding one person in the village who does not agree with the
satement.

D. A, B, and C are correct.

10. Consider these headlinesthat were taken from theWashington Post, December 23, 1988: “Drexel
Settlement IsTaken in Stride by Wall Street”; “Drexel Case Likely to Have Serious Impact on Wall
Street.”

A. One or both headlines must be wrong because two opposite things cannot be smultaneoudy true. If
both are wrong, they are contraries. If oneiswrong and the other isright, they are either contradictions

or contraries.

B. The headlines are afine example of fine journalism using atechnique caled “doublethink” in which
contrary ideas are held to be true as discussed in the novel 1984.

C. The headlinestaken together are a self-contradiction in which their conjunction has atruth value of
zero.

D. A and C are correct.

11. Congder thefollowing:



WAR ISPEACE
FREEDOM ISSLAVERY

IGNORANCE ISSTRENGTH

p. 175 A. Thethree statements are dogans.

B. Thethree satements are bizarre contradictionsand examples of “doublethink.”

C. The statements are the leaden[? motto of Ingsoc, the government of Oceaniain the novel 1984.
D. A, B, and C are correct.

12. “These arethe best sultanas,” saysthe grocer, who then addsin one breath: “How can you expect
the best sultanas at that price?

A. Thetwo statements contradict each other because statement two impliesthat statement oneis not
true.

B. We can't figure out whether the statements are true without knowing what sultanas are.
C. Thegrocer’ s statements may reflect aflaw common to the busness mind.

D. A and C are correct.

Answes

1. Ciscorrect becauseit isthe answer that isthe most true. D iswrong because logic is not an exact
science. Who said it was? Whether logic is a science depends on the definitions of science andlogic.
Under ordinary definitions of those words, logic is neither ascience nor isit exact. Infact, inthe
introduction | did not call logic ascience. | cdled logican art. Logicisan artinthesensethat itisan
immediate, persond, creetive, and imaginative craft requiring adroitness and cunning for successful
performance.

2.D

3. D



8. A
9.D
10. D
11. D
12. D

Notes

p. 176 1. Quoted in Eric Fromm, afterword toNineteen Eighty-Four by George Orwell (New Y ork:
Penguin Putnam, 1950), p. 263.

2. Bunsby inDombey and Son quotes Marcus Tullius Cicero, “Paradox 3,” inFamiliar Quotations by
John Bartlett, 13th ed. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1955), p. 34, column a.

5 —Partial Selection of the Evidence

p. 177This chapter covers acommon error in thinking known aspartial selection of the evidence,
which leads away from the truth and toward blunder. To arrive at the truth, we must consider al the
evidence, not just part of it. If we exclude reasonable evidence from consideration, our view of redity
dims and the chance of error increases.

Inaway, partid selection of evidenceistheroot error in false analogy, overgeneralization, and
samplification. Those errors extract eements from an argument while ignoring other elementsthat are just
asimportant. Hence, the partia sdection. Partia sdection isaso theroot error in aparticularly
pernicious form of error known as prejudice.

Pregjudice damages not only the victim, the person who is prgudiced againgt, but aso the perpetrator,
the person being prejudiced. At times, prejudice leads[headglleads] usto aform of self-serving bias
cdledspecial pleading wherein we adopt arguments favorable to oursaves while neglecting those
favorable to our opponents.

Any opinion based on inadequate evidence, incomplete evidence, or erroneous evidenceiis, to that
extent, apartial selection and therefore unreasonable. Thus, evauating evidence becomeskey, but itis
quadruplely difficult: (1) We must includein our considerations al the relevant available evidence. (2) We
must decide whether that evidence is adequate and sufficient—that is, whether we have enough evidence
to reach areasonable conclusion and whether the evidence justifies the conclusion. (3) We must decide
whether al the evidenceisreasonable. (4) If not dl the evidence is reasonable, we must decide which
part of the evidenceis reasonable and which part is not.

p. 178Sifting evidence to make sureit istrueis not an easy task, especidly in modern times, when
deliberate efforts have been made to deceive us. Aside from overt fraud, theirrational festure that
interfereswith our correct evaluation of evidence, aside from menta laziness and stupidity, isour
emotions. Emotiond factorsderal our thinking because fundamentaly we are not entirdly rationa beings.



A delusonisafdsebdief not part of ardigious system that isnot amenableto logica persuasion. One
of the most remarkable delusions that most of us hold isthat we are purely rationa by nature. Multiple
lines of evidence point to arather large role for emotion in the human scheme of things. (That, perhaps, is
why we need alittle book like this one to teach us how to be morerationd.)

Some psychologists even say that the mgjority of our species are governed by brute passion, greed, and
prejudice. Our most confident judgments and received opinions owe more to ingtinct than to serious
thinking. In fact, reason, like virtue, is something of which we are capable, but it requires effort, often
gresat effort, to achieve.

We are under the delusion that we are purely rational becauseit is more comfortable for our bruised
egos to believe that ideathan to accept the reverse. We tend to operate in away that protects our egos.
We do this unconscioudy through the operation of our unconscious mind.

Y es, unconscious mind. Considerable psychologica and psychiatric evidence indicates that our mental
lives conss of two parts: the conscious part, with thoughts and feglings of which we areimmediately
aware, and the unconscious part, which shelters our primitive ingtincts, our automeatic responses, our
emotiona drives (like the drivestoward sex and food), aswell as our memories not at present in the
consciousness, including some important memoriesthat are not immediately recalable because they are,
for emotiona reasons, suppressed.

When someonetried to kissmy wife a aparty, | was furious. Momentarily, | wanted to kill the guy.
That that thought crossed my mind need not surprise us. Five thousand years of civilization could scarcely
abolish ingtincts based on two hundred thousand years of savagery. Instead of hitting the guy, my drink
“accidentdly” spilled on his crotch. He had to leave the room to wash up. Thus, discretion prevailed. My
drivetokill arival man became suppressed. But it mutated, changed into a different form, and surfaced
againin (thin) disguise asamilderp. 179form of aggression directed (sgnificantly) at the anatomicd area
with which my unconscious mind was most concerned.

Mental mechanisms conceal emotional truths.

Was my reaction entirely irrationa ? Probably not. Substantial work shows that emotions can have (at
times) epistemic content. Theingtinctive distrust of strangers, for example, puts uson guard againgt a
clever con man. Sensing danger to my domestic tranquility and happiness, my behavior appears more
understandable.

The mental mechanisms by which our conscious mind conceal s the unconscious emotiond truths from us
arewd| known to psychiatrists. They include things like suppression, repression, projection, isolation of
affect, deredlization, depersondization, displacement, d§avu, and so forth. They are more germaneto a
psychiatry textbook than they are to ahandbook on thinking. But knowing them will help you understand
your emotiond life better and lead to emotiond truth. These mental mechanisms, though not directly
related to thinking or logic, are important enough for you to look them up in atextbook of psychiatry.
One of them, rationalization, the assertion of afase reason for our opinions or action, is discussed more
fully later in this chapter. At present, our task isto try to understand the fact that unconscious drives do
interferewith clear thinking.

Having worked with the mentaly ill asaphysician, | know that lunatics are quite human. Ther delusions,
hallucinations, and abnorma thought processes have counterpartsin everyday thinking. Only amatter of
degree and certain quditative differences separate a psychotic patient who thinks heis Bill Gates, the
billionaire, and the normal daydreamer who imagines what he would do with Gates smoney if he had it.



Imagining that you will win the Texasottery isonly one step removed from daydreaming that you are
rich. No one playsthe | ottery without wishing to win. No one plays the | ottery without thinking how to
use the money.

Congder the following patient. Sheisawoman, thirty-two, dressed in doppy army fatigues. When
asked if shewanted to tell me anything, she said, “1 am redly very beautiful. But | am disguised as
something ugly.”

“Why areyou disguised?’ | asked.

“Because | cameto Earth in aspaceship and found that the people here like to kill the beautiful. Why is
that, doctor?’

“Why iswhat?’

“Why do Earth peopleliketo kill the beautiful ?’

p. 180“What | think is not important. What do you think about that?’ | asked.
“Don’'t give methat psychiatry shit!”

Thiswoman was dressed for battle, so | expected afight. Notice she knowsthat sheis not beautiful but
wantsto live with the falseideathat sheis beautiful. To make that idea fit with the contrary evidence seen
inthe mirror, she has congtructed an elaborate fantasy that she came to this planet in aspaceship. The
elaboration of the fantasy isthat she discovered on arriva here that Earth people kill the beautiful. Her
ego finds this fa se idea more consoling than facing the truth and doing something congtructive to improve
her looks. Notice when sheinvited meinto her fantasy, | could not support it. To support or agreewith a
delusion would have been unprofessiond. Instead, | asked her forher opinion. She had seen enough
psychiatrists to know that that was a ploy. Shereplied in anger. Her mind cannot endure the ideathat she
iswrong on thisimportant issue. To maintain her inner harmony, she must attack others who threaten her
delusond system. Infact, she wasin the hospital for acting out her anger by stabbing another woman
(who was beautiful).

Isthere much difference between this patient and awoman who wants to be told that sheis beautiful
even though she knowsin her heart of heartsthat sheisn’t? |s there much difference between this patient
and awoman who reactsin anger when her doctor advises her that sheistoo fat and needsto lose fifteen
pounds? Is there a difference between thiswoman and asmall boy who isunlikely to become an
adtronautt, pretending that heisflying a spaceship to Mars? Isthere much differencewhen wegoto a
play or film or read anovel and use thosethingsto (in part) fulfill in our imagination what we cannot enjoy
inredity?

Principle: Degp-seated emotional needs may prevent perception of the truth.

Fromwhich follows:



Lesson: Whenever the response exceeds the stimulus or weird, unjustified, and unjustifiable reasons are
given, look for emotiona factors a work.

Y ep, it' sredly too bad that the human mind works that way. But that is the reality—we like to delude
oursalvesinto thinking that we arep. 18limportant or famous or that we know more than we do or that
wewill berich someday. What'swrong with that?

Such delusions prevent redlity-based actions that might actudly improve the Stuation by leading to a
correction.

The human mind cannot usualy endure conflict and is prepared to go to any length in the pursuit of a
certain false harmony. The policy is gppeasement. In the process of repelling thoughts and ideas that
threaten to disturb its composure, the mind is most recklesdly irrationd. Scientists know thisand try to
prevent it by conscious action.

Emotional factors tend to make us select evidence we like and neglect evidence we don’t like.
Such an emotionally based partial selection clouds our view of reality and isan error in thinking.

Darwin kept a notebook in which he recorded objections to the theory of evolution. He found that if he
did not write down the objections as soon as they occurred to him, he would forget them and remember
only the ideas and facts that supported the theory. In other words, he knew that his mind, that of a great
scientist, had trouble resisting the pull of anideaiin which he had so much vested persond interest.
Objectionsto histheory created menta disharmony. Hismind protected itsalf by tending to forget the
disturbing idess, to partidly sdlect the ideas favorable to evolution, and to regject or forget ideas
unfavorableto histheory.

Later on, Darwin’'s notebook came in handy when Darwin was attacked on al sidesfor hisbook The
Origin of Soecies. Hewas ready for the objections because he had already thought of most of them
himsdf.

Our need to have our egos flattered makes us vulnerable to the flattery of con men, sycophants, and al
sorts of hangers-on. Entertainers and some newspaper and magazine editors prey upon the same human
(irrational) need to think well of oursalves, to think that we know more than we actualy do.

Theme parks do the same. Thiswas explained to me by Mr. L, aman who worked for Disney. Mr. L
was responsible for congtructing the rides at Disney World and Disneyland. | had hired Mr. L asa
consultant to advise me about constructing atheme park in Clear Lake, Texas. My theme park wasto be
caled Ancient World of Texas. The ideawas to make exact replicas of ancient sites such asthe tombs of
the noblesin Egypt or the arranged rocks at Stonehenge in England. | wanted the public to cometo the
theme park and to learn about ancient civilizations. Mr. L told me the ideawas agood one except that
the rideswouldp. 182have to show the public what they thought they aready knew. No new information
could be provided, nor could old theories or received standard information be changed. In short,
whatever the public knew or thought it knew iswhat would be shown. The net effect of the ride and the
exhibits, Mr. L explained, had to confirm in people’ s minds that they knew dl there redlly wasto know.
The ride had to show them that their knowledge was complete. The goa wasto gratify the public’s
inflated ego. The god was not to ingruct anyonein anything.

Of course, | objected. “Thiscan’t betrue,” | said.



Mr. L assured me it was true and backed his statements with data that showed that rides that presented
the bana and humdrum were commercidly successful. Rides that presented redl information failed. Thus,
the only way my theme park would succeed would be by pandering to the mental habits of the visitors by
oversmplifying what isinherently complex, by appeding to emotion and prejudice, and by partia
selection of historica evidenceto give afdse picture of the way thingswere. Mr. L assured me that that
was the theme park redlity situation, that millions of people had been exposed to rides that encouraged
every sort of crooked thinking—ridesthat set an example of which the owners of the rides should be
ashamed—and that the other people he had worked with knew perfectly well what they were doing and
cynically defended their greedy corruption of the masses.

“Inthat case, the project isnot worth doing,” | said.

| paid Mr. L hiswell-earned fee of $18,000. Mr. L wasright. By clueing meinto the redity stuation, he
saved me three million dollars, the amount of money that | was going to invest in Ancient World of Texas.

Principle: The public getstheridesit deserves.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: When you hear someone cite atheme park ride, or worse, TV (even the Discovery Channdl), as
the source of information, the only reasonable responseisto cringe.

Rationalization—assertion of false reasons—is a common error in thinking.

Another way of avoiding conflict and thereby protecting the ego isp. 183to find or even invent reasons
for behaving and believing aswe do. That is called the menta mechanisam of rationdization. In
psychology, rationdization superficidly givesarationd or plausible explanation or excuse for our acts,
beliefs, and desires, usudly without being aware of our real motives.

Rationalization is common because people like to adduce arguments to support their views. But most of
those arguments are not redlly reasons. They are the views themsalves masguerading as the cause of the
view. Indeed, much of our so-caled reasoning consstsin rationdization, an attempt to justify what we
dready believe. Mot times the rationdization follows the opinion, belief, or behavior we wish to judtify.
Sometimesthe rationdization isinvented not to justify ourselves or our opinions but to cover apersond

inadequacy .

The fox couldn’t reach the grapes, so the fox decided that he did not want those grapes. He did not
want the grapes because he decided that the grapes were sour. Since the grapes were not sour, the
conclusion that they wereis contrary to fact and therefore wrong.

In effect, thefox isavoiding collison with the ideathat some defect in himsalf, somelack of cleverness,
some lack of ability, or somelack of height isthe real reason behind hisfailure to get the grapes. Rather
than face his own inability, the fox invents aconsoling lie—that he does not want the grapes. But thelieis



too blatant. He knows he wants the grapes, so he hasto come up with a better reason. To concedl thelie
from himsdlf, the fox must aborate or transform the lie into something more conscioudy acceptable. The
usud eaboration of alieisafantasy or arationaization. The fox rationalized (offered afase reason for
not wanting the grapes). That rationalization was that the grapes were not desirable because they were
sour.

Sour grapesisarationalization that people use when they don't get what they want. Thus, sour grapesis
often the excuse (rationdization) for logt or unrequited love. Theirrationa thinking might go something
likethis: Sheisbeautiful, but she doesn’t want me. Therefore, | can’t have her. Because| can't have her,
sheisnot worthy of my love. Because sheis not worthy of my love, | don’t want her. The rationale may
aso eaborate to include things like she has bad bresth or sheis abad dancer, or any number of other
itemsthat, though off the point, may or may not be true. More serious e aborations might actualy flip the
emotion: | don’t love her. | hate her. Or she doesn't love me. Therefore, | don't love her. Not only do |
not love her, | hate her.

p. 1840r, even moresilly, atrivid defect is partialy selected and overemphasized: Sheis beautiful. But
her beauty has aflaw. Her hands are not beautiful. Therefore, | can't love her. Infact, | hate her ugly
hands. Because | hate her ugly hands, | hate her.

Thus, through an interconnecting chain of bad thinking, love can become hate. And then, in some
extreme cases, hate might lead to violent behavior.

Sound weird? Impossible? Y ou bet. It' sweird. But it’s not impossible. Such a sequence of false and
inverted connections underlies many crimes of passion.

Partial application of ethical principlesisa partial selection and wrong.

Rationdizations are often used to justify the partia or misapplication of ethica principles. Contact
between opposing sets of ideas can rarely be avoided. When contact happens, rationalization comesto
the rescue, and intrapsychic discord is averted. By isolation of areas of endeavor, the full significance of
what is being doneis conced ed and the relation between opposing idessis distorted.

For example, some people who go to church every Sunday have no qualms about cheating on their
incometax returns. The argumentsfor cheating on income tax are too familiar to require comment: “The
government would misuse the money anyway”; “My family and | need the money more than Uncle Sam
does’; “Everyoneisdoing it”; “ Cheating the government and cheating an individua are not the same’;
“Taxesare o unfair that it isjudtifiable to evade them”; “ A government that has revenue of atrillion
dollarsayear isnot going to missmy mite” And so forth.

Pause here and try to think about the excuses you yoursalf have used to cheat on your incometax. | say
try to think about these things because it isawfully hard to actualy think about them at al. Because we
liketo think well of ourselves, we cannot bear to redize that we are cheats. Incidentaly, how did | know
that you cheat on your income tax?

Another common cause of mental conflict isthe frustration of our ingtincts and desires. Wewant anew

car, but we can't afford one. We would like to steal some money from abank, but we know that is
wrong.

Principle: Frustration of ingtincts and desiresis the commonest cause of mental conflict.



Fromwhich follows:

p. 185Lesson: Fantasy is not the way to handle frustration. Satisfy your ingtincts and desires (when
possible) more directly—with redlity.

Collisons of behavior and ethics can be (irrationaly) avoided by keeping the two systems apart. Thus,
an honorable man in private life, achurchgoer like Ken Lay, CEO of Enron, can lie and cheat in business,
provided he never lets the two spheres of activity come together in his conscious mind. The psychotic do
thissamething easily. They keep thair delusionsin separate airtight compartments so that never the twain
shall meet. The supposedly beautiful woman, my patient, dressed in doppy army fatigues, walksthe
wards unperturbed by theincongruity involved. By the same token, Christians who pledged to love their
neighbors have often put those neighbors to the sword.

Sometimes the rationalizations are concealed so much that we need to do some spadework to uncover
them. Anaysis of context and a high degree of suspicion are often dl that isrequired.

If | receive abad review for this book, | might reasonably maintain that the critic has read the work with
buried resentment and profound jealousy. After al, reviewers have no creative bonesin their body. That
iswhy instead of being authors they become critics. We should have none of them. What they say is
prejudiced, unreasonable, and sometimes utter bunk.

If the next day, | receive afavorable review and praise the reviewer to the skies, then we know that my
first opinion waslikdly arationdization. The unfavorable review hurt my pride. The disagreesblethings
said about my book threatened to conflict with my saf-esteem. My unconscious mind sought way's of
restoring harmony. The point isthat | didn’t didike the critic for the reasons stated. Those reasons were
produced because | didiked what the critic said about my book. If | knew my reasons were fake, then |
would be guilty of hypocrisy, but if | was not aware of the true (unconscious) source of my reasons, then
| was merdly irrationd.

The trouble with emotiond reactionsto this sort of criticism, and for that matter, any criticism, isthat the
comforts of self-delusion don't last. Stubborn redity tendsto crash down on the fake. Asthat movie
Bedazzed with Elizabeth Hurley proves, wishful thinking doesn’t work. And we suffer the consequences.

Paying no attention to the critics meansthat | preclude constructivep. 186improvement of my writing for
my next book. Since critics help sal books, it isto my economic advantage to exit my fool’ s paradise
and stand in the harsh light of redlity, however bright and painful that light may be.

Herd instinct and groupthink often involve partial selections.

Nearly everybody findsit difficult to maintain ideas that differ radicaly from those generdly accepted.
The few people who dare to maintain novel principles have not only to resst the persecution that
nonconformity usualy provokes but also to fight againgt the innate tendency to conform to the herd.
Condder thefollowing blurb sent from aNew Y ork firm trying to get my investment business.



With the memories of the turmoil sparked by Long-Term Capita Management fading, everyone from
fund managersto high-end investorsis giving hedge funds a closer look.

Long the glamour child of the investment community, more and more folks are eyeing these unregul ated,
unadvertised instruments as just the investment vehicles to smooth out the market’ s often-erratic ride.
Assatsin hedge funds have mushroomed since’ 95.

ChriginaWise of Investors Business Daily isthe author of that piece of junk.

Anayss. My memory of Long-Term Capitd’ sfailure has not faded, so thefirst sentence doesn’'t apply
tome. Infact, | remember LTCM quitewell. Long-Term Capital Management’ s assetsfell to lessthan
$800 million from $1.25 trillion. There was more than turmoil in LTCM—there were losses. Itslosses
totaled $4.6 billion. Of course, LTCM, near collapse, had to be bailed out with the help of Alan
Greenspan. LTCM was dl the more riveting to outsiders for the size of the stakes, magnified by the huge
amount of leverage (borrowed money) that the fund was using, and for the reputations of the two
principal players, the economists Robert C. Merton and Myron S. Scholes, whose work on option
pricing won the Nobel Prize for economicsin 1997. These supposed masters of the universe ssumbled,
brought low not so much by their own theories as by globa events that no theory could foresee.

To continue with the analyss of thisinane article fromlnvestors' Business Daily, how could everyone,
from fund managersto high-end investors, be giving hedge funds a closer look? That statement can't be
true. A few people might be giving the funds alook. Evenmany people might be giving alook. But
everyone? No way. | am somebody, and | am not looking. In fact, | am looking the opposite way.

p. 187Wait a second. | am giving them alook. Because | am discussing themin thisbook, | am
inadvertently giving them another look. But, if | am giving another [ook, it is certainly not the look thet
Wise means. Inmy look, | am cocking amadicious eye because | see plenty of supiditiesin the blurb and
in unregulated hedge funds, hedge funds that have undone so many.

Andwhat if it weretrue? Y eah. What if it were true that everyoneis|ooking more closdly at hedge
funds? So what? Should | do something merely because other people are doing it? Obvioudy, the
statement is an apped to the herd ingtinct. The writer wants usto think that because everyoneislooking
closdly a the hedge funds, we should, too. We should get on the bandwagon. The trouble with following
the herd isthat it often doesn’t know whereit isgoing. It might be going over acliff. Y ou might go over
withit, like dl thoselittle lemmings you have heard of.

Notice that the first paragraph doesn’t mention how or why people are looking closely at the hedge
funds. Thelooks might not be dl that favorable. Multiple investigations have taken place about LTCM,
and multiple criticisms have been voiced againgt the hedge funds precisdy becausethey are
“unregulated.”

Not incidentally, the reason hedge funds are unadvertised isthat they are forbidden to advertise.
Furthermore, they are redtricted by law to investors with more than $1 million in liquid assets or with
yearly incomes of more than $200,000.

Notice the emotive language of the second paragraph. Have hedge funds been “aglamour child” of the
investment industry? Not to my knowledge. Glamour child? Morelike ablack sheep of the family, |



would say. Or for those millionaireswho lost their shirtsin LTCM, thewolf at the door.

Notice that paragraph two contradicts paragraph one. In paragraph two, we are told that more and
morefolks are eyeing the hedge funds. More and more? | thought everyonewas dready doing it? Thisis
of course another appedl to the herd instinct. The unsupported assertion is that sSince more and more
folksare doing it, we should do it, too.

In the world of investments, you are neither right nor wrong because the crowd disagrees with you. Y ou
areright because your dataand reasoning are right. Similarly, in the world of securities, courage becomes
the supreme virtue after adequate knowledge and atested judgment are at hand.

p. 188The desire to conform like thisto the opinion or behavior of the crowd is unreasonable because it
encourages us to accept the supposed opinions and views of others without evidence. Views prevaent in
the community—any community, large or small, whether they are held by fund directors or high-end
investors or just folks—are not necessarily true or false. All views, whether held by anindividud or by a
group, must be subject to further thought and anadlysis of evidence. Anything that tendsto emphasizethe
difference from the herd’ sreceived opinion(s), or form aherd within aherd, is nearly dways not
reasonably disagreeablein and of itsalf. But people are only too inclined to regard the differences as bad
and therefore labdl those differences with peorative terms like[,[| wicked, bad form, below standard,
undesirable, and the like. How many times have you heard that Mexicans are lazy or irresponsible
reproducers or that Ebonicsis not good English?

When we find oursaves entertaining an opinion without adequately examining the evidencefor it, itisa
good indication that that opinion isnot entirely rational. In fact, the opinion is probably founded on
inadequate or partidly selected evidence or some other defect in thinking.

Why isthe herd ingtinct so deeply ingrained into the structure of our thinking? No one knows. But the
theory isthat for hundreds of thousands of years, the surviva of our primitive ancestors depended on
fairly complete cooperation in hunting and defense. Five or ten thousand years of civilization has done
little to reduce the power of the ancient tribal imperative. It is part of our human inheritance, so to speak.
One example of an advantage conferred by socia habitsin the struggle for survival is shown by apack of
wolveskilling abear. When the pack acts as one, it acts with strength, that of many. To cook a
mammoth or to get everyone in the tribe to deep together in the same cave required an organization of
group behavior. Individuas had to be sengitive to the group’ s behavior; they had to possess the herd
ingtinct. What’ swrong with that?

Insofar as group behavior isright, thereis nothing wrong with following dong. But when the group is
wrong, trouble lies ahead. One need only watch the old films of the Nazi ralies at Nuremberg to know
how wrong group behavior can get. Too much gregariousness, too much socia organization and control,
can lead to disaster.

Tradition isa form of herd instinct wherein much evidence is neglected.

Blindly following traditionisirrationd becauseit prevents us fromp. 189understanding the reasons for the
tradition and therefore limits our freedom to do something differently. There may have been areason at
sometime in the remote past for the drict prohibition of eating pork that is set by the Mudim and the
Jewish rdligions. Such reasons may or may not gtill abide. Traditions, like everything ese, must be
continually updated in view of the cold light of reason, else human progresswill remain limited.

Jains have such severe prohibitions on eating that many of them become manourished. Skyclad Jains
fed that eating any sort of mest is an aggression and therefore prohibited. For similar reasons, Jainsare



prohibited from engaging in agriculture. Thus, the scope of what Jains can do and what they may est
narrows. This Skyclad Jain fear of doing violence is extrapol ated to vegetables: Jain asceticswill not eat
any vegetablefor fear of damaging the plant. They eat only those things thrown off the plants as detritus:
leaves and fruitsthat fal from the branches. Further extrapolation of this dietary restriction to its natural
conclusion resultsin Jain monks not wearing clothing, for clothes are aform of violence to something.
Those ascetics who have achievedkevalin (absolute knowledge) do not et at al. Most of them continue
to live for about two months before achieving ultimate karma reduction on the ultimate weight reduction
diet. Thus, even these superreligious people cannot avoid the consequences that naturaly fal on those
who follow the ultimate diet: egting nothing at al. The consequence of egting nothing at dl is death. And
that iswhat happensto al those who achievekevalin.

Fear of being alone is a form of herd instinct.

Gregarious animals, even when living one, persist in behaving asif they were part of agroup. Thisis
why adog may eat hurriedly and “wolf” down food, athough thereis no reason to fear that the food may
be snatched away. In man, the main item evidencing persistence of herd gregariousnessisthe fear of
physica or emotiona or mental solitude. Such fears underlie the need to talk even when thereis nothing
to say. Such fears underlie the need for contact with others even though we may have better thingsto do.
Such fears underlie our species’ remarkable susceptibility to leadership and our remarkable interest in
celebrity. Thefear of not being “intheloop,” “intheknow,” “intheswim,” “inthe groove” “hip,” “in
fashion,” or gpproved by the group in some matter, shape, or form has the adverse effect on our rationa
thinking that is nearly always damaging. Thisis because it encourages us to accept without reason or
evidence whatever the herd dictates. Thisp. 190effect would be less damaging if mgorities were right
more often. The founding fathers of Americawere well aware of herd ingtinct, and that iswhy they were
so0 much againgt having a state religion and so much in favor of free gpeech (one of the reasons, anyway).
Along these lines, the free flow of correct information is absolutely necessary for considered judgment,
and that is why the government should not be permitted to lie to the public or restrict the flow of
information, the public should have free access to information, and state secrecy should be eiminated.

Misfits, oddballs, eccentrics, and otherswho don't fit in are probably engineered by evolution into the
human speciesto aid the mgjority in correcting erroneous thinking or to protect the speciesfrom
extinction by overdoing conformity to some kooky idea.

A good case could be made for the truth of the above statement. Most great advances in science and
government have been made by people of genius, eccentric figures who refuse to accept what their
contemporaries thought was obvious and s f-evident. Because these individudss frighten the herd by their
strangeness, many of the world' s greatest benefactors have been persecuted or put to death. Look at
Jesus. Look at Socrates. Look at Joan of Arc, who rid France of English domination. Look a Darwin.
Look at Galileo. Look at the homosexua s whose contribution to art, drama, literature, fashion design,
food preparation, and such has been enormous.

Customisaform of herd instinct. As such, it is neither right nor wrong—just culturally relative.

Thus, American women who wear ringsin their earsregard it as barbaric for African women to wear
bonesin their noses. Whichisright? Ringsin ears? Bonesin nose? Both? Neither? Clearly, what women
wear isacultura socia thing and isnot right or wrong. To claim that wearing bonesin the noseiswrong
isto select evidence from one part of the world while neglecting evidence from another. Thisistherefore
an error in thinking that, for no good reason, salects one custom as correct and selects the other as
incorrect. Apply the same thinking to tattoos. Good? Bad? Who redly cares? Tattoos are OK for those
who want them and not OK for those who don't.



Resigtance to anything that threatens mental harmony accountsfor our didike of change. When William
Willett proposed setting the clocks back or forward according to the seasons to preserve daylight, he
was roundly rebuked for al sorts of phony reasons. Argumentswere put forp. 191ward that manipulating
the clock was blagphemous, lunatic, or impractical. The plan was realy opposed initidly becauseit wasa
change, something different.

In 1846, Boston dentist William Morton firgt introduced ether to pull atooth. Up to that time, people
just had to suffer during surgery, which was performed only in extreme emergencies. Anesthesa offered
the advantage that the operation could be performed more leisurely, under better controlled
circumstances, and without the patient feding pain. Such great advantages, you would think, would have
led to the rapid employment of the newly discovered agents that cause complete or partia loss of pain.
But (not surprisingly) anesthesamet with stern opposition. The arguments advanced againg it included
that it was unnatural and blasphemous. If God had intended that mankind not suffer pain, he would not
have created pain for mankind to suffer. Use of anesthesia during childbirth was considered particularly
problematic because the Bible said that women should bring forth children in pain. Actudly, that problem
was more easly solved than first imagined. The book of Genesisdid not prescribe painin childbirth, only
sorrow. Therefore, measuresto prevent pain might actually be alowed by the Bible: “Unto the woman he
sad, ‘I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow thou shdt bring forth children.” ”
The redl reason for the opposition was that anesthesarequired arevision of accepted idess.

Principle: Opposition to the new and different isirrational because it subgtitutes habit for consideration
of the evidence and to that extent isapartial salection of evidence and therefore wrong.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: What's new and different is neither good nor bad, save that reason makes it so. Adopt new
things as soon asthey are proven safe and effective advances over the old.

Habit is frequently a partial selection.

Y es, we are creatures of habit. As creatures of habit, we didike change. From infancy to adulthood,
many of usare taught to accept the prevailing ideas of our age, the traditions of our class, the customs of
the country, and the opinions of the peoplein charge, including ourp. 192parents. In later life, we look
back on the world in which we grew up as the best of al possible worlds and describe our youth with a
partialy selected forgetfulness asthe “ good old days.” Most times, customs are so ingrained that we
can't even think our way to something new and different. When | traveled to England with a group of
Americantourists, | heard complaintsthat the traffic was moving on the wrong side of the road and that
made it hazardous for Americansto cross the street because instead of looking left initidly, they should
belooking right.

When my physician friend cameto visit mein Pariswhile | was there on sabbatica, he complained
bitterly that the people were speaking French instead of alanguage that could be better understood,
namdy, English.



Such people assume, without thinking, that thereis no other view than that which they happen to enjoy.
From their stlandpoint, only one facet of thetruth isrevealed. They don't care how different things can
eadly be and yet remain commodious.

Prejudiceis aformof herd instinct based on partial selection of evidence.

Inchapter 1 we discussed how a prejudiced person can suffer greetly. We learned about the cops who
were arrested by the county judge. Thus prejudice can hurt both those who are prejudiced and the
victim. A prgjudiced person is unreasonabl e because he has based his opinion on preconceived notions
without paying due attention to the evidence. Remember, the only reasonable ground for holding abelief
isthat the facts require usto do so. People guilty of prejudicepreudge the facts and hence have jumped
to unwarranted conclusions.

Principle: Prgudiceisan error in thinking.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Don't hold unwarrantable opinions. Don't believe what is comfortable to believe. Don't let your
thinking be influenced by fedings or the opinion of the group.

Principle: All persond provincia prejudices are wrong.

My opinion that doctors should not have to pay taxes because doctors perform such important social
sarvicesisobvioudy suspect, sincel am adoctor and thuslikely to have alowed irrelevant personal
conddp. 193erations—like my desire for anew and bigger boat—to have more weight than they
deserve. A hunter who hasjust shot adeer might tell himsdlf that the kill was clean and painless and that
the deer didn’t redly mind because it didn’t know what hit it. The hunter might believethisand, in fact,
the hunter might beright, but the hunter is neverthel ess prejudiced insofar as he reaches his conclusion not
because of the facts but because he derives pleasure from a pursuit that istoo cruel to contemplate
objectively. Congder the following statement: “Hunting isreally an act of kindnessto deer. It reducesthe
number in the group and dlows for the herd to have enough food.”

Any prgudicein evidence?

What if the stlatement came from a hunter? What if the statement came from afarmer whose crops have
been devastated by deer? What if the statement came from an environmenta protection park ranger who
hasaPhD inwild anima management?

Law must make every effort to eliminate prejudice, else justice will suffer.



The law understands prejudice and bends over backward to avoid it. That iswhy juries are not
permitted to know about the previous convictions of accused persons. If they did, it might be dmost
impossible for them to judge the present case without prejudice. That a person previousy broke and
entered is not proof that he committed the same crime again. (If you don't get this, stop here and think
about it.)

Knowledge of a prisoner’s past would color histrid. What is necessary to convict the accused is
evidence, not that he did a previous crime but that he did the crime for which heisnow being tried.

Therules of evidence, the congtitutional protection from self-incrimination, the requirement that testimony
of accomplices (especialy accomplices given immunity for their testimony) be independently
corroborated, and many other fine principles of law are based on the need to avoid prejudice. Where
would the testimony of MonicaLewinsky beif there were not the DNA evidence on that cocktail dress?
How much could we bdlieve her testimony when she had dready lied under oath and was now changing
her story to (in part) get less harsh treatment from the justice department?

The law recognizes that self-interest makes people susceptible to pregjudice. Persons should not vote at a
board meeting of Enron, at acity council meeting, or (God help ud) inthe US Senateif they havea
persond financia interest in anything under consderation. Heavy pendties should attach to any such
dishonorable conduct by any member of Conp. 194gress sworn to represent the interest of dl the
people. Unfortunately, in the cold, harsh light of history, we learn that many public servantsare not in
their positionsto serve the public but to line their own pockets.

Beware vested interests; they can cause trouble.

When Saint Paul attacked the goddess Diana at Ephesus, the center of Dianaworship, he met
considerable opposition from the guild that made the silver statues of the goddess. When Christ
challenged the powers that be, he got into serious trouble. What happened isagood illustration of what
happens when vested interests are threatened.

“Pilate then went out unto them, and said, ‘What accusation bring ye againgt thisman? They answered
and said unto him, * If he were not a malefactor, we would not have delivered him up unto thee' ” (John
18:29-30).

Note the tautology and the circular argument. The crowd is merely restating that it thinks Jesusis doing
wrong or has donewrong; we can't tell which. The argument iscircular because, in effect, it says, “Jesus
isacrimind. If hewere not acrimina, hewouldn’t be accused of being acriminad.” Thetype of
malefaction, and the evidence for what Jesus did wrong, is not stated. Therefore, irrational factors are at
work. Thereal reason that Jesusisin trouble is never stated. The chief priests wanted Jesuskilled
because Jesus had criticized their hypocrisy.

“Then said Pilate unto them,  Take ye him, and judge him according to your law.” The Jewstherefore
said unto him, ‘It isnot lawful for usto put any man to desth’ ” (John 18:31).

Notice that the crowd members are not particularly concerned with the formality of atria or the detailed
examination of Jesus guilt or innocence. Their concern isthat they don’'t have the redl authority to put
Jesusto deeth. That' swhat they want. They don’t want to judge Jesus, they want to kill him. The Jewish
law at the time forbade capital punishment, but it didn’t forbid getting around the law by having the
Romans do the dirty work. The Jews depicted here are guilty of the extreme error of selecting al
evidence out of congderation and letting their emotionsride free.



Further dong, Pilate asked Jesus, “What hast thou done?’

Notethat Rilateis still trying to figure out the problem. Pilateis, like any good judge, interested in the
evidence for the transgression. And like any good judge, Pilate is getting irritated because the crowd is
just feeding him bullshit. The crowd just wants blood. But the crowd knowsit doesn’'t have theright to
crucify Chrig.

p. 195" Jesus answered, . . . ‘for this cause came | into the world, that | should bear witness unto the
truth. Everyonethat is of the truth heareth my voice” Rilate saith unto him, *What istruth? ” (John
18:36-38).

Jesusis now making assertions without evidence. His generaization can't be correct. It isimpossible that
everyonethat is of the truth hears him. It isabig world out there, and Pilate knowsit. Jesus voice carries
only so far and no further. And Pilate justly asks Jesusto define the wordtruth becausein this context
Jesus seems to be begging the question (an error wherein something is asserted as true that needsto be
proven true). Jesus has assumed the point in the dispute and taken for granted the truth of something that
requires proof before his argument can be accepted. Therefore, Jesus has “begged the question.” The
very extravagance of the emotive language frequently betraysit for what it is. Only the smplest-minded
person could believe that the trial was objective. So perhaps Jesus, who appears to have been an
intelligent man, redized that hiswas alost cause. Perhaps Jesuswas just trying to get across his core
message that the truth was important. Perhaps Jesus wanted to make one finad assertion for posterity, an
assertion that my personal bias backs and supports: thet truth isimportant, so important it isworth dying
for.

Infact, Jesustelling the truth about current conditions among the Hebrews was the root cause of his
political troubles. For it was the truth that generated the hatred of the Scribes and Pharisees. If Jesus had
attempted to explain even the premise of his argument that the Scribes and Pharisees were corrupt, they
would have probably stoned him then and there, particularly as the reluctance of an audienceto be
ingructed isusualy proportiond to itsignorance.

The Jewsin question, unlike Pilate, were not prepared to hear the arguments on the other side but
preferred to shout “ Crucify him, crucify him” (their dogan) repestedly, thereby silencing opposition.

The episode illustrates what happens when cherished bdliefs and long-standing traditions and entrenched

powers are threatened. The crowd gets pugnacious, stops thinking, and starts shouting dogansto
encourage itself.

Principle: Chanting crowds are herds out of control: The stronger the crowd fedls about something, the
lesslikely it makes sense.

p. 196From which follows:

Lesson: Chanting crowds mean trouble. Avoid them. Usualy, what the crowd wantsiswrong. Have
nothing to do withiit.



“Pilate therefore went forth again and saith unto them, ‘1 find no fault with thisjust man. Seetoiit
yourselves ” (John 18:38).

In effect, Pilate has told the crowd, no evidence, no case. Thisis exactly the correct conclusion, the only
judtified conclusion at law.

Watch out for truths labeled as obvious.

Despite our knowledge that most of the great advancesin science and in ethics have been made by
rgecting “obvious’ truths, we cling uncriticaly to habits and traditions. Remember, it was once thought
that the heart was the center of the soul, that the red blood cell wasinert, that Earth was the center of the
universe, that kings were chosen by God, and so forth.

The quest for certainty and theirrationa belief that certainty existsis an error in thinking often dueto
partia (and premature) selection of evidence.

The human mind likesto keep things the same and smple. Because the human mind seeks comfort,
guestions that should remain open and undecided become prematurely settled. Skepticism that the
evidence demandsis discarded. Unable to bear the suspense of judgment that reason often requires, we
find it intolerableto livein aworld that doesn’t entirely make sense; therefore, we congtruct afaseimage
of that world, which we consider redlity even though it isfantasy.

Think of any political, mora, esthetic, ethica controversy. For instance, the Earth goes around the sun.
Why did it take so long for it to be generdly accepted that the Earth revolves around the sun and that the
Earth isnot the center of the universe? Take evolution. Why did the theory of evolution (which, by the
way, isafact, not atheory) take so long to be generally accepted? How about equd rights for women?

The more passionately something is believed, the more likely it iswrong.
The number of people who believe with passionate conviction that they understand the problem involved

must indicate that most of them must be mistaken. Admittedly, there might be many reasons behind
passionate convictions, but one of those reasonsis the need to avoid the discomfort of uncertainty.

p. 197Principle; Few things are as Smple aswe would like them to be. The ability to reason decreases
asemotionsincrease.

Fromwhich follows;

Lesson: Skepticism, though uncomfortable, is probably more useful than faith. Opinions on most subjects
are seldom more than opinions. The more inflamed we become, the less able we are to think clearly.



Emotiona interest often makesit much easier for usto detect prgjudice in other peoplethanitisto
recognizeit in oursalves. Why do you think a man who suffers from leukemiatold me that his doctor
never told him what his problem was? How in the world could this guy report for weekly chemotherapy
and il claim ignorance of the reason for the treatments? The poor soul refused to believe he might die
because to face that fact was too much for him. That heis serioudly ill istoo unpleasant for hisegoto
handle. So he deniestheillness by denying that he knows about it. He explains why he does't know
anything about his disease by blaming his physician for not telling him. Having prejudged the issue, he has
forced the facts to conform to his emotiona need. How easily do we see through his facade! We can see
through others. But we are unlikely to redize that we deceive oursel ves when our wishesfor wedth or
happiness or our dread of ruin and death lead usto believe propostionsthat, if true, would secure the
objects we desire or avert the disaster we fear.

What’ swrong with that? It doesn’t work.

Does this sound familiar? Such wishful thinking doesn’t work becauseit is contrary to the truth, to the
redity in which we are Stuated, and to the redlity from which we cannot escape (for long) without
ggnificant risk to lifeand limb.

For example, “My Enron stock has gone from thirty to six. I'll just hold it until it comes back.” Did
holding on to Enron work? No way, Jose.

What does this selection from the Gospdl according to Saint Matthew mean?* And why beholdest thou
the motethat isin thy brother’ s eye, but considerest not the beam that isin thine own eye? Or how wilt
thou say to thy brother, ‘Let me pull out the mote out of thine eye,” and behold, abeam isin thine own
eye. Thou hypocrite, first cast out the beam out of thine own eye; and then shalt thou see clearly to cast
out the mote out of thy brother’ seye.”

p. 198Y ep, it is easy to see the defectsin others, in what they believe and what they don't believe, but
to recognize the same process at work in ourselves would be to discard personal prejudice.

Color prejudiceisapartia selection and therefore unreasonable and wrong.

Judging anyone from asingletrait or quaity partially sdects the evidence and therefore is unreasonable.
“Thelrisharedrunks” “TheHispanicslazy.” “The Jews control the media” Sweeping satementslike
those are bound to be wrong and, even if they were not wrong, they would require load on load of
evidence to support them before we should accept them astrue.

Among the common errors of judging we find the color problem. Thereis no reason (gpart from some
very specid condderationsrelated to the increased sengitivity of white skin to sunlight and the decreased
sengitivity of black skin to the same) to judge anyone merdly on the basis of skin color anymore than it
would make sense to judge, say, apresidential candidate on the basis of eye color or hair color. Color,
any color of any body part, isjust not relevant to the office of president.

Color prejudice has caused lots of trouble. It may have played arolein the war that killed more
Americansthan any other war ever fought by the United States, the Civil War. Color prejudice certainly
playsaroleinthe socid upheavalsthat plagued the United Statesin the sixties. Of interest, the writers of
the Declaration of Independence said that “We hold these truths to be salf-evident, that al men are
created equal.” Y et davery continued in the United States for eighty-seven years. How come? The
founding fathers were smart men. They must have spotted the contradiction right away.

Y esand no.



In asense, they knew about the problem, but few subjects are more promising for the sudy of how the
human mind refuses to get around preudice than the color problem. Millions of Negroes were kept in
davery whiletheir masters proclaimed the principles of liberty and equdity for al men. This contradiction
between ideal and practice naturaly troubled sendtive consciences. Opponents of davery pointed out
that the Declaration of Independence said that all men, not just afew and not just the whites, were
created equal. How would the dave owners get around thisirrefutable point? Think for asecond. If you
were adave owner, how could you rationalize owning daves and yet till subscribeto the ideathet all
men were created equal ?

p. 199Answer: Save owners discovered that the phrase “al men” excluded Negroes because Negroes
were, properly speaking (according to dave owners), not humans. Rather, Negroes were considered (by
dave owners) akind of subhuman species. In some cases, it was proclaimed (irrationaly) that Negroes
wereintdlectualy and moraly inferior to whites and completely uneducable. In other cases, it was
proclaimed, (irrationaly) that Negroes were children, even though they might grow old, and therefore
Negroes required someone to take care of them. And by extrapolation, if Negroes were children, it was
intheir best interest to remain under the control of the masters, who were parental substitutes.

Despite these ingenious arguments, afew obstinate eccentrics continued to chalengethisracia theory.
These challenges brought forth further arguments. When it was found that on the average, the Negro
brain wasforty cubic centimeters smaller than the average white brain, these measurements were adleged
to establish the black man’sinferiority. Any problemswith that reasoning?

Besdesthe argument’ ssmplicity, the argument is based on the assumption that brain power and brain
szearedirectly related. They are not. Alphonse Daudet, the French writer, had abrain that at autopsy
weighed only haf normal, about 750 grams. The weight of Albert Einstein’s brain was about 150 grams
bel ow average. Once the argument of brain size had served racist purposes, it would never have doneto
investigate the question more closely. Polynesians, Kaffirs, and Eskimos dl have larger brains on average
than European whites.

To use an argument when it supports our preconceptions and reject it in another context when it failsto
do so isknown as specia pleading. Watch out for specid pleading, for it is an exceedingly common error
inthinking. It usualy arisesin discussonsin which the person advancing the argument claims some specid
exemption or specia benefit for himsdaf while denying that exemption or benefit to others.

My argument that doctors should be tax exempt would be highly suspiciousin light of thefact that | ana
doctor and would benefit financidly from tax exemption. Viewed in this cold light, the specid pleading for
tax exemption seems entirely saf-serving and silly, yet our tax laws areriddled with al sorts of specid
exemptions (often known asloopholes) just as salf-serving and silly. These specid exemptions apply to
individuas and corporations for political reasons, often in return for contributionsto political campaigns.

Thetroubleisthat so many of these specid exemptions are hiddenp. 200from the public. For instance,
did you know that certain legidators receive payments from the government over and above their slaries
that arein lieu of expenses? They need not account for these payments, which are not taxed on the
theory (arationae) that the funds were expended as |l egitimate expenses of office. In redlity, the payments
represent tax-exempt pay for public office holders, particularly thosein Congress. The peoplein power
have a deegp affection for these paymentsin lieu of expenses and affectionately cdl themLulus
—paymentsin lieu of expenses, often those that were not spent for government business.

The argument that such payments are needed to attract qualified people to government or to permit the
proper execution of the duties of office are argumentsthat, if not supported by relevant and adequate



evidence, smack of specid pleading.

One of the mgor offendersin thisareaof crooked thinking isthe United States Government. The
government has constructed sets of specia exceptionsto what is otherwise the generd law of the land.
Thus, federd employees (including the members of the Senate and House of Representatives) do not pay
Socia Security taxes. They are excused from participation in the program because they have their own
plans. Yet if | wished to be excluded from the Socid Security system because | have another pension
plan, force of law would prevent me. And if | insisted on not paying Socia Security taxes, | would be
sent to jail. Government office buildings are exempt from regulations that control the safety of
nongovernment buildings. VA hospitds, among the least safein the nation, are exempt from multiple rules
that govern dl other hospital's except the Indian Service, which, incidentally, isaso run by an agency of
the federal government, the Public Hedlth Service. Until recently, the House and Senate was exempt from
OSHA rules. Now they are only partidly exempt. And so forth.

Consder the following from page 1 of theNew York Times, March 30, 2002: “The Pentagon is seeking
an exemption to lawsthat protect endangered species and their habitats, saying that they interfere with
training and wegpons development.” Pause and think. Any evidence of specid pleading? How would you
counter thisargument?

Answer: Thisisaspecid pleading because the Pentagon is applying principles, rules, and criteriato
otherswhilefailing to or refusing to gpply themto itself. The Pentagon’ s self-serving and silly argument
that it should be exempt from environment protection lawsis highly suspiciousin light of the fact that the
Pentagon would benefit from thep. 201exemption and would be excused from past offensesin which it
was out of compliance.

How would you argue againgt such exemptions?

“The equa adminigration of justiceisthefirmest pillar of good government” isthe motto engraved on the
Second Digtrict Supreme Court building in New Y ork City. If that istrue and the government believesit,
then specid exception to laws would be aviolation of equal adminisiration. Hence, exemptionsare
wrong.

The Pentagon has not provided relevant and sufficient evidence (in number, kind, and weight) for the
need for the exception. Some people, mysdf included, would argue that the wegpons programs, since
they are so destructive to wildlife habitats, should not only not be exempt, they aso should come under
specia scrutiny to make sure they conform to environment protection rules.

Thisbook is not concerned with arming you to attack fallacies. It is designed to help you reach the truth
by reasoning things out. Thisbook isnot designed to help you attack the unclear thinking of others or win
arguments. But specia pleading by the government is so widespread and egregiousthat | will give you
sometips on what to do to effectively counter arguments like this one.

The most effective attack against specia pleading isto accuse your opponent of gpplying adouble
standard, playing favorites, or being inconsistent. Each of these chargesis commonly understood outside
academic circles and has strong negative connotations, with which even the Pentagon will not wish to be
associated.

Another effective attack isto ask why such aspecid exemption isjustified and then attack the reasons
point by point, showing their absurdity.

Sometimes, to help darify the thinking on the issue, it helpsto reduce the request for exemption to what



iscdledstandard form, that is, the form of asyllogism:

Premise one: Environmenta protection laws should in generd be applied uniformly.

Premise two: But because the work of weapons development is so important, and not like the work of
any industry in the degree of importance, the Pentagon should be a specia exemption to the environment
rules

p. 202Conclusion: Therefore, environmenta protection should not be gpplied to the Pentagon.

The Pentagon must agree with premise one because it is stated in the Congtitution under the equal
protection clause. Most people, including those in the Pentagon, would agree that premise two
contradicts premise one, and therefore the conclusion that rests upon premise two must be wrong.

The rich often advance arguments why they should be taxed less than the poor. Therich fed that they
need the money to create jobs and to advance other important societal goas. CEOs believe they need a
large sdary because of the particular importance of the work they do, because their savingsincrease the
wedth of the nation, and because their expenditures maintain full employment. Sometimesthe argument is
even moredly: that the money given to advance the prosperity of the rich will trickle down to others and
will eventualy reach the poor. Otherwise sated: Give money to therich, and everyone benefits. Y et
while advocating high sdaries and benefits for themselves, many CEOs would argue that the wages they
pay others should be kept low to advance the company’ s bottom line, to protect stockholder value, to
prevent inflation, and so forth.

Couldn’'t the argument be reversed and remain equally cogent? Give money to the poor, and everyone
benefits. Pay high wages and more money in circulation will boost the genera prosperity?

How would you counter the following argument: “Money to the poor? No way. The poor will just spend
it on beer and betting on horse races.” Besidesthe usud objections, the mutua inconsistency of
propositionslike this statement can be brought out by changing the context of the application. Have the
rich person who propounded this absurdity admit the underlying assumption of hisargument. Think for a
moment and try to discover what isthe assumption underlying the above argumen.

Got it? Great. Proceed to the next paragraph. Don't get it? Then reread the statement. Does't it imply
that the poor should not be permitted to spend their money they way they wish? If that istrue, then
wouldn’t it be consistent to consider that the rich should not be permitted to spend their money the way
they wish?

Y ep, that’ stheway to nail aspecia pleader. Force them to apply their genera assumption to the
particular case that hits closer to home. In thisinstance, thered questionis, “ Are the poor entitled to
spend their money the way they wish, even if they are spending it on beer andp. 203horseracing? If the
poor are not entitled to spend their money on such things, then how come the rich are entitled to spend
their money on expensive French wines, foreign travel, yachts, private jets, luxury medls at the Four



Seasons, diamonds and pearls, and so on?’ If the genera principleisthat no one can spend their money
on frivolous pastimes, then the generd principle should apply to rich and poor dike. Otherwise, the
principleis not generaly applicable and therefore fallacious. Of course, the rich person who didikesthe
poor spending money on beer will have strong objections to anyone preventing them from spending
money onwine.

Principle: Bad arguments are easy to detect when they involve money, persona interest, and power.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: If there are vested interestsin a person’ s argument, watch out. Most likely, the argument is
wrong. Expose theinterest and counter the argument by eiminating the interest for that person. After the
vested interest is exposed and eliminated, most bad argumentswill disappear.

How would you approach this argument if it were offered by an oil company executive? “We should drill
for ail inthe Arctic wildlife refuge. That will assure our energy independence for decadesto come,
protect our freedom, and reduce gasoline prices.”

Thetruth isthat the oil companies stand to benefit gregtly from such drilling. But the idea that they will
profit greatly from the endeavor is not mentioned. The argument could be changed completely by
assarting that since the drilling will take place on public land, the profits derived from the activity—all the
profits, not just part of the profits—rightfully belong to the public and none of those profits belongsto the
oil companies. Once the profits have disappeared, I'll bet drilling advocates will, for the most part, aso
disappear. Their red interest was their own good and not that of the public.

Externd reportsissued by accountants are intended to provide financia information about the firm
audited to outsde individuals and businesses. The Security and Exchange Commisson (SEC) requires
publidyp. 204traded firmsto file external reports every ninety days and a more complete report every
year. Because these externd reports are necessary for obtaining loans, establishing credit, attracting
investors, and recruiting key employees, most nonpublicly traded firms produce them aswell.

SEC requiresthree types of externd reports. a balance sheet, an income statement, and a cash-flow
statement. Those three reports condtitute the company’ s “financial statements.”

Thefinancid statements are reviewed, audited, and “ certified” by accounting firmsthat are independent
of the business being audited. The financia statements required by the SEC must meet what are caled
Generdly Accepted Accounting Principles, or “GAAP’ (pronounced “gap”)[,[]| standards, which arethe
concepts, conventions, rules, and procedures that together make up accepted accounting practices. One
of the main principles of GAAP isthat the accountant should use methods that will never overdate the
value of assets or income or understate the amount of adebt or expenditure.

Enron listed itsincome but put its debt off the financid statements. Enron listed its cash flow into the
business but concealed its cash flow out.



If I wereto list just my assets and none of my liabilities, the picture of my persond wedth would be
skewed to present amore favorable view than was justified by theredlity. If | listed just my debtsand
none of my assets, the picture of my personal wealth would be skewed to present alessfavorable view
than wasjudtified by the redlity. So by partid sdection of the evidence, | could “ prove’ that | wasrich or
that | was broke. By the same token, by partia selection of evidence one can “prove’ that religionis
great or terrible, that science iswonderful or dreadful, or that acompany isdoing well or poorly.

Enron and Arthur Andersen partidly selected evidence by transferring debt to partnerships that were off
the books. Consequently, the picture of Enron available to outsders, the public, and, in many cases, to
the creditors and banks was skewed toward a more favorable picture than wasjustified by the redlity.
And aswe have learned from the aviation example in the introduction, redity has atendency to come
crashing in on our fantasy world. Redlity asserted itself on Enron, just asit aways does.

Principle: Truthwill out.

Fromwhich follows:

p. 205

Lesson: Concedling the truth from yourself or otherstendsto give only short-lived temporary benefits.
Redlity usudly assertsitsaf, often quite harshly. Don't lie,

Accounting, like every professon, isan art in which considerable judgment isinvolved. By its nature,
business activity isexceedingly variable. No single set of accounting rules could ever perfectly describe
every stuation. In practice, accountants must use their judgment. Good accountants may (and often do)
disagree about the specific treatment of certain transactions. Always, however, accountants are expected
to be able to judtify their decisions, often by referenceto GAAP.

By what criteriawill the accounting judgments be judged? By the evidence, of course. But what if the
evidence has been destroyed? The crimina indictment of Arthur Andersen for fraud would require proof
beyond a reasonable doubt, whereas acivil trid on the sameissue would require proof by a
preponderant weight of evidence. Either way, crimind or civil trilswould require analysis of evidence.

But where is the evidence? Nowhere. That was the trouble. The evidence no longer exigts. It has been
destroyed by shredding. Because the evidence is so important in reaching reasonable conclusions about
what happened, destruction of evidenceisitself acrime.

Thus, Arthur Andersen wasindicted not for poor accounting but for obstruction of justice becauseit
destroyed crucid evidence. All that is now required for conviction is proof beyond areasonable doubt
that the evidence was destroyed with the intention of thwarting justice. The jury concluded that that was
true and convicted the firm. Because of the crimind conviction, thefirm logt itslicenseto do public
accounting. Arthur Andersen isnow defunct. Redlity, that harsh jade, had her revenge. Arthur Andersen



asalicensed public accounting firm isno more.

Recdl that atautology isacircular argument made by repesting the same meaning twice. Repetition of
the same statement is even worse and not a reasonable argument. Repetition, rather, indicates the
absence of areasonable argument. Some people like to have their ideas reinforced by repetition. Other
peoplejust liketo hear themsalvestak. Either way, repetitions are inductable tautol ogies easy to spot,
often mere assartionslike: “That' stherule’; “It’ sagaingt company policy”; “ That' s the way we do things
around here’; “Likeit or lumpit”; “It' stradition”; 1 talked it over with the staff and we al cameto that
concluson”; and so forth.

p. 206Thefull exchange in repetition tautology looks likethis:

Nurse: Patients are not allowed out of their rooms during doctors' rounds.
Patient: Why are we not alowed out of our rooms during doctors rounds?

Nurse It' stherule.

The nurse’ sexplanation is not aclarification or eucidation of the reasons for the prohibition. It ismerely
arestatement of therulein adifferent form. The nurse' s second statement says nothing new and is off the
point and tautological. The patient would have aright to reply:

Patient: | asked for the reason for the rule. All you did wastell me the same thing twice. | already know
that we are not allowed out of our rooms during doctors' rounds. | want to know why.

Nurse: Ward palicy.

Patient: (now exasperated): | asked for areason. And al you are doing is feeding me bullshit.

Arguing off the point gives the gppearance of reason but isredly just araionaethinly disguised. Itisan
attempt to thicken proofs that demondtrate thinly.[eh?]

Take the woman who says, “Don’'t touch me. I'm a Catholic.” That the lady doesn't want to be touched
cannot be doubted. But that sheisa Catholic is not areason that she should not be touched. Her failure
to stick to the point isthe mark of a confused thinker who is distracted (or istrying to distract) from the
relevant issue. We have dready mentioned other forms of diversion arguments that are non sequiturs,
indudingar gumentum ad hominem andargumentum ad verecundiam . Both of those assert fase
reasons and distract us from the truth.

Forceisnot a reasonable argument because it is not based on evidence.

At thispoint, | should mention avery common diversonary argument resorted to by the crude at the
earliest ingant and as alast resort by the more intelligent, an argument that neglects most or dl the



evidence and istherefore the extreme example of partia sdection:argumentum ad baculum , the
apped to force.

Violenceisoff the point and is no subgtitute for reason. Bloody p. 207teeth don't prove anything (except
damage). They certainly don't prove anyoneright or wrong. Argumentum ad baculum isthe gravest
error in human thought, wherein the argument has degenerated into afight. Might doesn't make right,
despite the maxim to the contrary. Because someone defeats another person by force, that doesn’t mean
he was right or wrong, noble or ignoble, supported by God or by the devil, and so forth. It doesn’t even
mean that he was the strongest, smartest, or luckiest. It merely means he won the battle, no more and no
less. Why he won would have to be established by evidence. In generd, when someone resortsto
violence or the threet of violence, she hasthereby admitted that she haslost therational argument and
resorts to desperate measures rather than admit defest.

Principle: Resort to forceisnot arationa argument. It is quite the opposite, the epitome of irrationdity.
War isdways an acknowledgment of failure, the worst solution.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Use violence as alast resort and only when desperate.

Another form of diversonisto refute sometrivia point of an opponent’s argument and then suggest that
his whole position has been undercut. Whether the argument is undercut by the discovery of some
incorrect supporting statement would depend on how much the conclusion depends on the incorrect
Statement, not on the discovery of the misstated fact per se.

Hecklersrely on humorous objections to discredit speakers. A politician who promisesacar in every
garage isnot redly refuted by the interrupter who shouts: “1 don’t have agarage.” Such statements do
not contain even ahint of intelligent thought. Y et they do make the speaker look absurd. And they tend
to put the speaker off balance. To reply to such stupidities usualy diverts the argument off the point. To
ignore such stupidities may leave theimpression that the heckler is unanswerabl e because the spesker is
deficient in someway.

Despite avast ignorance about dmost everything, people have dmost no qualms about spouting off
opinionsthat, when viewed in the cold light, are hogwash. Since dmost no one hastaken thetime or

p. 208trouble to study issues and understand them, it is highly likely that amost no one has the authority,
knowledge, or experience to speak intelligently on those issues, especidly a acocktail party or a a
dinner where there has been considerable consumption of acoholic beverages. It followsthat most such
publicly voiced opinions are based on inadequate, incomplete, and often erroneous information and are
therefore to that extent unreasonable.

“Now that we have done the nasty, Tom, will you marry me?’

“Maybe, Lisa, maybe.”



Tom'sstatement of “maybe’ isadiverdon away from an intelligent discussion of her question. Itisa
diversion designed to inspire hope, when it should—if Lisawere trained in detecting hidden meanings as
we are—ingpirefear.

Arguments that attempt to influence by appealing to popular sentiment such as patriotism, loyalty,
tradition, custom, et cetera are known asar gumentum ad populum , another diversionary argument
because whether the group thinks something is not areason that that something is correct. A group can
beright, or it can be wrong. Whether it isright must be determined by evidence, not by consensus. “It's
un-American!” “Wedon't do thingsthat way!” “Most redl Americansknow . ..” are phrasesthat
distract attention from the real points at issue. It may not be American to have the government own sted!
mills, aswas donein the USSR, but whether it is American has nothing to do with whether it isdesirable.

Principle: Any strong opinion firmly held by the publicislikely to bewrong &t least in part.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Public opinion and generaly held beliefs are not reasons for or against an issue. Instead of
blindly accepting received wisdom, examine the evidence. Art accordingly.

Disciplined thought requires that we face facts fearlesdy and look disinterestedly at dl the evidence, not
just part of the evidence; that we not reject evidence because it proves inconvenient or distasteful; and
that we not accept evidence because it matches our preconceived opinions. Thep. 209usua problem that
prevents disciplined thought is an emotiona vested interest in the outcome of our thinking. The secret
workings of the unconscious mind prevent us from facing the truth and dedling with redlity effectively. If
we are ever to achieverationdity, we must do so by offsetting the influence of unconsciousimpulses. We
must learn what those impulses are and in what context they are most likely to operate. And we must
conscioudy prevent oursalves from partialy selecting evidence that we like and rejecting evidence that
wedon't like.

Therefore, do not lean on arguments as a drunk leans on alamppost, for support and not illumination.
Do not accept arguments because they gratify your ego, advance your position, or help you go aong with
the crowd.

Pay particular attention to arguments that make you fed uncomfortable or that chalenge your traditiond
beliefs. Therein you are mogt likely to fall into error.

Review

Review the chapter asyou did the previous ones. On the other hand, if you fed you don't need a
review, pass on tochapter 6 , which discusses the interesting error known as groupthink.

If you are not sure whether you need the drill, work out the following problem. Isthere anationa debt?



How would you determine whether the United States of Americaisin debt? Why isthe question
important? If there were no national debt, should taxes be increased or decreased? Why? Note down
your idess before reviewing mine.

Answer: Whether thereisanationa debt would depend on the evidence. Currently, the government lists
only itsliabilities and not its assats. Thus, the calculation of how much is owed is skewed. A more
reasonable approach would beto list assets and liahilities, for onewould offset the other. The assets of
the government are numerous and vauable. They include adl federaly owned land and buildings, vast
amounts of intellectua property; the gold in Fort Knox; production facilities, including Pantex, the factory
in Amarillo that makes hydrogen bombs, and so forth. Surdly dl that stuff must be worth something. Y et
those assets are never considered in caculating the nationa debt. Instead, what isincluded are the
outstanding financia obligations of the United States. Furthermore, p. 210much of the public debt in the
form of government bondsis actualy owned by the citizens of thisfair country. Can that be ared debt if
Americans owe themsalves? Could | list asadebt abillion dollarsthat | owed to mysdlf as evidenced by
an 10U that | havejust written to mysdlf?

Why would the government wish to understate its assets and overstate its debt? Has the amount of
public debt ever been used to justify the high tax burden currently imposed on Americans? Could a
reasonable argument be made that we are taxed to the max?

Taxes are the most important and largest Single expense item of most households. Thisis because you
are taxed on what you earn, taxed on what you buy, taxed on what you sdll, and taxed on the redl
property you own, and your estate is taxed when you die. Further, asyour pay increases, so does the tax
on that pay. Considering the amounts of money involved and the long duration of our taxed life, itis
reasonable to state that most people spend a consderable part of their lives working for various
government taxing authorities. Now, Americans are taxed at aper capitarate higher than that at any
other point in our higtory. It’ strue that the margind tax rate on high incomes (including mine) used to be
90 percent and that it isless now. But the average working citizen till spends more than athird of his
timeworking just to pay histaxes. The current rate of taxation per worker in the United States far
exceeds the rates imposed by Charlemagne on his serfsin the eighth and ninth century. Remember that
next time you go to vote. If taxes are not amajor issue to you, they should be.

Key questions restated and answered directly:

Isthere anational debt? Probably not. Reason: Partial selection of evidence only makesit appear that
thereisanational debt. Infact, anationd surplusislikely.

How would you determine whether the United States of Americaisin debt? Answer: The usua
way—liabilities minus assets equals debt. Why isthe question important? If thereisanationd debt, we
might wish to address how to pay it off or manageit. If thereisanationa surplus, we might want to
address how to distribute it. If there were no national debt, should taxes be increased or decreased?
Decreased. Why? To ease the tax burden.

6 — Groupthink

p. 211Socid influences normaly shape our practices, judgments, and beliefs. A child speaks his parents
language; amember of atribein Papuasubmitsto extensve scarification of the back as atogether fitting
and proper. Conformity to the group isthe way of the world. But good minds working together are not
likely to outperform individual s when the group suppresses productive conflict, balanced debate, and



careful reasoning. When the compunction to conform to the group goes againgt the redlity principle, awvay
from truth and toward error, purely on the bass of what the group thinks, the phenomenoniscalled
groupthink.

Groupthink does't work becauseit isan error in thinking that |eads away from redlity toward afake
view of issues. Groupthink can lead to disaster, like the Bay of Pigsinvasion and the mass suicides at
Jonestown and in the Bo and Peep cult of Heaven's Gate.

Socid psychologists have identified the multiple ways that groupthink occurs. Usually, the members
agree prematurely on the wrong solution. Then they give each other feedback that makesthe group asa
wholefed certain that it isright, making the right choice. Members discourage each other from looking at
the flawsin their thought processes and usually abrogate decision making to astrong leader. Asusud,
redity comes crashing in and teaches the group the lesson they needed to learn: When our opinions
depend on the opinion of others and not on our own considered judgment, chances are that we will be
proved wrong.

The namegroupthink comesfrom thetitle of abook by Irving Janis, which anayzed the errors groups
make. Cohesiveness, insulation, andp. 212gtress led the groups to reach consensus early, supporting the
leader in whatever he had initidly proposed. Usudly, the group’ s leader partidly sdected evidence that
confirmed his and the group’ s opinions and failed to consider other evidence that did not support the

group’ s position.

In adetailed analyss, Janis reports on the Bay of Pigsfiasco: “How could we have been so supid?’ an
irate Presdent John F. Kennedy asked after hisinvasion of Cuba had failed miserably. The answer isthe
group didn't fail because its members were stupid asindividuas. No way. Not that group. The group
failed because of apoor processin making their decisions, in short—groupthink.

The planners of the Bay of Pigsinvasion included some of the smartest people in America: Robert
McNamara, Douglas Dillon, Robert Kennedy, McGeorge Bundy, Arthur Schlesinger, Dean Rusk, and
Allen Dulles. What went wrong?

Item: They dl thought they couldn’t fail because they knew they were so smart. How could such asmart
group not deviseasmart action? Thisillusion of invulnerability caused them to plungein where more
considered judgment might have held back. Smart people can and do make stupid decisions. The Bay of
Pigsclearly illustrates that. What countsis not how smart or dumb you are but how right you are. And
how right you are depends on how well you reasoned things through. Not opinion, not 1Q, not previous
experience or reputation, but reason supported by evidence controls the sSituation. The more cogent the
reasons, the more tightly they relate to the conclusion, the more the evidence in support of the conclusion,
the more likely the conclusion will be correct and reflect the truth and the redlity Situation. It’ sthat or
disaster. Take your choice.

Let’slook at the Bay of Pigs decision more carefully.[1] It teaches many lessons.

Item: Individual members of the group censored themsalves from voicing opposing opinionsfor fear of
ridicule or because they did not want to waste the group’ stime. In amemorandum, Arthur Schlesinger
said that he considered the invasion of Cubaimmoral. Y et he kept his mouth shut when he attended the
mestings of the Kennedy team. Subsequently, we learned that Schlesinger kept his mouth shut because
Bobby Kennedy told him to do so: “Y ou may beright or you may bewrong,” said Bobby. “But the
President has made his mind up. Don't push any further.”



Item: Too few aternatives were consdered. According to JFK, who tried to explain the mistake
afterward, “ The CIA gave us only two choices: p. 213Invade or do nothing.” Whether thiswasin fact the
case, we don't know. JFK’ s public statement to that effect certainly made no friends at the CIA.
Anyway, that' s neither here nor there. The policy could have been framed quite differently by the
president himsdf, for he, not the CIA, wasin charge. Multiple options, dternatives, and other objectives
could have been considered other than the black-and-white, do-either-this-or-that dilemma allegedly
proposed by the CIA. Subsequently, the CIA said that the president’ s team did not wish to consider or
even hear about the risksinherent in the invasion. Nor did the team seem interested in detailed analysis of
opposing forces stationed near the Bay of Pigs. Nor did the team want to hear the even more interesting
ideathat the Cuban people, most of them, supported Castro and were willing to diefor his cause.

Item: The head of the group, President Kennedy, early on declared himself in favor of theinvason. That
caused the members of the group to fedl that they were dealing with a decision already made. To oppose
the president might therefore put them in political jeopardy. Groups do better when thereisfree
discussion of dl the evidence, not suppression of the opinions of the individua members of the group. In
Japanese companies, the lowest member of the group gives his opinion first and so on up the ladder. This
prevents the head man from manipulating the group to his own position before the others have had a
chanceto voicether views.

Item: Theimportance of the decision, its complexity, and the tight deadline imposed on the group by the
president put the members under pressure and duress. Humans under pressure think lesswell than those
who have more leisure for considered thought.

Concluson: The Bay of Pigsdecison isno mystery. The tapes of the sessons are available for review.
The group reached the wrong decision because no one was permitted to criticize JFK or his judgment,
no disagreement with the mgjority was tolerated, aternative positions and opposing evidence were not
examined, and the group worked in isolation without consulting the public or the public’ s eected
representativesin the Congress. The Kennedy team failed to consider dl the relevant and available
evidence. Because of thelr error in thinking they suffered.

Their suffering was not al bad. One good thing that came out of the Bay of Pigs disaster was that
Kennedy and his advisers were humbled. They learned the hard way that they could blunder. Bay of Pigs
taught them how to better handle the next big problem that came their way, the Cuban missile crigs.

p. 214Experiments at the Laboratory of Social Relations at Harvard University asked 123 subjectsto
compare one line with three other lines, only one of which was the same length asthefirst line. As
individuas, the respondents answered the question with over 99 percent accuracy. In the socia group
(which consisted of research assstantsingtructed to give the wrong answer), the same people accepted
the wrong judgment of the group 36.8 percent of the time. One quarter of the subjects remained
independent of the group throughout the experiment. Once independent, they never went aong with the
mgjority when the mgority was wrong. Once dependent, they never failed to go dong with the mgority
when the mgjority was wrong. Among the independents, most had staunch confidence that they were
right and the group was wrong. Some independentsfelt that the mgjority must be right but that they had
to“cdl it asthey saw it.” Among the dependents, somefelt “they areright and | amwrong.” Others
yielded s0 as*“not to spoail the result.” Some felt that the mgjority was under an optical illuson. Most of
the dependents felt that their differences with the group were signs of generd deficiency in themselves,
which they had to hide at al costs. All yidding subjects underestimated the number of timesthey yielded
and said it was better to decide for themselves than go aong with the group. Y et they did not follow their
own advice. They knew what was best. They did what was worgt.



Close to one thousand people died at Jonestown. The members of the Peoples Temple settlement in
Guyana, near the Venezuelan border, under the direction of the Reverend Jm Jones, fed a poison-laced
drink to their children, administered the potion to their infants, and drank it themsalves.

How could such atragedy happen? How could an entire community destroy itsdlf like that?

Thereisno mystery. Jm Jones founded his church over twenty years before. Initialy, he preached racia
brotherhood and integration. His group helped feed the poor and find them jobs. Asthe congregation
grew, Jonesincreased discipline. In 1965, he and about one hundred of his followers moved to northern
Cdifornia “Father,” ashe was cdled, assumed a messah-like[messahlike] presence and actualy
became the persona object of the members  devotion. Jones demanded loyaty, enforced ataxing
regimen, and ddlivered sermons forecasting nuclear holocaust and the gpocalyptic destruction of the
world. In 1977, im Jones moved most of his membership to ajungle outpost in Guyana.

Oneyear later, in November 1978, Congressman Leo Ryan visited the Site to investigate charges that
Temple memberswere being heldp. 215againgt their will. Two families dipped messagesto Ryan that
they wanted to leave with him. As Ryan’s party and these defectors tried to board planesto depart, the
group was ambushed and fired upon by Temple gunmen—five people, including Ryan, werekilled.

Right after the shootings, Jm Jones gathered the community at Jonestown. He told them that the
Congressman’ s party would be killed and then initiated the fina ritud: the “revolutionary suicide’ that the
members had rehearsed so many times before and now recorded on tape.

First woman: | fed like that aslong asthere' slife, there's hope.
Jones: Wdll, someday everybody dies.
Crowd: That’sright, that’ sright.

And later—Jones: Please, for God' s sake, let’ sget onwithit. . . . Thisisarevolutionary suicide. Thisis
not a self-destructive suicide. (On the tape, voices praise“Dad.” Applausefollows.)

Many accounts attest that by the early 1970s, the members of the Peoples Temple lived in constant fear
of punishment—>bruta bestings coupled with public humiliation, often for trivid or even accidenta
offenses. Jeanne Mills, who spent six years as ahigh-ranking member before leaving, wrote, “ There was
an unwritten but perfectly understood law in the church that was very important. No oneisto criticize
Father, hiswife, or hischildren.”

“Families are part of the enemy system,” Jones stated, because they hurt one' stotal dedication to the
“Cause.” Besides splitting parent and child, Jones sought to loosen the bonds between wife and husband.
Heforced spousesinto extramarital sexud relations, which were often of ahomosexua or humiliating
nature. Many of the forced sexua relations were with Jones himself.

Get the picture?

Let’ s step back for amoment and view it on the wide screen.



All theingredients of groupthink are there: the cohesiveness preserving the group’ s harmony, the
insulation, the high stress, and the strong directive leadership. All these factors worked together to create
the abrogation of clear thought and the denid of the redlity of what Jones was—which caused the
consequent deaths of 914 people.

Thereisno need to go through Jones s statements one by one to remind you of the multiple errorsin
thinking they display. Unfortup. 216nately, the horror of thislesson will not end with this group. Others
will follow. Y ou can bet on that. Don't be part of it. Don't let it start.

Jeanne and Al Millswere among the most voca of the Peoples Temple criticsfollowing their defections.
They topped an alleged “desth list” of the Temple' s enemies. Mills had repestedly expressed fear for her
life even after Jonestown. Over ayear after the Jonestown massacre, Jeanne and Al and their daughter
were murdered in their Berkeley home. On thefina tape of Jonestown, Jm Jones had blamed Jeanne
Mills by name. He promised that hisfollowersin San Francisco “will not take our degth invain” (
Newsweek, 1980).

Bo (Marshd| Herff Applewhite) and Peep (Bonnie Lu Nelson) founded one of the most unusua flying
saucer religions ever to emerge out of the New Age concept that ufonauts (astronauts who trave in
UFOs) could be channeled (communicated with by telepathy).

Bo and Peep had an experience (in a cave somewhere, probably in Oregon) that convinced them that
they were the two witnesses mentioned in Revelation 2 who would be martyred and then resurrected
three and a half days |ater, an event they caled the Demondtration. They were surprisingly effectivein
recruiting devoteesto their new rdigion. The followers adhered to a drict routine, remained isolated from
society in generd, and immersed themselvesin the intengity of astructured lifestyle designed to prepare
them for apick-up by their Space Brothers, who would, after specid cloning in aspecia cloning bank on
the UFO, give them new bodies and new jobs glorioudly flying the saucer around space.

Under the conditions of isolation and instruction, the followers became more and more convinced that
these teachings of the Two (Bo and Peep’ s dternative moniker) wereredl.

Later the Two changed their teaching somewhat and began to describe themsalves as extraterrestria
walk-insnamed Ti and Do. A walk-in isan entity who occupies abody that has been vacated by its
origind owner. An extraterrestrid walk-in is one from another planet. The wak-in Stuation is somewhat
gmilar to possession, adthough in possession the origina soul is merely overshadowed rather than
completely supplanted by the possessing dien.

Now that you know that background, chart thefollowing narretive, picking out the d ementsthat identify
groupthink. From those e ements, predict the ultimate clash with redlity that will befdl the group because
of its crooked thinking.

p. 217The[[The] Bo and Peep cult—agroup that in the wake of eventsis probably asfamiliar to you as
Heaven's Gate is—made the news on March 26, 1997, when the bodies of thirty-nine men and women
were found in aposh mansion outside San Diego, al volunteers for amass suicide who had taken
barbiturates and placed plastic bags over their heads.

Messages | eft indicated that they were stepping out of their “physica containers’ to ascendto a
gpaceship that was arriving in the wake of the Hale-Bopp comet. They Ieft behind avideo and aWeb
ste explaining that they believed that Hale-Bopp, or apart of it, would crash into Earth and cause
widespread destruction. Marshdl Applewhite, their leader, predicted that the comet crash would
probably signal the end of the world. He further advised that our calendars were off, that the year was



not 1997 but 2000. Since hefelt that there was agenera agreement that the world would end precisay
two millenniaafter the birth of Jesus and that it was 2000 and not 1997, he concluded the end had come.

According to Applewhite, diens had planted the seeds of current humanity millions of years ago and
were coming to regp the harvest of their work in the form of spiritudly evolved individuas who would
jointheranks of flying saucer crews. Only the selected members of the Heaven’ s Gate community would
be alowed to advance to this trans-human state. The rest of them and us would be |eft to suffer the
dismd fate of living in the poisoned atmosphere of the planet, which would soon be engulfed in
cataclysmic destruction caused by Hale-Bopp.

Said Applewhite, “ The Earth’ s present civilization is about to be recycled—' spaded under.” Its
inhabitants are refusing to evolve. The ‘weeds have taken over the garden and disturbed its usefulness

beyond repair.” [2]

If you areinterested in the details, the find scenario, and the March 22, 1997, announcement that the
Heaven's Gate “ Away Team” hasreturned to [ |a] level above human in distant space, consult the
group’s Web site, www.heavensgatetoo.com .

The people of Heaven's Gate, like the people of the Peoples Temple and President Kennedy' s cabinet,
had arather high opinion of themselves. Each group envisoned itsdf as having acentra rolein some
historicaly important event. Each group “knew” that it was unfailingly right. Each group wasisolated from
society in generd under the direction of acharismatic leader, and highly motivated. Each group denied
the evidence that indicated their view might be wrong and fdlt it had adistinct mission and destiny.

p. 218In the case of the cabinet members, they “knew” they were going to rid the Americas of Godless
communism. In the case of the Jonestown religious group, the main event was the end of theworld in
which they would play akey part. In the case of Heaven' s Gate, the Space Brothers were, after the
pickup, going to end time, destroy the world, and transform the faithful into superior beings who would
cruisethe galaxiesforever.

In each case, redity came crashing down on their heads. The Bay of Pigsinvasion failed when the
invaders were captured and later ransomed. The Jonestown people died without the world ending.
Hale-Bopp continued on its merry way without disrupting Earth in any significant manner. In fact, we're
dtill here! The prophesies proved wrong. The events predicted did not occur. Neverthel ess, many people
died needlesdy[,[] invain. These people, if not clinicaly mad, have reached what George Rosen called
“Thewilder shores of sanity.” Their defective redlity testing is not as defective as ared-life schizophrenic,
but it is close. The more your thinking strays from redlity, the more dire the consequences.

Notes

1. All theinformation on the Bay of Pigs fiasco comesfrom Irving L. Janis,Groupthink, 2nd ed.
(Bogton: Houghton,[|,] Mifflin, 1982), pp. 14-47. Janis cites minutes of the meetings, diaries, memoairs,
letters, and prepared statements given to investigating committees. The miracleisthat his account jibes
with the freedom of information documents released in 1999. The declassified documents on Operation
Zapata (the code name for the Bay of Pigs operation) are now available from the Nationa Security
Archives (briefing book no. 29) and are featured, in part, eectronically on the nationa security Web site
and at http://Amww.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/INSAEBB/NSAEBB29/ . JFK gppointed Genera Maxwell Taylor
to investigate what went wrong at the Bay of Pigs. Arthur Schlesinger Jr. coversthe same territory and
quotationsin hisbook A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy and the White House, (Boston: Houghton,
Mifflin, 1965). For those interested, | highly recommend the CIA’ sOral History of the Bay of Pigs and
the Annenberg Foundation’ sDiscovering Psychology Series with host Phil Zimbardo (professor of



http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB29/

psychology) where Irving Janis (author of Groupthink) isinterviewed, segments of the Cabinet sessions
areviewed, and then the two socid psychol ogists comment on the errorsin thinking.

2. Robert W. Bach, “Waiting for the Ships, Disillusonment and Revitdization of Faith in Bo and
Peep’s UFO Cult,” inThe Gods Have Landed: New Religions from Other Worlds, ed. JamesR.
Lewis (Albany: State University of New Y ork Press, 1995), p. 163.

7 — Scams, Deceptions, Ruses, Swindles, Hoaxes, and
Gadlights

p. 219This chapter expands your understanding of redlity by telling you about the Sructure and function
of the common frauds and deceptions. By understanding the way con men work, you will understand
how to protect yoursdf from many types of fraud. Along the way, you will aso learn how to protect your
interestsin transactions that (though gtrictly speaking are legdl, neverthdess) fal into agray zone. Feceit:
Thereisno clear dividing line between honest dedl's and some frauds, and thereis an eement of
deception in most business transactions.

Pedigreed Dog Scam (PDS) isthe granddaddy of some of the grestest con games, including boiler room
sales of worthless stock, Floridareal estate, gold mines, il rigs, gas leases, and so forth. Here' show it
works.

A man comesinto abar accompanied by adog (usualy amongre terrier). The man tells the bartender
that the dog isarare breed. Papers might be produced that prove that the dog is a champion. But the
man can’t stay. He has to meet with his bankers and he can't take the dog to the bank. Would the
bartender watch the dog for two hoursfor ten dollars?

After the dog’ s owner has|eft, another customer appears, orders a drink, notices the dog, and
comments on how good the dog looks. Out of the blue, the second customer offers $100 for the dog. Of
course, the bartender can’'t sell the dog because heisn't the owner.

“Listen,” says customer number two. “I am not going to bamboozle you. That dog isapedigree. | know
dogs. | would be willing to pay $5,000 for it right now. What do you say?”’

The bartender now has consderable pain in turning down such anp. 2200offer, but he does mention that
the real owner will soon return. The bartender tells customer number two that he will passthe offer onto
the real owner.

Customer two: “Seewhat you can do. | have to go somewhere. I’ll be back in three hours. If you can
get thedog for me, I’ll pay you $5,000 for it, and | will give you $200 for your trouble.” Customer
number two then exits.

A short time later, customer onereturns. Heisupset. “I don’t know what I’ m going to do. My dedl fell
through. | need some dough.”

At that point, the bartender saysthat he would be willing to take the dog off the guy’ s hands, say, for
$500. But of course customer number one would not hear of parting with such avauable dog a such a
low price. Eventudly, the price works up, and the money is paid. Now with the origina owner gone, the
bartender waits and waits and waits for the prospective buyer, customer number two, to return.



Needlessto say, the second stranger never comes back. He never returns because he was the shill. He
was part of the scam.

Con men use this swindle when they need fast cash. It isthus known in the business as a short con.
When the victim isno longer abartender but arich businessman, and the property isno longer amutt but
agold mine, an oil well, some expensive jewels, or svampy Foridarea estate, the profits can mount to
severa hundred thousand dollars. Beware; whatever the property might be, you can bet that in redlity it is
dill adog.

Principle: All fraud isdivided into Sx parts.

With the pedigreed dog scam in mind, work through and learn the six classical anatomical parts of fraud
so that when someone istrying to flim-flam you, you will recognize the pattern and be prepared to resi<t.

Anaomy of fraud:

Part one: the come-on. The come-on is usually worked by the roper, the person whose job it isto get
the victim into the scheme. The roper is acon man who establishes confidence somehow and someway,
sometimes by presenting credentials, most times by the sheer force of persondity and salesmanship.

Part two: the incentive. Theincentiveisthe reason that the victim would want to place himsdf in the
hands of the fraud artist. In the classic swindle, the incentive is a get-rich-quick scheme, but it can be
p. 221some other sort of benefit, such asasexua experience (asin the Murphy game or the badger
game). Sometimesit’ sagood feding that comes from helping others, as when making a gift to charity.
But of coursein this case, the charity isfake. The only person who benefitsisthe grifter.

Part three: the shill. Most swindles employ ashill, athird person, sometimes unwitting but more often
part of the scheme, who acts asadisinterested party, reinforcing the victim'’ s participation. The shill isthe
fake buyer at an auction, serving to bid up the prices. He is the guy who shows how easy it isto win the
shell game or three-card monte. The shill isthere to ease the mark into the fraud by showing how easy it
istowin.

Part four: the switch. Alwaysin the snvindle, thereisaswitch in which afake thing is subgtituted for the
article of value such that the victim getsred emeradsthat were the bottom of aHeineken bottle last
night. Or the victim gets a two-thousand-year-old genuine antique Roman coin made yesterday. In the
sex frauds, the paid-for object of desire often just doesn’t make the scene. Sometimes, asin the badger
game, the paid-for object of desire does make the scene, causing worse trouble than the mark ever
imagined. She might makeit into bed with the mark, but she doesn’'t makeit. She doesn’t makeit
because her “husband” (ashill) or a“ detective” (also ashill) bargesinto the room just at that crucia
moment. The “ detective’ or the “ husband” wantsto be paid off or he'll make astink.

Sometimes the switch is crude, such as substituting alead brick for agold brick, adeception that in the
1970s fooled several hundred senior citizensin New Y ork City. More recently, the EDS corporation in
Floridafooled hundreds of seniorswho paid for not only gold that wasn't there but aso storage feesfor
the same (nonexistent) gold that wasn't stored. EDS routinely sent pictures of gold bricksto the seniors
who invested in the gold. What those seniorsreally paid for was pictures of gold-painted bricksand a
nicely engraved (phony) certificate.



In other cases, thereis no physicd switch involved but an intangible one asin bait-and-switch
advertisements where (aw, shucks!) that redlly cheap Sony sixty-four-inch TV we advertised yesterday
was sold out just an hour ago.

Part five: the pressure.Just before or after the switch, thereis pressure to hurry the victim aong and
impede him from carefully considering the transaction. Often, thereisatime limit impaosed, ether by
stating the dedl isnow or never because the offer is about to expire, or the deal may be lost because
there isanother buyer waiting, possibly with ap. 222better offer. This pressure—to do something right
now, fast, and often without serious consideration—is so characteristic of those who engage in con
gamesthat it iscaled thehustle; those who do the hustle, those who are so skilled at applying the
pressure, are calledhustlers.

Part six: the block.Last but not least isthe block, atactic amed at stopping the victim from reporting
the incident to the police. The block isan essential and carefully planned part of the deception. There are
two main types of block: the legal block and the time block.

Legal block. Often the victim can’t report to the police because to do so would be to confess
wrongdoing asin asmuggling, counterfeiting, or gambling scheme (where gambling isillegd). If the
activity isnot outright illegd, the block can be shame. Sex schemes play on that shameful angle. How
would you liketo tell the police or your mother—or worse, read in the paper—that you paid some pimp
for the services of a progtitute and then got rolled when you when up to her room?

Time block. Sometimesthe block istime. Sometimestimeisinfinite because the victim never figures out
that those diamonds that he bought at bargain prices are actually fake—he never has the fake diamonds
gppraised. Thisis because he doesn’t want to risk having the supposedly stolen diamondsidentified.
Sometimes the time block islimited—the victim can’t cash in those phony uranium stocks for aspecified
period of time becausethereisa“lock up” agreement. Usudly, the time block is so arranged o that the
con men can skip town.

Remember, most scams succeed because of the desire of the victim to believe that which satisfieshisor
her ambition, prgjudice, or eagernessfor gain. Thereisnothing new under the hoaxing sun, al schemes
being but new wrinkles of age-old consand al consisting of the Six classic parts. Thus, the pedigreed dog
swindle, which works so well and so often on gullible bartenders, is, in essence, no different from the
gtock swindle calledpump and dump, where worthless securities are peddled to greedy people who
think they will soon sell the same to someone else at a higher price.

Scams, swindles, and frauds come in so many shapes, sizes, flavors, and colors that no book can cover
them dl. The best we can do in this short space isto recognize the pattern of deception by identifying the
sx classc parts of fraud. Asyou read through the following descriptions of some of the classic scams, do
an anaysis of each scam to seeif you can identify the Six classic components mentioned above.
Remember the Sx parts of sham by using the mnemonic CISS (come-on, incentive, p. 223shill, switch),
followed by P&B (pressure and block). Or ciss, pressure, block. Or CISSPB.

| was doing some medical consulting for a Houston attorney who told me about agreat ded that he had

just engineered. | can’'t mention hisreal name, so let’scall him Roger. What do you think of Roger’s
great ded?

Roger: | had aguy comein hereand ask if | was an international lawyer.



Me: Y ou don't know jack about internationa law.
Roger: | know. But | told him yes.
Me: Roger, that'salie.

Roger: He needed someone as a go-between to work with someone in Colombiato get permission from
the government of Colombiato raise atreasure ship that has been located five miles off the northwestern
coast of Colombia. The dedl’ sdl st, and the Colombian officia has already received the bribe. The ship
isknown to be holding $86 million worth of gold pieces of eight.

Me: Ohno! Youdidn't pay anything. Did you?

Roger: It was difficult, but | finally persuaded the client and his business partner to cut mein onthe dedl.
The partner was areal son of abitch. Hedidn't want meinonit a al. He said they didn’t need me. But |
told them if they didn’t let mein, | was going to blow the whistle on them and report them to the
Colombian government and to the FBI. That convinced them! They hadto let mein. They let meinfor an
8 percent interest for only $400,000. They needed it in cash.

Me: Cash?

Roger: Y eah, that was the bribe. It had to bein cash.

Me: And now you don’t know wherethey are.

Roger: How did you know? In fact, | haven't seen them since | handed over the cash.
Me: Don’'t worry, Roger. | know wherethey are.

Roger: You do! Thank God! That’s great. Where?

Me They are. . . somewhere. Somewhere out there, spending your dough. Y ou have been taken by the
hidden treasure scam, adightly sophisticated version of the pedigreed dog scam.

Roger: Nope! That'simpossible. It s not ascam. | have the map. They |eft the map with me as security.
See.

p. 224At that point, Roger produced a hand-drawn map of the coast of Colombia. Sure enough, at a
point about five miles off the northwestern coast of Colombia, abig red Maltese cross that marked the
spot where the supposed treasure was.

Andyss. Treasure hunt scams are as old asthe hills. As mentioned, they are like the pedigreed dog
scam. I n treasure hunt, the come-on isthe usua. Someone gpproaches with aded that, though alittle
shady, isinteresting and superficidly plausible. Theincentive isthe usuad—get rich quick. The shill inthe
pedigree dog isthe potentia buyer. The shill in the treasure hunt is the reluctant partner who trieslikethe
devil to prevent Roger from being cut into the profits. The switch isthat nothing of valueisactualy
involved. The mutt in PDS isworth five dollars. The treasure map with the big red Matese crossisworth
three dollars. The pressure isto make the deal before someone el se gets the chance. The block isthe



wait and the shame about being fooled plus the shame of trying to do something dishonest. Roger
eventua ly admitted that he had been taken. He didn’t tell the police. He was afraid thet if he told the
police, theword might lesk out, and he would catch hell from the person in life whom hefeared the
mog—hiswife.

Alchemists used to show the greet |leaders of medieval Europe how easily they could turn lead into gold.
The dchemigsdid thistrick by stirring the molten lead with ahollow iron rod that had a piece of gold
held in its hollow bottom with wax. When the rod was dipped in the molten lead, the wax melted, and the
gold, being lighter than lead, appeared floating on the top of the mixture. Princes, dukes, and kings
supported these dchemist charlatans for decades in the hope that their process of turning lead into gold
would makethem rich. It never did.

Another form of sdting involved the sde of worthless mine property to gullible greenhorns eager to make
it big. Before showing the property, gold flakes would be sprinkled around the entrance. When samples
were taken by the prospective buyer (now the mark), sure enough, the gold was there. Sure enough, that
gold when taken to the assay office proved redl.

Chineseimmigrantsfell for the scam so frequently that the word went out to watch out for gold seeding
and to take samples at random from apart of the stake selected, not by the seller, but by the buyer. This
perfectly reasonable attempt to get around partia selection of evidence led to the marvelous
counterinvention of the dead snaketrick.

A snakewaskilled and kept in the pocket of one of the shills. Whenp. 225the woul d-be buyer selected
an areain the back of the cave, the snake was thrown down in the area and immediately shot at twice by
one of the shillsin attendance. Since the lead shot in the shotgun shells had been replaced with gold
flakes, the area around the dead snake did in fact now yield alarge amount of gold, much of it tightly
imbedded in the soil the way real gold should be.

Andyss. The come-onisthe sdler of the worked-out mine. Heisusually an older prospector who
wantsto retire and who thinksit is his retirement right to sall aworthlessclaimto thegullible. The
incentive isthe usua, the dream of easy gold. The shill isthe sdller and his assistant, who arein on the
scheme. The switch isthe seeding of the selected area by the brilliant technique of the dead snake trick.
The pressure isthat others are in the wings who are eager to buy the property. The block isthat the
sdlerswill bein San Francisco by the time mogt of the dirt in the claim is sifted and found lacking.

Murphy Game Scam

Murphy approaches avisitor from out of town and suggests that he can get him awoman for the night.
Posing asthe pimp, Murphy quotes a price to the victim for the sex act that the victim specifies. Murphy
then asksfor payment in advance because if the victim were to pay the woman directly, there might be
trouble with the law, since payment for sex is consdered part of the crime of progtitution. The victim pays
Murphy, who then leads the mark to ahotel. Murphy asksthe victim to wait in the lobby, so that Murphy
can go upstairs, conclude the deal with the woman and make sure that the coast is clear of cops. Murphy
then goes up the elevator and |leaves the hotel by another exit. The victim, like those charactersin the
1942 classc movieCasablanca, waits and waits and walts.

A varigion: Murphy may, to assure the victim, tell the victim aroom number and ingtruct the victim to
come up after a[|a] specified amount of time, say, ten minutes. Of course, there is no woman. Often there
isno room ether. Or if thereisaroom, no oneisin. Or if someoneisin, it'san ederly couple who don't
know anything about what’ s up.



Andyss The come-onisby Murphy, who isusualy on the lookout for busnessmen a a convention
who are looking for some nooky while away from home. The incentiveisforbidden sex. In thisgame, the
shill isaso Murphy, who pretends that heisapimp when actudly heisjust ap. 226con artist acting likea
pimp. The switch isthat awoman was promised, but she doesn't exist. The pressure is—well, you can
imagine what the pressure is. This babeis so hot and so sexy and so good at what she does, she will
soon be booked and unable to give her services. The block isthewait in the lobby so that Murphy can
make his escape. But the block isalso shame. Thevictim isunlikely to complain to the police because to
do so would beto confess his shameful involvement in progtitution.

In asense, the victim of the Murphy gameis lucky that the woman is not there because if shewere, then
the victim might become involved in the badger game, amuch more serious form of trouble.

Badger has the same plot structure as the Murphy game except the woman isthere in the room as
scheduled. She might actualy get into[to]] bed. But she doesn’t doit, no sir. She doesn’t doit because
the game isinterrupted at that crucial moment by the entry of “ detectives” the“ police,” or anirate
“husband” who demand payment to keep things quiet. On the darker Side, sometimesthe gameisa
blackmail scheme wherein pictures of the victimin flagrante delicto are to be sent to the victim’ swife
unless he pays and pays and pays.

A variation that isplayed if acustomer seems prosperousisto use young girls from age nine to fourteen
asbait. Instead of an angry husband storming into the room, it would be the girl’ s[girlg “parents.” The
“mother” would scream at the child and punch her in the face; her blows usudly hard enough to cause
bleeding from the mouth and nose. The act is convincing and leavesthe victim stunned. The aleged
“father” would shove hisfist menacingly a the victim’ sface and snarl, “1’m going to put you in prison for
ahundred yearsd” Men so threatened often pay thousands of dollarsin hush money. Incidentdly, the
child’ s bloody nose and mouth come from the plastic bag of chicken blood that she biteswhen sheishit.

Shell Gameand Three-Card Monte

The shdll game and the three-card monte are the most common street swindles today. Because some
members of the public have (findly) figured out that monte is a gyp because the marked card is switched
before the victim getsto play, the shell gameis making a comeback. The shell game hasalong history,
going back to the second century CE in Egypt, whereit was caledcups and balls. Here' show it works:.

[I]

p. 227Some young men set up atable on the street and start playing with three shells. One or more of
the menisashill (afake bettor on the side) and the other con man isthe dedler. The dedler isalso known
as“thimblerigger” because as askilled operator, he can hide the peaanytime he wants. The dedler lets
the shillswin right and left so that the game looks easy as pie. The victim, attracted to the idea of easy
gain, wantsto play, too. But as soon as he sarts playing, he loses. In fact, he soon finds out that he can’t
win for love or money becauseit israther hard to pick the shell with the peaunder it when the elusive pea
isunder none of them. Thebasc ruleis never to let the victim win, Snce he might pick up hiswinnings
and leave. So the pea has been removed from the shell it was under. The peaisactudly in the pam of the
dedler.

Here' sthe best way to play the shell game.

Losethreetimesin arow with small bets. Then after the shdlls have been moved around for the fourth
time and dl the shellsare resting quietly on the table, propose agiant bet. Put up the cash for that bet on



the table. When the dedl er matches the bet (often assisted by the shills who want to get in on the action,
especidly sncethey know thisisasurething), pull out your gun and placeit and your right hand on the
table, too. Announce that thistime you will not pick up the shell with the pea but that you will pick up the
two shellsthat don’t have the pea. Turn over two shellswith your left hand (while continuing to hold the
gun inyour right hand)—no pea. While picking up the money with your left hand, announce, “I reckon
there’ sno need to turn over that last shell. For I’'m sure you boys have been honest ashell.” Back away
while keeping everyone covered. Do not turn your back to the group until you are sure you are safe.

But you may ask, “What should | doif | don't haveagun?’ And | reply, “If you don’'t haveagun, get a
gun. Better yet, don't play the shell game at dl.”

Chain Letter Scams

The chain letter urges the reader to send adollar or some other sum to the name at the top of thelist,
then retype the letter, deleting the top name and adding the reader’ s own name at the bottom. The letter
promises riches to the people who follow the plan. The chain soon snowballsto afantastic number of
people, but only the originators of p. 228the chain letter stand a decent chance of making any big money.
The principle of the chain letter isthat of the pyramid, with asmall top and alarge bottom. All money
flows toward the top, and the people on the bottom are the payers, not the collectors.

Many other frauds are based on the principle of the pyramid, including referra salesin which someone
getsawater softener (or whatnot) freeif he steers enough of his friendsto the salesman. Another
variation isthe mgor effort to build up anetwork of “deders’ (in dishes, candles, emus, etc.) rather than
sdling the goodsto the public. Asin al pyramid schemes, the bubble eventualy bursts because there are
only a certain number of people, and the scheme, which depends on continued growth, collapses when
thelimit isreached.

Charles Ponzi, swindler, used aclassica pyramid scheme. Ponzi got so famous that his name has entered
the English language. Any schemein which the origind investors are paid off with money supplied by a
succeeding army of suckersisnow known asaPonzi scheme.

In the beginning, Ponzi discovered that he could purchase internationa postal-union reply coupons at
depressed pricesin some foreign countries and sdll them in the United States at atidy profit of up to 50
percent. That was nice, but it was gtrictly small time. Ponzi wanted something bigger. He came up with
telling peoplethat if they invested their money with him, he would return a profit of 50 percent to themin
three months. Later, he cut the waiting time to forty-five days. As soon as he started paying out, at least
forty thousand people threw money at him. In one day in 1920, Ponzi took in over $2 million from the
country’ s newest gamblers, thelittle folk who squeezed money out of small bank accounts, mattresses,
piggy banks, cookie jars, paper routes, and hot dog stands.

The more money Ponzi took in, the more money he paid out. The more money he paid out, the more
money hetook in. The chain reaction continued until he had incoming money littering his office, guffing his
closats, and overflowing into his wastebaskets.

One day, theBoston Post dug up Ponzi’ s past record and reveded that he had spent timein prisonin
Canadafor check forgery and in Atlantafor smuggling aliens. That was enough to cause some of the
Ponzi investorsto hold up. And, of course, as soon as the new money stopped coming in, the scheme
collgpsed, leaving forty thousand people, many of them poor Itaian immigrants, broke.

Stock Market Fraud



p. 2291t might be accurate to say the whole market is afraud, and indeed some people think so. Al
Capone, when he was arrested for income tax evasion, said that he was always puzzled that the
government was trying to close him down and yet |et the stock market continue. Like the insurance
business (one of the greatest gypsin history), the stock market is an example of alegitimate business
effort evolving into widespread fraud. Don't believe me? Consider the evidence.

Cold-caling brokersfrom New Y ork, who don’t know you from Adam but who tell you they can make
you rich as Croesus by next week if you open an account with them and buy some penny stocks, are
realy out to benefit not you but themselves. If the stocks they tout are so great, why do they need you to
buy them?Why don'’t they just buy them themsalves and keep all the profits themselves?

Many penny stocks are fake sharesin fake corporations formed by fake brokers who want to dupe the
public. And even if you get anice-looking certificate by return mail, that doesn’t mean much. Certificates
are easy to print. Chances are the certificate is fake, too.

If you send these cold-calling brokers the money to open the account or to buy shares, chances are you
won't see that money again. The cold-calling broker isn't even abroker. Heisafake. Heisacon man
gtting in aboiler room and reading a script to help him get you to buy into the scam. If you listen to him,
you will amuse yoursdlf by recognizing the Six classic parts of the swindle, with heavier than usua
emphasis on the pressure to do something right now rather than miss the golden opportunity that will soon

Evenif the penny stocks are redl, the other thing bad about penny stocksisthat they arelikely to be
owned by people of limited means, who are easily frightened and typically obliged to dump stocks, in
times of stress, for what they can get.

Recently, penny stocks have become part of the updated version of the classic market manipulation
known aspump and dump. Asyou read about pump and dump, try to figure out how it resemblesthe
pedigreed dog scam.

In pump and dump, someone sets up afree Web site promising investors hot tips on penny stocks. He
then buysthe stocksin advance of the tips and sdllsthem at a profit as soon as the followers bid up the
prices. The stocks then plunge back to earth, causing lossesfor thep. 230unwary investors and profits for
thetout. Not only isthisnot nice, itisasoillegd. Yun Soo Oh Park—aso known as Tokyo Joe, the
Internet’ s best-known stock guru—according to the Security and Exchange Commission, enriched
himself at the expense of subscribers by urging his disciplesto buy certain stocksthat he was often sdlling
for atidy profit for himsdf.

Current FBI and congressiona investigations show that Initial Public Offerings (IPOs) were, during the
’90s, manipulated in the same manner such that ingders made millions on the first day’ s run ups, and the
public lost millions on the subsequent run downs. Analysis of the Situation should have raised the puzzling
question of why the stock prices of those IPOs ran up so fast without underlying financia performances
to warrant such escdations. It was aso puzzling that such rises were often short lived.

Now we know that it had to be like that because the IPOs were being pumped and dumped. The IPOs
were part of abubble artificidly inflated with hot air. Participating investment bankers colluded and
agreed among themsalves—without the knowledge of the regulatory authorities or theinvesting
public—to bid up the IPOs pricesfor thefirst few days or so. It was aso agreed when the artificia
pumping would stop so that the insders knew when they could safdly dump.



Pump and dump and the PO game resembl e the pedigreed dog scam in that they tout as vauable
something that is not. What' sthe lesson?

Lesson: Stay away from pump and dump and from IPOs with the same vigor that you would stay away
from that pedigreed dog scam.

By the by, if you haveto invest in the stock market, avoid the error of 1PO future fact. Stick with
companiesthat have proven, not prognogticated, financid performance. The focusisin the same markets
but at a much later, and safer, stage of development.

Did you forget your thinking skills yet? | hope not. Refresh your skills by working out the current
examples of how the con men took $8.6 trillion out of the hands of the public. Study the Situation and
then outline the errorsin thinking. Check your answers against mine. My answers are incompl ete but
suggest some of the ways you might have gpproached the analysis of the Situation described. In each
case, the come-on was the same. Because of greed and avarice, CEOs particip. 231pated in the frauds.
The come-on was, “Want to make some real money, realy fast?’ In each case, ahigh degree of
skepticism would have saved you money. Here show.

Dynergy.Energy sdesare not profitable. But you convince investorsthat they will bein thefuture. Then
you enter into agreements with other energy traders. Under the agreement, each of you buys millions of
kilowatts of energy from each other. Or pretend to buy—no need to go to the trouble of actually moving
electricity anywhere. Suddenly, you look like abig player. The stock rises. Y ou cash out at high prices.

Defects. Reasoning contrary to fact: The energy businesswaslousy. There were no sales. There were no
profits. The belief that there might have been sdles, profits, or even hope was based on fake evidence,
which isnot evidence at dl—it isthe opposite of evidence, leading away from redlity to error. Decisons
based on fake evidence are likely to be wrong. In this case, they were wrong, dead wrong.

The future is not determined. It can’t be predicted with accuracy. Therefore, the so-called projected
profits (and the costs of generating those profits) are not determined. In a sense, the projected profitsare
not real Sncethey don't yet exist. They are certainly not currently real and should not be counted as such
on the balance sheet. Futurefact isnot afact at dl. Future fact isat best contingent. In the case of
Dynergy, it wasn't even contingent. It wasimpossible. Infact, itishighly possible that Dynergy hasno
future. Stock price, September 2002, $2.07, down from $95. Percent loss: 98 percent.

Adelphia. Y ou sign contracts with customers and get investors to focus on the volume of contracts rather
than on their profitability. Thistime you don’t invent imaginary trades, you invent lots of imaginary
customers. With your subscription base seeming to grow so rapidly, Wall Street stock andysts give you
high marks. The stock rises. Y ou cash out at high prices.

Defects. Reasoning contrary to fact: The businesswas not growing. The customerswere not redl. There
were no sales, therewere no profits. The belief that there might have been sales, profits, or even hope
was based on fake evidence, which is not evidence at al—it isthe opposite of evidence, leading away
from redlity to error. Decisions based on fake evidence are likely to be wrong. In this case, they were
wrong, dead wrong.

The futureis not determined. It can’t be predicted with accuracy. Therefore, the profits (and the costs of



generating those profits) are not determined and not real sincethey don't exist. They are certainly not

p. 232currently real and should not be counted as such. Future fact isnot afact at dl. Itmight beafactin
the future. Then again, it might not be afact in thefuture. It al depends. We smply don't know because
the futureis contingent. In the case of Ade phia, because of the egregious nature of the fraudsinvolved,
including indder trading,[for]] loansto executives that were tax-free transfers of money never intended to
be repaid, fake customers, and so forth, future profits are not contingent. They areimpossible. Adelphia
current stock price: 1 cent, down from $105. Percent loss: 99.99.

Enron.Sign contracts to provide energy for the next thirty years. Deliberately underestimate the cost.
Book the projected profits on those future saes as part of thisyear’ s bottom line. Suddenly, you appear
to have ahighly profitable business. Sdll shares and cash out at inflated prices.

Defects. Specid pleading. Profits and costs should be handled the same way at the sametime. To treat
profits one way and to treat costs another way isinconsstent, is specia pleading, distorts the redity, and
iswrong.

The futureis not determined. It can’t be predicted with accuracy. Therefore, the profits (and the costs of
generating those profits) are not determined and not redl. They are certainly not currently red and should
not be counted as such. Future fact isnot afact at al. Stock price, September 2002, 18 cents, down
from $83. Percent loss: 99.78.

(It is possible that the Enron fiasco included amoreinvolved businessfraud caled thebust-out. Although
smplein principle, it often requires months or yearsto execute. Thefirgt point in bust-out isfor the con
man to get power in the business and direct the money from the businessinto his own pockets. In the
bust-out, thereisusudly afront man, called the “ pencil,” an honest or stupid executive who isnot in on
the fraud. He isthe one who runs the routine operations of the company while the fraud artist
concentrates his efforts on the scam. The pencil is aso the one whose feet will bein the fire after the
fraud artist leaves town or bows out or (and thisisthe usual end of the game) the company goes
bankrupt. At that point, the pencil will have ahard time proving that he wasn't a party to the scheme.
Ken Lay, former CEO of Enron, could have been the pencil in Enron, and Fastow, the executive who
ran off-the-books companies cdled “raptors’ that concealed Enron’s costs and debts, might have
actualy been the con artist.)

WorldCom.Here you don’t create imaginary sales. Y ou make real costs disappear by pretending that
operating expenses are part of thep. 233purchase price of new equipment. The operating expenses are
charged off as capital expenses and, therefore, the real costs are shifted to the future. With the costs
deflated, the unprofitable business seems on paper to be[a]] highly profitable. Wal Street andystsgive
you high marks. The stock rises. Y ou cash out at high prices.

Defects. Reasoning contrary to fact: The business was not growing. The profits were not real because
the costs were not redl. If the costs had been charged to current profits, the profits would have
disappeared. Thus, there were no profits. The belief that there might have been profits or even hope of
profits was based on fake evidence, which is not evidence at all—it is the opposite of evidence, leading
away from reality to error. Decisions based on fake evidence are likely to be wrong. In the case of
WorldCom, the decisions were dead wrong and over $7 billion of so-caled profits had to be restated
because they were not profitsat dl. Thisisthe largest accounting fraud in the history of the world (so
far).

Specia pleading. Profits and costs should be handled the same way at the sametime. To treat one one
way and the other another isinconsstent, is specid pleading, distortsthe redlity, and iswrong. Stock
price, September 2002, 13 cents, down from $60. Percent loss: 99.78.



Global Crossing.Asmentioned, Globa Crossing crossed over to the dark sde. As Globa Crossing
emerges from bankruptcy, Gary Winnick, former CEO, ends up with $936 million while shareholders
end up with nothing. Somehow, the fiber optical network that Winnick said was worth $27 billion in June
2002 only brought $250 million at auction in September 2002. This sharp changein evaluation raisesthe
important question: Where did the money go? How could $26.75 billion disappear? Current stock price
of Globa Crossing stock as of September 2002, 1 cent, down from $61. Percent loss: 99.97.

Recent stock market disasters (Enron, Global Crossing, WorldCom, Adelphia, etc.) involve something
more serious than businessreversals. They involve misrepresentation of the financid positions, with
executives becoming richer as the stock prices soared, and then, when the frauds were exposed,
employees and shareholders were |eft with little or nothing.

Inview of the present uncertainty of the true condition of corporate finance, especialy in the United
States, where government deregulation of business was ddliberate, the market price of stocks must factor
inthat uncertainty to arrive at a price sgnificantly lower than would have been otherwise justified.

p. 234Well, what do we do now?

That, my friend, isup to you. It's no fun to lose money. In 2003, Standard & Poor’ swas down 40
percent from its peak in March 2000. The Bear Market of 1973-74 saw that index decline 48 percent. It
took eight yearsto replace that drop. The Dow Jones Industrial Average was about 9700 in 2003. It
could go lower or stay whereit isfor awhile. Or it could go up. Who knows?

| predict afinal market sell off. After that, sometime between 2004 and 2008, it might be the timefor the
inteligent investor, using the know-how gained from this book on basic clear thinking, to make afortune.
In the meantime, investor, those boots were made for walking.

Gaslighting Hoax

Gadlighting isa systematic array of techniques designed to destroy the target’ s mental equilibrium. Most
of the techniques are subtle and never clearly point to amaevolent or vengeful other party such that the
haplesstarget never believesthings are being done to him; hejust thinks heis having astring of bad luck.
The term comes from the 1944 Hollywood movieGadlight, starring Charles Boyer and Ingrid Bergman.
In the movie, the Boyer character triesto convince hiswife that she' s going insane by contriving incidents
designed to make it gppear asif she' sforgetful, disoriented, and confused.

We don't have the space or time to discuss more on gadighting, nor can we do proper justice to other
deceptions such as hedth-care frauds, drug burns, intentiona accidents, insurance, gambling dangers,
postal fraud, red estate scams, quiz show hoaxes, tangentia cons, and so forth. If you are interested,
consultThe Rip-Off Book by Victor Santoro andHoaxes and Scams by Carl Sifakis. My own book
Investment Pearls for Modern Times discusses stock market frauds. Fleeced! by Fred Schulte givesa
good discussion of tedlemarketing rip-offs and how to avoid them.

These books and others and your background in clear thinking will protect you from swindles, but not
entirely. When someone sticksit to you, don't take it too serioudy. And don’'t be hard on yourself. Learn
from the experience. Do better next time.

Review



p. 235Seeif you can figure out this scam that has been worked successfully several timesin Queens,
New Y ork, where my father, Bernard M. Patten, wasin charge of the Complaint Bureau and Racket
Squad of the Queensdidtrict attorney’ s office:

It's Sunday afternoon. A well-dressed man gppears a a Lincoln dealership and wantsto buy aLincoln
Continental right away. Heiswilling to pay the sticker price because he wants the car right away. But
there’ sasnag. Because it’s Sunday, the dealer won't be able to check with the bank to make sure the
well-dressed man’s check is good. However, the well-dressed man does have good credit and proper
identification, and heindgststhat he will not wait. “If you don’t sal methe car now, | will find another
dedler who will.” The dealer sdllsthe car, takes acheck for $42,000, and issues a bill of sale.

One hour later, the well-dressed man is a another dealer’ s place. He wants to sdll that same Lincoln. He
says he needs the cash fast. Heiswilling to sdll for $20,000. Dedler number two is suspicious because he
noticesthe bill of saleisonly one hour old. So dedler number two calls deder one and tdlshim that he
thinks the well-dressed man has passed abad check and is now trying to make afast buck. Dedler oneis
outraged. Dealer onetells dedler two to keep the guy around while he (dealer one) callsthe police. The
police note the complaint and arrest the well-dressed man.

Quedtion: What isthe scam? What isthe come-on? What isthe incentive? Who isthe shill? What isthe
switch? What isthe pressure? What is the block?

Giveup?

| don't blame you. Thisis one of the best-constructed—one might even say most brilliant—scam ever.
In the relm of the imagination, it ranksright up there with the greet created things of the human mind, for
it, too, isawork of at—awork of art, however, without art’ s usua redemptive qualities.

The scam isthat when Monday morning comes, the bank honors the check. That means well-dressed
man has been fasaly accused and falsdy arrested. Furthermore, well-dressed man will explain that he
needed the money because he had ahot tip on the third race at Belmont, atip that happened to pay off at
22 to 1. If he had gotten the money he needed to place the bet, he would have made $440,000! So

p. 236dedler one, dealer two, and the police are now responsible not only for the consegquent damages
of the false arrest but aso for the economic damages of the lost opportunity.

Usually, dedler onefootsthe bill with abig settlement, which includes, of course, afree Lincoln.

The come-onisthat dedler one will make abig profit from asde at the sticker price. No onein hisright
mind goesinto adeder and offersthe sticker price. Theincentiveisthe fast buck. The shill isthe
well-dressed buyer in that heisacon man and not area buyer. The switch isthat the check isredl, not
fake. The pressureinitidly isto make the sale and then prevent abig loss by having the sale rescinded
and the buyer arrested for fraud. The block isthat it is perfectly lega to sall your automobile at a
markedly reduced price. Since the race at Belmont is aready over and the result registered and officid,
thereisno way of disproving the buyer’ s contention that he would have put his money on the nag that
won.

8 — Begging the Question

p. 237This chapter should be an easy and restful chapter for you because it introduces the easy and
resful[the]] concept of begging the question, an error in thinking that was touched on in previous
chapters.



Implicit assumptions, if they are accepted without proof, derall our thinking away from the truth and
toward error. When we assume the point in dispute or take for granted the truth of something that
requires proof, we are said tobeg the question.

Begging the question betraysitsdlf frequently by its emotive language. Calling someone a“dastard” or a
“knucklehead” implies condemnation, but unless evidence is produced to support the assertions, they
merely beg the question. Thisis especidly trueif the words that beg the question are shouted, screamed,
or screeched. Name calling, especially when shouted, begs the question.

A common place that question begging shows up isin statements by politicians. And thereis no better
time to observe such words a work than during e ection campaigns. Thisis because peoplelike to fedl
that they are voting after arationa consideration of the arguments put forward by riva parties. Therefore,
candidates pretend to appedl to reason while they know full well that the redl vote catchers are emotion
and pregjudice. Their party isthat of the future, the party of progress, peace, and prosperity. The other
party isthe party of the past, the party of retrogression, war, and economic stagnation, and so forth.
These are mere assertions that need to be proven. Otherwise, they beg the question.

In politics the tied suggestions of gpprova or disgpprova make ap. 238gresat differencein the effect they
have on the audience. “Republicans are the party of therich.” How many times have you heard that?
“Democrats are the party of war.” How many times have you heard that? Such sweeping satements
might have anugget of truth attached to them, but they can never be wholly true because they are way
too vague and too general.

Tied suggestions (especially in advertisements) beg the question.

The basic principle by which the brain learns things is association. Once two items are firmly associated
in the consciousness, each tendsto recal the other. This mechanism is responsible for most of the great
achievements of the human mind. In asense, thismechanism is responsible for the richness of
associations that make literature, art, and music possble and pleasurable. It isthe mechanism that is
responsiblefor al science becauseit is by association that dl scientific laws are induced.

But the same mechanism can derail thinking by making an association that isincorrect, either factualy or
emotionaly. We saw thisisin the advertisement for VirginiaSims.Virginia isthe name of atype of
tobacco and the name of awoman. Since the name often appears with a picture of a beautiful young
woman, the natural association we will make, the association that the advertisers want usto make, isthat
that woman pictured is named Virginia

Simdoes accurately describe the transverse diameter of this particular cigarette in relation to the
transverse diameter of other cigarettes, butdim dso isastate meaning smdl ingirth in relation to height.

The employment of someword or expression in two different senseswithout distinction in the same
context is an equivocation. If equivocators know that they are equivocating, then they are deceptive. If
they don’t know this, then in the mogt literal sense they do not know what they are talking about.

The use of dud definitionsin this Virginia Slims ad bothered the Federa Trade Commission when the
cigarette first came out. But the tobacco company was able to persuade the commission that the name
reasonably related to the facts that the cigarette was made of Virginiatobacco and was dimmer than
other cigarettes. Thisrationa e does not detract from the natural associations we might make, those that



the advertisers probably want usto make, that the cigarette, VirginiaSims[Sim] , somehow made the
woman pictured in the ad dim—in fact, dimmer than most—and that by extenson smoking VirginiaSlims
will make any woman who smokesit dim. Theclamisnot al that unreasonable: p. 2391t has been shown
that on average, cigarette smokers weigh lessthan their age- and sex-matched counterparts who do not
smoke. But that is beside the point. The point isthat by tied associations, the ad wants us to associate the
followingwith VirginiaSims

1] Yothh’”

“sexy,” and

“dim and trim body habitus”

In the abbsence of evidence, loads and loads of evidence, such implied clams are unsupported, irrationd,
and wrong and beg the question.

All tautol ogies beg the question.

Arguinginacircleisagresat way to conced ignorance. Previoudy we learned that urineisyellow
because it has urochromes, which are yellow pigments. We learned that morphine induces deep because
of its somniferous properties. Both items are mere restatements and beg the questions: What isthe yellow
pigment? And why does morphineinduce degp?

With thisin mind, tell what' swrong with the statement: “ Glass bresks becauseit isfragile”

Circular proofs are tautologies and therefore prove nothing.

Jehovah' s Witnesses sometimes try to prove the existence of God by reference to the Bible. Citing the
authority of the Old Testament, they claim that the Scriptures are divindy inspired. Otherwise said, God
exists because we have atext that has been inspired by God. Such a position begsthe question “Isthe
Bibledivindy inspired?’ If it isdivingy inspired, how do we know that for sure?

In my course on clear thinking, | liketo useillugtrations fromAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland by

Reverend Charles Lutwidge Dodgson, dias Lewis Carroll, Oxford teacher of mathematics and logic.
Recdl the ddlightful scene of Alice with the Cheshire Cat:

“Inthat direction,” the Cat said, waving itsright paw round, “lives aHatter: and inthat direction, livesa
March Hare. Visit either you like: they’ re both mad.”

“But | don’t want to go among mad people,” Alice remarked.
“Oh, youcan't help that,” said the Cat: “we' re all mad here. I'm mad. Y ou' re mad.”

“How do you know I'm mad?’ said Alice.



“Youmust be,” said the Cat, “or you wouldn’t have come here.”

Alicedidn’t think that proved it at al[.][1]

p. 240(She wasright. The Cheshire Cat was begging the question.)
Alice went on: “ And how do you know that you' re mad?’

Good for Alice. She knowsthat to prove the Cat’ s statement fal se, she need only show that one person
thereis not mad. Alice effectively decided to try the argument with the Cat itsdf. Sheisasking for the
evidence that provesthe Cat ismad. Alice knowsthat if the evidence is not relevant and adequate, the
Cat’ s stlatement will not be supported.

“To beginwith,” said the Cat, “adog’ s not mad. Y ou grant that?’
“| suppose so,” said Alice.

“Wall, then,” the Cat went on, “you see adog growlswhen it’ sangry, and wagsitstal whenit's
pleased. Now | growl when I’ m pleased, and wag my tail when I’'m angry. Therefore, I'm mad.” [2]

The Cheshire Cat’ s proof isbased on more faulty reasoning: A dog that wagsitstal when happy and
growlswhen angry isnot mad. But this cat wagsitstail when angry and growlswhen it is happy—just the
opposite of the dog. Therefore, if the dog is not mad, then the cat that does the opposite of the dog must
be mad. The defect in theanaogy isclear: A dogisnot acat. What anormal dog doesisn’t necessarily
normal for acat and vice versa. Dogs and cats may share some features, but they don't share other
features because they are different animals. Also notice how Alice questions the Cheshire Cat’ s definition
ofgrowl and questionsthe dight change of meaning in context:

“Icdl it purring, not growling,” saysAlice.

“Cdl itwhat you like,” answersthe Cat (who needsto opt on the Sde of flexible definitionsfor his
argument to succeed). The Cheshire Cat, seeing Alice s reasoning getting too close for comfort, changes
the subject: “Do you play croquet with the Queen today?’ [3]

Diversions are acommon trick to derail thinking. When you encounter adiversion, just get thet diverter
right back on track. Chances are you won the argument.

Flag words often identify question begging.

Lucky for us, the question begger often beginswith phrasesthat flag the problem: “It is undeniable thet;
“Nothing ismore evident”; “Nothing issmpler than”; “It gandsto reason”; “ Every schoolboy knows’;
“Asmog of usknow”; “Every red American believes’; “Every intdligent person wants’ (fill inthe
blanks).

Clear thinking isimpossible unless we use words that refer to factsp. 241and suspect those that express



emotion. When we are told what to believe, what we want, what everyone knows, it is only reasonable
to be skeptica and assume the question is being begged.

L eading questions often beg the question. All questions that anticipate a set answer beg the question.
“Don’'t you agree?’ “Doctor, isn'tit truethat. . . .” “Wouldn't you consider it probablethat. . . .” “Don’t
you think it’ sreasonable to suppose. . . .” Sometimes, the question deliberately baitsfor the desired
answer: “You love me, don't you?’ “Thiswine, which | bought for only threedallars, isgrest, isn't it?’
“Surely, Herman, you don’t think that this piece of bent crashed automobileis great art?’

Consder this question: “When we have sex, can | be ontop?’ Sheisbegging to be on top, but what
guestion is she begging? That question is actually two questions. One question asksto be on top. The
other begs aquestion, for it assumes he will have sex with her. That might not be the case and should be
discussed beforehand. Before deciding who will be on top, people should discuss whether they will have
sex a al. That isthefirst question, you know.

Alicewas beginning to get very tired of gtting by her Sster on the bank and of having nothing to do: one
or twice she had peeped into the book her sister was reading, but it had no pictures or conversationsin
it, “and what isthe use of abook,” thought Alice, “without pictures or conversations?” [4]

Alice has aready answered the question in her own mind by the form of the question. She doesn’t need
to Sate that answer explicitly, but if shedid, shewould say, “ A book without pictures or conversationis
nouseadl.”

In court, such questions as Alice’ s—questions that presume a certain correct answer or that by
implication lead to the answer—are not permitted, and the opposing lawyer (if not deeping) will object to
the“leading” question. A classic example of thisis, “Where were you when you saw the headlight
broken?’

Objection: Leading. Assumes facts not in evidence. It has not been established that a headlight was
broken. At this point, opposing counsal must rephrase the question: *“ Did you see abroken headlight?’

Here sanother classc example: “Have you left off besting your wife?”
Objection: Leading. Complex question. Assumes facts not in evidence. It has not been established that

the defendant beat hiswife. Ifp. 242the defendant were to answer the question yes or no, by implication
he would admit the charge of wife beating.

Principle: Unwarranted or unacceptabl e assumptions beg the question.

Fromwhich follows:



Lesson: Watch out for implicit or unstated assumptions. Typicaly, dthough often popular, they arelikely
to bewrong.

Review

Review this chapter asyou did the previous ones. Work out the following:

1. Severd yearsago, apopular politician switched from the Republican party to the Democratic party,
changing the balance of power in the US Senate. The senator came under fire from anumber of his
critics, especidly Republicans.

One argument that some Republicans thought particularly devastating was that the switch indicated that
the senator was not a“true-blue’ Republican, €lse hewouldn't have switched politica parties. However,
the only evidence cited for his non-*true-blue Republican” status was that he switched parties. His
previous voting record was pretty much along Republican party lines.

Any problem with the Republican reasoning here?

My answer: Thisisacase of question begging. The Republicans are defining a“true-blue’” Republican
(presumably something good) as someone who would never leave the Republican party. Hence, the only
matter that is actudly in dispute iswhether the definition is an appropriate one; no other factua clamisat
issue

2. Mark saysto his nephew Herman, who is ahigh school senior, ”Where are you going to college next
year?" Any question begging here?

Answer: Y ou bet. Uncle Mark is assuming Herman wants to go to college. Actualy, Herman wantsto
join the Navy and see the world.

p. 243 3. “Unless someone wants to add anything further to the discussion of this absurd issue, we will
move on to the next topic.” Any question begging here?

Answer: Who said the issue was absurd and why? The form of the statement suggests that the professor
isbiased againgt further discussion. Studentswill take up his offer at their peril because the professor
does't want further discussion; he wants to move on.

4. IntheHouston Chronicle, March 26, 2002, an article by Kevin Moran described a Marxist who
taught American government and applied for tenure. Many opposed. Among those opposed was former
Gaveston County judge Ray Holbrook, who said: “It seems clear to me that Dr. Smith espousesa
subversive anti-capitalist, anti-free enterprise philosophy that | believeisout of placein apublicingtitution
of higher learning and is detrimentd to the basis of our freedom in this country.”

Problems?

Answer: Judge Holbrook did not say itis clear to me; he saidseems. That might mean thejudgeisnot
sure of what he speaks. Y &, the way he talks suggests that heknows. Nevertheless, the indefiniteseems
raises question about whether hisview isredly correct, since he himsdf has doubts. Not having had
direct contact with Dr. Smith or his course, the judgeisin no position to state with certainty what Dr.
Smith teaches or doesn’'t, much lesswhat Dr. Smith espouses. Therefore, the doubt seemsjustified.



Marxism isacomplex set of doctrines. Which one of those doctrinesis subversve? Anti-capitalistic?
Anti-free enterprise? Which one of the many Marxist ideas does Judge Holbrook specificaly object to
and why? And why would expressing contrary viewsin a higher educationd ingtitution be out of place?
What place would be more appropriate? If the judge wants such views excluded fromhigher education,
would such views be appropriate tolower education? If so, how low? Grade school ? Kindergarten?
Preschool ? What? Of course, the final irony (and contradiction) isthat the judge advocates that the
professor be restricted in his freedom to say and do what he wants. Theimplicit assumption isthat such
restriction of persona freedom, such restraint and limitation on professors of government, is needed in
order to protect and promote freedom in generd. Thep. 244judge says that we have a free country but
not for professors like Smith, who want to express unpopular ideas. That’sa speciad pleading. And
notice that the judge is making himsdf the judge of what we are freeto say and hear.

Fortunately, reasonable people prevailed. The College of the Mainland board of trustees unanimoudy
voted to grant Dr. Smith tenure, with which Dr. Smith got protection from being fired for his politica
views. The unanimous decison came after atwo-hour public hearing.

“What wejust witnessed herewas apalitical raly,” Judge Holbrook yelled at the board.[5] Holbrook,
too, shouted out after students who spoke in favor of Dr. Smith. Another fine example of the principle
“When the shouting starts, the reasoning stops.”

5. “How did you enjoy the show?’ Any begging the question here?

Answer: No doubt. The respondent’ srange of reply islimited in scope by the form of the question,
which presumes the answer will express some form of enjoyment. Moreinformation usudly will come
from more open-ended questioning: What did you think of the show? Or even better, from letting others
answer no question at al by our smply remaining quiet and listening attentively to what they have to say.

If you must ask aquestion, ask one that doesn’t presume anything. Hamlet’s“How find you the play,
Madam?’ is open-ended. It lets Gertrude, Hamlet’ s mother, select from the myriad possible responses
the one that interested her the mogt, the one that reflected what was going on in her heart of hearts. Her
response was off the point but telling because she never addressed her feelings about the play. Instead,
shetold Hamlet about what the queen in the play vowed about not remarrying: “The Lady doth protest
too much, methinks”

6. “The Unicorn thought Alice afabulous monger.” [6] Any question begging here?

Answer: No doubt, ese why would the question be here in this chapter? From the point of view of a
unicorn, humans must look pretty funny. It is part of the philosophic dullness of our time that there are
millions of rationa monsters walking about on their hind legs, observing the world through pairs of flexible
little lenses, periodicaly supplying themsdves with energy by pushing organic substances through holesin
their faces, who seep. 245nothing fabulous whatever about themselves but do think birds, cats, and zoo
animasare pretty interesting.

7. FromAlice' s Adventuresin Wonderland:

Tied round the neck of the bottle was a paper 1abel, with the words“ DRINK ME” beautifully printed on
itinlargeletters. It wasdl very well to say “Drink me,” but the wise little Alice was not going to dothat
inahurry. “No, I'll look firgt,” she said, “and see whether it' smarked’ poison’ or not”; for she had read



severd nicelittle stories about children who had got burnt and eaten up by wild beasts and other
unpleasant things dl because theywould not remember the smple rulestheir friends had taught them: such
as, that ared-hot poker will burn you if you hold it too long; and that, if you cut your finger very deeply
with aknife, it usudly bleeds, and she had never forgotten that, if you drink much from abottle marked
“poison,” it isamost certain to disagree with you, sooner or later.

However, this bottle wasnot marked “poison,” so Alice ventured to tasteit, and, finding it very nice. . .
shevery soon finished it off.[ 7]

Any problemswith Alicg sthinking?

Answer: Asdefrom being hilarious, this passageis chock full of errorsinthinking. I’ll just mention afew.
Becauseabottleislabeed “DRINK ME" does not mean Alice should drink it. Thelabel begs multiple
questions, anong which are“Isit safe?” “What isit for?” “Why should | drink it?" “Who madethe sgn?’
“Why does that person want meto drink the contents of the bottle?’ (The Victorian medicine bottle had
neither ascrew top nor alabel on the side. It was corked, with a paper labd tied to the neck.)

“Alice was not going to dothat inahurry. ‘No, I'll look firg.

Notice Alice had aready decided that she would drink the stuff. Shewill drink it after shelooks at it.
Thus, she has dismissed the question of “ Should | drink?” and substituted the question “When shdl |
drink?’ To thelater question she has aready answer: as soon as | look. Never plunge into any mgor
action without due deliberation.

Alicejust needed to go through some rationalizations before acting. Her thinking isway off the point of
course and defectivein itsdlf. Those nice little storieswere not so nice. They were thetraditiona fairy
tales, filled with episodes of horror and usudlyp. 246containing a pious moral. That they told about
children who got burnt and eaten up by wild beasts, among other unpleasant things, hardly seemsrelevant
to theissue a hand, which isto drink or not to drink. Furthermore, ared-hot poker has nothing to do
with the question of the danger lurking in the bottle. Besides, ared-hot poker will burn you anytime you
hold it. Y ou don't have to hold ittoo long to get burned. How long istoo long, anyway? The same
minimization of danger ispresent in Alice sdiscussion of the knife: to bleed it is not necessary to cutvery

deeply. Deep will do.

That the bottleis not labeled as poison is neither here nor there, for a poison can be a poison whether
labeled or not. Nevertheless, Alice concludesthat since the bottleis not |abeled poison, it is safeto taste.
Stated more formdly, Alice sthinking would go: “All poisons are labeledpoison. Thisbottleisnot
labeledpoison. Therefore, it isnot apoison. Therefore, itissafeto drink.” Premise oneiswrong.
Therefore, al conclusons derived from it are wrong.

Even if premise one were correct and the liquid were not a poison, conclusions one and two don't ring
true. There are lots of substances that, though not poisons, would not be safe to drink—polluted water,
for instance. Other substances are not poisons but would be unpleasant to drink—vinegar, for instance.
Other liquids are afood, apoison, or adrug, depending on the definition, and might not be suitable for a
little girl to drink—Irish whiskey, for instance.

By focusing on sdeissuesthat are off the point, Alice convinces hersdlf that drinking the stuff in the
bottleis OK. Thisisan obviousrationdization to justify thered reason for her action, which is her
curiogity asto what would happen.



And speaking of curiogity, | am curious about what the next chapter will be about, since, as| writethis, |
don't know. And because | don’t know, | can’t tell you. Let’ sturn the page and see. | hope the next
chapter isnot labeled “READ ME,” but | have asnesky fedingitis.

Notes

p. 247 1. LewisCarroll,Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland, illust. John Tenniel and colored by Fritz
Kredel (New Y ork: Random House, 1946), pp. 72-73. All referencestoAlice areto this edition.
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. 1bid., p. 74.

. Ibid., p. 3.
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. Judge Holbrook, quoted in an article by Kevin Moran,Houston Chronicle, March 26, 2002.

[o2]

6. Thisisn't adirect quotation from Carroll. It's actualy amisquotation by Martin Gardner, ed. The
Annotated Alice (New Y ork: Norton, 1990), pp. 228-29. The referenceistoThrough the Looking
Glass and What Alice Found There, chapter 7.

7. Paraphrased from Carroll,Alice’ s Adventures in Wonderland, pp. 9-10.

9—-Read Me

p. 249This chapter coverstheuniform field theory, atheory of knowledge designed to help you arrive
at thetruth. Up to this point, we have concerned oursalves with multiple particular illustrations of clear
and crooked thinking. It is possible by induction to generalize about the nature of our activity and arrive
at the generd principle governing our search for redity. That generd principle, the uniform field theory, is
that the correct perception of the truth is based on the understanding of all the evidence.

Reasoning itsdf isaform of evidence because by definition it can be asign that pointsto thetruth. Asa
form of evidence, reasoning is subject to correct interpretation. Thus, any and dl rules of exact thought,
al the guiddines about clear thinking, and dl analysis of the named and unnamed falacies—all therules,
laws, maxims and al the “ Pattened Principles’ inflicted on you in previous chapters—boil down to the
goplication of the uniform field theory of truth.

But, in apractica sense, dl the evidenceisrardly availableto us. All we can hopefor inthis, the best of
al possbleworlds, isacorrect interpretation of al theavailable evidence.

Thus, no conclusion can be final because it cannot be based on al the evidence. Future evidence does
not yet exist, and the past evidence might be obscured, unavailable to us, missing, or actualy fake.
Therefore, adl conclusions must be based on partia, incomplete, and sometimes erroneous evidence.

Since conclusions can never be based on dl the evidence, dl conclusions must be considered tentative.
If dl conclusions are tentative, p. 250then they al must be subject to revision and possible change if and
when new evidence becomes available.

Thus, in our quest for truth, the most important questionsto ask are about evidence. Such questions take



the form “Why?What' s the evidence? How do you know that for sure?’ Questions of that ilk bring out
the evidence and lead to correct conclusions about redity and truth.

Sometimesit ishelpful to jog our thinking about evidence by using the RA mnemonic: Evidence must be
(R)devant and (A)dequete. If the evidencefails on any significant part of Ror A, that is, if it isnot
relevant or adequate, the conclusion is not supported.

For emphasis and to cement the ideain your memory, please repest this out loud right now: The uniform
field theory holds that our correct perception and understanding of redlity is based on the correct
interpretation of the available evidence.

Fromwhich follows:

Lesson: Analysis of the evidenceis crucid. Evidence must be relevant and adequate. Otherwise, afirm
or reasonable conclusion cannot be reached.

For the purpose of analysis, it is sometimes helpful to divide correct analyss of evidence into two parts,
relevance and adequacy. These parts are Smilar to each other and in some senses are dso different. All
relate back to the uniform field theory. The two parts of the uniform field theory relate to analysis of the
available evidence, not to the anadlysis of al the evidence, as mentioned. Each of these two parts bears
weight, but the most important part of theinitia consideration of evidenceisrelevance.

Genusdefinition of relevance: Evidenceisreevant if it pertainsdirectly and unemotionadly to the merit of
the position at issue and supports the conclusion. Evidence that does not pertain directly to or does not
support the conclusionisirrelevant.

Divisond definition ofrelevance: Evidenceisrdevant if it

* relatesdirectly to the conclusion.

* provides some reason to believe, countsin favor of, or makes a difference to the perception of the
truth of the conclusion.

* isnot an emotiond apped.

p. 2511f the evidence doesn’t rdate to the conclusion in areasonable way, it isirrelevant and the
conclusionisnot justified. Good evidence must have abearing on, provide support for, or make a
genuine differenceto the truth or falsity of the concluson. Otherwise, the evidenceis not relevant. All
emotiona agppedls, gtrictly spesking, cannot directly relate to the truth of any conclusion. Therefore,
emotional appeals are suspect because they arelikely to beirrelevant.

A red-hot poker isirrelevant to whether Alice should obey “DRINK ME.”



We have dready looked at lack of relevancein its many varied forms. That ared-hot poker will burn the
hand istrue, but it is not relevant to the issue that Alice was considering. That the bottle might contain
poison was relevant to the issue because one should not drink a poison and Alice was trying to decide
whether to drink. Alice' s subsequent thinking on thisissue got derailed because she concluded that since
the bottle was not labeled poison, the liquid in the bottle was OK to drink. Many other liquids besides
poisons should not be drunk, and the absence of a poison labe doesn’'t mean that the content of the
bottleis not apoison. A poison is apoison whether or not it islabeled as such.

Beware sound arguments or valid arguments that are off the point. They are irrelevant.

Arguments such as the hot-poker one that Alice considered actualy have true premises. Hot pokers do
burn hands. Consequently, you should not hold them. But such arguments, in Alice' s case, do not directly
relate to the question of whether she should drink. They are off the point and therefore irrelevant. Poisons
kill. That istrue. Such consderations, that one should not drink poisonousfluids, relate directly to the
issue Alice considers and are therefore to the point and relevant.

Authority isirrelevant.

Citing an authority isawaysirredevant because an authority can be wrong. We might pay more attention
to the reasons given by an authority than we would to those given by anonauthority smply because of
that authority’ s qualifications, but we need not accept those reasons as relevant unlessthey are. Past
experience has shown that an authority acting outside his own narrow field is no authority at al and that
some authorities are biased in some way. Of course, citing an anonymous authority, or any authority that
cannot be checked and questioned, isirrelevant.

Principle: Accept an authority for the reasons given, not because the authority is an authority.

p. 252From which follows:

Lesson: Focus on the reasons, not the authority. Pay no attention to biased, unqudified, or anonymous
authorities, for those are, to the extent of those limitations, irrdlevant.

A stockbroker, though an authority on the stock market, is biased because he makes hisliving sdlling or
buying sharesfor you. Therefore, any recommendation to buy or sell must be viewed asirredevant unless
supported by reasons.

For example, “Did you know that interference from in-lawsis the number-one cause of divorceinthe
United States?”’

“How do you know that for sure?’

“I heard it onThe Oprah Winfrey Show today.”



Isthe authority cited Oprah hersdf? If so, why and how is she qudified? Was the authority one of
Oprah’ sguests? If so, why and how is she qudified? Wasit an audience member? A writer plugging her
new book? An unidentified invited “expert”? If the authority fits any of these categories, the clam isnot
relevant to the conclusion, and nothing has been proven. Even if the expert were agenuine professor of
socid work who studied the issue for many years, and, after such study, reached that rather startling
conclusion, we would have to see the actud data to determine whether the conclusion related to the data
and wasjudtified.

Another example: “ A highly placed well-respected public figure said in arecent articleinU.S. News &
World Report that historians will probably describe President Clinton as having developed avery strong,
forward-looking, and well-defined foreign policy for the post-cold war years.”

Unnamed authorities—cast a cold eye on them. When | read something likethis, | just pass over it
because the information density and the rdliability is mighty weak. It turned out (I learned severa weeks
later) that the “ highly placed, well-respected public figure’ was Maddeine Albright, secretary of state
under President Clinton. | liked Albright. Some people didn’t. Other people were neutral. But whether |
liked her—and whether you liked her, whether other people liked her, or whether most people liked
her—doesn't matter. Likes or didikes don’t matter because they don't materidly relate to any
concluson. What isrelated to the possible truth of the conclusion isthat Albright isabiased source. She
ispart and parcd of the vagudly described and much-praised foreign policy. So in admiring—some might
even say inp. 253flattering—Clinton’ sforeign policy, the secretary of state indirectly and self-servingly
praises herself. Furthermore, the secretary of State serves at the pleasure of the president. In view of the
power relationshipsinvolved, it would be highly unlikely that Albright could hold, would hold, or (if she
held different views from Clinton) would voice opinions contrary to those of the president. A biased
authority is, to the extent of the bias, no authority at al.

Mere assertions are irrelevant.

Anyway, her biasis neither here nor there, for Albright gave us no reasons for her assertions. Shejust
told usthat Clinton’ sforeign policies were (in her opinion and in so many words) greet. Shedidn't tell us
why they were great. Therefore, no relevant reasons were offered to support her conclusions. She hersdlf
probably suspects that she isabiased authority. That iswhy she doesn't cite hersdf asholding the
opinions stated. Oh, no. Shedoesn't say, “1 believethat. . . .” Instead, she cites the unnamed historians
of the future: men and women who may or may not hold the opinionsthat she has stated and who are not
availablefor cross-examination. Thus, the authority cited is not only anonymous but also not yet existent.
Maybe those men and women historians of the future would support the secretary of state’ s self-serving
opinion with evidence; maybe they would not.

Therefore, for usto read Albright’ s tatementsis mainly awagte of time. Believe none of thisilk.

Groupthink, herd instinct, popular opinions, received standard wisdom, and (so-called) common
senseareall usually irrelevant.

Appedsto patriotism, tradition, and common opinion are gppedal s to highly questionable authorities or to
no redl authority at al. Such appeds are off the point and therefore not relevant. The bandwagon and
consensus mean nothing. That amovieis popular or not is not relevant to the cons deration of whether
you should seeit. Y our tastes may differ from the masses, and the masses may be wrong.

How about thisclam?“If tanning were redlly unsafe, millions of Americanswouldn't do it every week.”

“Really? How do you know that for sure?’



What large numbers of people think isthe truth and what they do are not relevant to what is actudly the
truth. The benefits and dangers of tanning cannot be deduced from the fact that the activity is popular.
Never infer anything from what the mgority does or thinks. Remember that alarge body of people
believein astrology, psychokines's, extrap. 254sensory perception, out-of-body experiences,
cregtionism, and so forth. At onetime, the mgjority believed the Earth wasflat and at the center of the
universe. Polls show that the percentage of those believing in ghosts, haunted houses, and communication
with the dead has risen in the last decade (News scan data points, Scientific American 285 [2001]: 26).
That is no reason for usto believe such nonsense.

Even science, some of the time, takes quantum legpsin the wrong direction, asin the (premature)
discovery of cold fusion, the Piltdown man hoax, and nonexistent N-rays. How many times have you
heard some medica discovery announced in the news only to learn ayear later that another study seems
to contradict the first? Mammography versus no mammography? PSA screening versus no PSA?

Recent screening tests for the early and exact diagnosis of neuroblastoma.in children showed that early
and exact diagnosis of such tumors made no differencein surviva. Infact, most of the early tumors
detected underwent spontaneous involution and therefore required no treatment whatsoever. Estrogen
replacement, according to arecent controlled prospective study, caused an increase in fata heart attacks,
not a decrease, as previoudy reported. Estrogen replacement increases the incidence of dementia, not
decreasesit, as previoudy reported.

All fake reasons are irrelevant.

We discussed how people use fake reasonsto justify conclusions aready accepted. Usualy, the
conclusion should come after a consideration of the reasonsfor it, not vice versa. In rationdization, the
dtated reasons usudly bear little or no relation to the conclusion and have been smply made up to justify
aquestionable position.

For example, “Yes, | subscribetoHustler. But | doit for the great articles.”

Thisislikely arationdization. | have never seen agreat articleinHustler, but | have seen plenty of great
pictures of beautiful nude women. Besides, evenif, from timeto time, great articles did gppear inHustler,
that is not the real reason that he subscribestoHustler. Nor isit the reason | subscribe toHustler. If fake
reasons are given in support of aclaim, they cannot be relevant to the truth. There arejust too many fake
things out there. Don't add to them.

All appealsto emotion areirrelevant.

All gppedlsto tradition or persond circumstance; al innuendo orobloquy ; al guilt by association; dl use
of flattery, pity, shame, or charity; dl threats of violence, dl violenceitsdf, though sometimes

p. 255¢ffective in getting things that are wanted—are not relevant to the conclusion and are therefore
unreasonable.

Emotions may influence usto help or to do something, but that is beside the point. Emotiona appedsare
not relevant to areasoned conclusion and are poor substitutesfor real evidence. Use of emotionsto get
to the truth isa poor subgtitute for reason. Don’t doit.

Takethis: “Trust me. Y ou have nothing to fear.” Unsupported by reasons, the command to trust is
irrdlevant. When coupled with the above assertion, one might do well to be on guard.



Or this. “Y ou are not going to pass this course unless you deep with me.” Attempting to persuade
another by threatening her with some undesirable state of affairsingtead of presenting evidencefor one's
view isirrdevant. Thereis nothing wrong with pointing out the consegquences of a particular course of
action, but to use athreat isto use an irrelevant appea since the threat has no reasoned relation to the
conclusion. Sex for apassing gradeisabad argument. To see how bad it is, I'll recast it into standard
form. Parentheses enclose theimplicit premises:

Since | want to have sex with you,

| want you to have sex with me.

Sincel have control over whether you pass,

(And, thus contral your future professond life),

(And you wouldn't want to jeopardize your professond life),
(And 1 will jeopardizeit if you don’t have sex with me).

(Conclusion:) Therefore, you will have sex with me.

Stated that way, the argument wouldn’t convince any reasonable person of the rightness of the action
sought. But that argument has probably brought about compliance with the request more often than one
might think. It isa potent device to achieve results, but the threatening premise along with theimplicit
premises (in parentheses) that are employed in such arguments are irrelevant.

Arguments that make you fed bad or fed guilty areirrdevant. “Y ou mean after we flew you down here
to Cancun at no cost to you and put you up for three days at the Maya Palace Hotel with al mealsand
entertainment provided, you are not going to buy even one of our timeshare condos?’ This broker is
exploiting strong fedings and trying to ingtill afeding of guilt in the potentia customer for accepting the
enticements and not the product. If such enticements were offered, asthey usualyp. 256are, with no
strings attached, there is no reason for the customer to fed guilty about anything, much lessfailureto
purchase a.condo that he doesn’t want. Any attempt to influence an action by an appedl to emotion—in
this case, the emotions of guilt and shame—isirrelevant.

A proper response to the broker might be: “We were under no obligation to buy anything. That was one
of the origina conditions by which you offered usthisfree vacation, as stated in your brochure. We thank
you, but we have no interest in buying the condo.” At this point, it wouldn't hurt to give the guy areason,
if you have one: “We don't like the condo because (fill in the blank).”

All bribes and all appealsto the personal interest of officials are irrelevant.”“ Do me the persond
favor of awarding methe McDondd' sfranchise at Camp David.”

Presdent: “No way. | want it here where it belongs—at the White House.”

Any attempt to influence agovernment official by appeding to persond favor or to persond interestisan
emotiona appeal and therefore not relevant. Use of money to persuade a politician to vote for or against



anything isirrelevant and therefore unreasonable. All payoffs and bribes are not reasons that support a
conclusion. Therefore, they are wrong.

Many politically incorrect items are irrelevant.

For instance, is ogling OK?Who knows. Some peoplethink it isnot OK because it may make aman
uncomfortable when women do it. On the other hand, it seems natural enough and is unlikely to hurt
anyone sgnificantly. If women ogle me, | don't mind.

One could congtruct anaturd argument to justify ogling: Women are likely to ogle men asapreludeto
flirting, which, in turn, might be a prelude to love, which, in turn, might lead to sex, marriage, and
reproduction of the species. Therefore, right or wrong, ogling might well be part of the naturd landscape,
like sniffing the breeze when a steak is cooking. Y es, women will ogle men on this planet until the sun
burns out. Therefore, perhaps a better, less prejudicial word for ogling would be “admire.” Yes, that’sit.
Women will admire men until the sun burns out. Asthat isthe redlity, it doesn’t seem right to argue much
againg it. A smilar natural argument was used by Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1815-1902) in the
Declaration of Sentiments. “Resolved, that al laws which prevent woman from occupying such agtation
in society as her conscience shall dictate, or which place her in apodtion inferior to that of p. 257man, are
contrary to the great precept of nature, and therefore of no force or authority.” [1] If such anargumentin
support of women'’ srightsis reasonable, then | would think the argument that women admiring men and
men admiring women is aso reasonable because it isaso naturdl.

Flattery or any form of praise cannot be reasonably substituted for evidence.Y et because we are
so influenced by affirmation, we can be easily manipulated by the cheap trick of flattery.

“I redly hate to ask you this because you have been so kind and generous to me in the past, but would
you mind loaning me another $100,000? | fed that | can ask you this because, unlike those other stingy
bastards, you possess the true spirit of Chrigtian charity.” The petitioner has used flattery rather than
reason for hisrequest. In fact, other than the dubious mora argument that a true Christian would make
the loan, no evidence of need is mentioned.

Wheat about this? “My numbers are behind this month, so | need the sale. Please buy thisTV. | need it.
My wife needsit. My children need it.” Appealsto pity are not evidence of need, nor are they reasonable
argumentsfor ustobuy aTV. A discussion of the benefitsto us of owning that TV would be morein
order. Doesthe TV in question meet my persona need? Isit sixty-five inches? Doesit have surround
sound? How about high definition? MicroFine Phosphor CRTS?Isit too big to get into my home? What
isthe price? Payment plans? Can it be delivered thisweek? All those things might be relevant to the
question of whether | should buy. But the pitiable state of the sdlesman’s numbersthat month is (or
should be) irrdlevant to my decision. Hisneeds, if real and not mere assertions to make the sale, would
be relevant reasons for him to make the sale. They are not reasons, though, for usto buy.

Politicians are notorious for using irrelevant evidence.

“Mr. Perat, it seemsto methat if you were elected president, the Congress with which you would have
to work would not be very coopertive.”

“Wel, if | were elected, about haf of the members of Congresswould drop dead of heart attacks. Half
of my problem would be solved.”

Perot doesn't address the reporter’ s question. Instead, by using humor, Perot diverts consideration from
ared issue. Such diversons are called red herrings after the famoustrick used in fox hunting. The



partialy baked red herring was rubbed over the fox’ stail so the dogs would have agood scent to follow.
Peoplewho didiked fox hunting could divert those dogs by using their own red herring.

p. 258During the 1984 presidential campaign, President Reagan’ s age concerned some people. |
remember the TV debate where the issue wasraised (again) as the president was running against Walter
Mondae, amuch younger man.

Reporter: Mr. Presdent, might you be too old to handle anuclear war?

Reagan: Not at al. And | am not going to exploit my opponent’ s youth and inexperience.

Reagan did not address the issue (except with agenera denid unsupported by evidence) but diverted
attention from the issue with humor. The president cleverly pointed out that using age asasole criterion to
gppraise the president’ s ability in handing nuclear war could work both ways.

Sometimes paliticians use irrelevant evidence that is not humorous, just supid. Representative Tom
Del_ay was recorded as saying that kids should not go to Baylor University or to Texas A&M because
“thereis sex in the dorms and they don't teach crestionism.” Del_ay is entitled to his opinions. But when
he gives reasons for the opinions, then he opens himsalf to analysis and criticism of the reasons. Sdlection
of aproper collegeisnot smple. Rather, it isacomplex, multifaceted task that should include more
reasons than the two mentioned by Del_ay. To say that Baylor isbad smply for two partialy sdected
small pieces of evidenceisto disregard amassive amount of evidence that Baylor isgood. Such partia
seection of evidenceisan error in thinking. Any conclusion based on partid sdlectionis, to that extent,
wrong. Furthermore, Del_ay impliesthat because thereis sex in the dorms and no crestionism taught,
Baylor isbad for dl students. Some students might thrive in such an environment, asinThe Harrad
Experiment.[2] Therefore, Delay’s Satement is overly generd. Overgeneraization isan error, and any
conclusion based on an overgenerdization is, to the extent of the overgenerdization, wrong. Besides, if
educationa ingtitutions were to be judged by the two reasons mentioned, then Harvard, Columbia,
Princeton, Yde, Stanford, the Sorbonnne, and most of the other great universties of the world would be
excluded. Above and beyond those considerations, it's hard to consider the teaching of creationism a
standard for evauation of educationa ingtitutions. Quite the oppositeistrue: Creationism disregards
thousands of scientific studies and afossil record that goes backp. 2592.5 million years. A discipline that
disregards massive amounts of carefully gathered scientific evidence is not worthy of attention.

When questioned about this, Del_ay said, “ The guy who recorded meis aformer member of the
ACLU.” Whether the guy who recorded Delay’ s speech isaformer member of the American Civil
Liberties Union, a present member of the ACLU, or never was amember of the ACLU isirrelevant to
whether the statement was reasonable. Del_ay isjust trying to divert attention from having to defend his
own statement by resorting to an irrdlevant ad hominen argument of no meit.

Empty consolation isirrelevant.

“Councilman, | am retired and barely making ends meet. If you vote another increase in property taxes, |
don't see how | can survive.”

“You'll just haveto bite the bullet. Things could beworse. You are lucky to livein Taylor Lake Village.
Taxesin River Oaks are much higher.”



Thisisacommon form of red herring designed to shut up the opposition and to prevent further rationd
consderation of the issues. What is offered instead of areason that taxes haveto beraised isjust a
reassertion of the point in question. Instead of intelligent discussion, the retired person gets empty
consolation, which seeksto draw attention away from the complaint by claiming that the complainant
should be satisfied with an undesirable situation because “ things could be much worse’ or because the
Stuation with some other group is much worse.

“Things’ could amost dways beworse. “Things’ could amost dways be better, too. That isnot ared
issue. Somewhere and sometimes, chances are that things are worse. Somewhere and sometimes,
chances are that things are better. That’ satriviad truism, atautology of no information vaue.

Drawing attention to such aphony issueis Smply away to avoid dealing with the complaint. One way of
countering such diversonary argumentsisto point out the obvious: that things could be much worse, but
things could a so be much better, too: taxesin Deer Park are lessthan thosein Taylor Lake Village. Or
one could explain that River Oaksisthe wedlthiest part of Houston. Comparing itstax structure with
Taylor Lake Villageislike comparing the value of diamondswith pebbles. In other words, comparing
Taylor Lake Villageto River Oaksisafadse comparison, afase andogy.

Another example: “Please smoke outside, not in here.”

“Secondary smoke is no worse than the diesel exhaust of theidling trucks outside. Those fumes can
makeyou sick.”

p. 260Y es, diesel fumes can make you sick. So what? That is empty consolation for the smokein the
office. Theissue that smoking outside would be better for those who work in the office was not
addressed. Cdlling attention to the diesel fumes as agreater wrong is an irrdlevant, though psychologically
powerful, move that works by contrasting two effects, secondary smoke and diesel fumes, and by that
contrast makes the cigarette smoke look better than diesel fumes, whichit is. But the point of inquiry was
not whether second-hand smoke was better, worse, or the same as diesel fumes. The point of inquiry
was that clear air would be better for those in the office than air contaminated by tobacco smoke. That
point was not addressed. Anyway, why not get rid of both?

All vague definitions and all linguistic confusions are irrelevant. Use and misuse of vague

expressions, wrong definitions, whether broadcast or not; equivocation; ambiguity; and distinctions
without adifference areirrdevant:

1. “Max likestennis better than hiswife.”
2. “People should not eat fish caught in Illinois twice in the same week because of mercury.”
3. Quedtion: “Should | turn left?” Response: “Right!”

4. “For us Americans, no setback is a sethack.”

Ambiguous wording and infelicitous expressions such as those above interfere with reaching the correct
conclusion. We don’t know whether Max likes tennis better than he likes hiswife, or whether Max likes



tennis better than hiswife likes tennis. People should not et fish twice in the same week isthe morelikely
interpretation of example two, Snceit isunlikely that in the same week the same fish would be caught
twice. Examplethreeleaves usin the lurch because we don't really know which way to turn because the
wordright has two meanings. “to the right” and “ correct.” Which meaning appliesin the context? Y ou
can't tell. And last—a setback is a setback by definition. This billboard dogan on Highway 45 and Dixie
Farm Road is designed to unify public opinion despite the setbacksin Irag. The doganisa contradiction
because athing can’t be athing and not athing at the sametime. That firm rule applies to setbacks, too,
such that a setback can't be a setback and not a setback. That islogicaly and physically impossible.
What islogicdly and physicaly impossibleislogicdly and physicaly imposp. 261sible even for
determined Americans. What | supposeisredly meant isthat setbackswon'’t set us back for long or
sgnificantly because we as Americans are determined to meet and solve the setbacks. But that,
unfortunately, is not what the dogan says. And because it doesn't say that, the dogan impliesthat the
setbacks are not a serious problem that needs to beintelligently and adequately addressed and solved.
The dogan, ingtead of encouraging usto think about the reality situation, encourages usto irrationaly
dismissthe problem because, after dl, “a setback is not a setback for us.”

Satements that cannot lead to a correct conclusion areirrelevant.

In generd, when things are unclear, ask. Don't be embarrassed to ask about something that you don’'t
understand. Don’'t be embarrassed to ask about something that you suspect of being improperly phrased.
It is better to be a skeptic or risk gppearing naive or supid than to come to afa se conclusion.

Distinctions without a difference areirrelevant.

Take, for example, “1 wasn't copying, and | certainly wasn't cheating. | was just looking at her paper to
jog my memory.” Thisargument triesto distinguish cheating, copying, and looking at sSomeone else’'s
paper to jog the memory. It isbased on afundamental confusion about the definition of cheating versus
copying versusjogging the memory. All those digtinctions are there, but they don’'t make a difference.
Saying that they do make a difference does not make it 0. The student who has been caught cheeting is
attempting, by offering adistinction without a difference, to avoid the pendty for cheeting. Digtinction
without adifferenceisadiversonary argument that isirrelevant.

Wheat about this statement from President Nixon: “I’m not acrook!” Whether he was a crook can be
debated and would depend on what he did and on the definition of the wordcrook. Let’ sassumefor a
moment that he wasn't a crook. That doesn’t mean he didn’t violate his oath of office to preserve and
protect the Congtitution. Nixon is attempting to make a distinction between what he ordered mentodoin
the Watergate break-in versus what red crooks do during other break-ins, a distinction without a
difference. Sincethe ditinction isirrelevant to the conclusion, the conclusion is not supported. The
implied conclusion was that since he was not a crook, he should not be punished like one.

Hereisanother example: “I didn’t lieto you; | merely told you what you wanted to hear.” Hedid lie.
Perhaps he lied for the stated reason. p. 262So0 what? He istrying to make adistinction between lying
and lying for areason. In this case, he says he waslying to console her. He wants her to conclude that
the lie was justified because it gave her what she wanted to hear. However, there is no difference
between alieand aliefor anicereason. It' s<till alie and adistinction without adifference. To
deliberatdy use adigtinction that makes no differenceisirrelevant to any conclusion.

Begging the question isirrelevant.

Question begging, arguing in acircle, tautology, pleonasm (redundant expressions like “pretty much” and
“very unique’), complex questions, leading questions, mere assertions, and the like areirrdlevant. They



were covered (more or |ess) previoudy.

By now you should be able to answer the question, “ Do you enjoy using crack?’ Hint: the answer does
not involve ayes or ano. The question must be rejected. A negative reply implies that you use crack but
don’t enjoy it. When asked questionslike this on the witness stand, | usudly just Sit there and starein
dlence at the questioner until the question is rephrased.

All unwarranted assumptions are irrelevant.

Unwarranted assumptionsinclude the fallacy of the continuum and the arguments that apped to tradition.
Inasense, flse andogy is based on unwarranted assumptions, asisthe falacy of novelty, that new things
must alway's be better. Under black-and-white thinking, we discussed the falacy of fase dternatives.
Under wishful thinking, we discussed the misuse of human hopefulness—because you want something to
be true will not makeit true. Conversely, because you want something not to be true will not make it not
true.

Three closdly related unwarranted assumptions are the falacies of composition, of divison, and of the
mean. A part is not necessarily the same as the whole, nor isthe whole necessarily the same as or even
amilar toits parts. The mean isjust amathematica abstraction that may or may not relate to the subject
under discussion.

What is true of the wholeis not necessarily true of the parts of that whole.

To assumethat it istrueis an unwarranted assumption based on apartia selection of evidence and
thereforeislikely to beirrelevant to the conclusion: “Mary iswonderful and so is John. Wouldn't it be
wonderful to see them get married?’ 1t might be wonderful to see them get married, but the marriage itself
might not be so wonderful. Thewhole caledmarriage is more than the sum of the parts that make it up.
Twop. 263wonderful people might not add up to awonderful marriage. In sports, we see that principle
often enough. The team hasthe best players, and yet it doesn’t click. Whereas ateam that doesn’t have
the best players might click or might click better.

Water is composed of two parts hydrogen and one part oxygen. Hydrogen and oxygen together are
highly explosive. Although its parts are highly explosive, water itsdlf isnot explosive at dl. Water iswater
and has properties that are quite different from its component parts, hydrogen and oxygen.

Closdly related to this error isthefallacy of division, which condstsin assuming that what istrue of
somewholeistrue of each of the parts of that whole. This, too, is an unwarranted assumption. To get this
point, work the water problem backwards: what istrue of water is not true of its component parts,
hydrogen and oxygen.

“Britney Spears has abeautiful face. Therefore, her nose must be beautiful.” 1t may be true that Spears
has a beautiful face, but it does not necessarily mean that the individua parts of her face, such as her nose
or ears, are beautiful. Thisis because the characterigtic of the whole is not necessarily a characteristic
shared by each of the parts.

Thefallacy of the mean isthe ideathat the average rather than the extremes is somehow the best or the
correct thing. Thisisaso known asthefallacy of moderation. Whether a position isthe mean or close
toit isirrelevant to the conclusion and should be disregarded. A moderate view might be best, no
question about it. But that is not the point at issue here. The point isthat the moderate view is not
supported as abest view smply because it is moderate. The judtification for the moderate view must
come from other evidence. It is not wrong to compromise in order to settle an argument, but it iswrong



to assume, gpart from the evidence, that compromiseisthe best solution.

For example: “ Since you want to pay $2,000 for the TV, and the list price is $2,800, let’s split the
difference and you pay $2,400.” Although such acompromise might seem fair, it may not be the best
solution. It certainly isnot the best solution if the TV isworth only $1,900. In fact, if the gpplianceis
worth only $1,900, then the offer of $2,000 may have been more than fair. In dealing with salesmen,
aways consder the possibilities that the store may have built in the anticipated cal for compromise, so
that the so-called compromise turns out not to be acompromise at al but an advantage to the store.

Another example: “Two plustwoisfour.”

p. 264" Nope. Two plustwo issix.”

“You'rewrong. It'sfour.”

“OK. | tell you what. Let’scompromise. You say four. | say six. We'll settle at five. OK?

Two plustwo isfour, now and forever. Don't forget it. Never compromise atruth like that. The freedom

to say that two and two was four was the fundamentd truth that Winston Smith (in the novel 1984) wrote
inhisdiary: “ Freedom is the freedom to say that two plus two make four. If that is granted, all else
follows.”[3]

“According to the US Coast Guard Tida Tables, the mean lower low water depth at Red Fish sandbar
isthreefeet. Since our draft is twenty-nineinches, we can safely pass over the bar without fear of running
aground, even though it islower low tide right now.” Whoa! Mean lower low meansjust that. Every day,
there are two low tides, one that islower than the other. The Coast Guard keeps track of such
information and computes the mean lower low on the basis of the measurements taken over a
nineteen-year period. Because the measurement isamean, it must indicate that the lower low water was
bel ow the stated number on numerous occasions. Therefore, to assume that the tide at present could not
be lower than the stated lower low would be an unwarranted assumption that could lead (and has often
led) to the catastrophe of running aground.

“Thejury, having heard contradictory testimony from the two principa witnessesin the case, concluded
that the truth must lie somewhere in between.” Thisis an unwarranted assumption. Thereisno evidence
to suggest that the truth is to be found somewhere between the two testimonies. Smply because the
position is between the two testimonies does not mean it is correct. One, the other, or both of the
witnesses might be mistaken or lying.

Closdy related to the fdlacy of the mean isunwarranted generalization from gatistics. A satistical
anadysisisat best amixed experience, and conclusions derived from statistics about particulars are often
wrong: “ The average appraisal vaue of homes on Baronridge in Taylor Lake Villageis over $300,000.
Therefore, everyone who lives on Baronridgeisafat cat.” The statistic is correct, but the concluson
doesn't follow because some people who live on Baronridge will have appraisals below the average.
Furthermore, thetermfat cat lacks clear definition, so wereally don’'t know what is meant by the
Satement.

Nonrepresentative selection resultsin irrelevant evidence.
p. 265Literary Digestclosed after it predicted in 1936 that the Republican presidentia candidate, Alf

Landon, would defeat the Democratic incumbent, Franklin D. Roosevdt, by alanddide. To the complete
embarrassment of theLiterary Digest, the landdlide went the other way. What happened was that the



Literary Digest had taken its poll by telephone. That poll showed that over 80 percent surveyed
intended to vote for Alf. The poll did not include people who did not own atelephone. Other Americans,
vastly outnumbering the affluent who owned phones, had been hit hard by the Depression. They wanted
FDR and not Alf to win the election, and they voted accordingly. The statistical inference was correct
only for the group surveyed—teephone owners. Partid selection of evidence, unwarranted assumptions,
overgeneralization, biased sample, and so forth struck again and caused a good magazine to reach an
absurd conclusion that ultimately damaged its credibility so much thatLiterary Digest had no choice but
to go bely up.

How about this statement?“More white men are convicted of crimesthan are black men.” Theintention
of thisstatistic isto make us believe that there is equal justice under law because the blacks are not
overrepresented in the population of convicted felons. The datistic istrue, but the conclusion does not
follow for the smple reason that white men outnumber black men nineto one. Only if the convictions of
white men outnumbered those of black men by that ratio might we draw any inferences about socia
justice. Whether blacks or whites are convicted more or lessis off the point anyway. Thered questionis
which racia group commits the most crimes and by how much. The convictions should reflect the number
of crimes committed and nothing ese.

Ancther gatigtic: “ There are more married men who have AIDS than there are unmarried men who have
the disease”

Whilethis gatisticistrue, the implication that married men are a greater risk for AIDSisnot true. In
fact, married men outnumber unmarried men (in the United States) by four to one. The percentage of
HIV-positive men in the unmarried group actualy exceedsthat in the married group by awide margin.
Therefore, dthough more married men have AlIDS than do those who are unmarried, they are not asa
generd classmore proneto develop AIDS. The opposite may be the case: something about being
unmarried may have increased the incidence of AIDSin the unmarried group.

Counterevidence, if relevant, must be considered.

p. 266 The uniform field theory requires usto consder dl the available evidence. Consderation of only
some of the evidence congtitutes a partial selection and may lead to an erroneous conclusion. Especialy
important isthe consderation of counterevidence, which iswhat mainly protectsjuries from convicting
every time. If you have ever been on ajury, you know what | mean. The DA presents his case, and you
are sure the accused is guilty as hdll and you wonder why bother to have atria. Then the defendant’s
attorney gets up and gives hisview of the stuation, and you don’t know what to think. Now you want to
release this poor innocent dob as soon as possible. Later, you focus on and eva uate dl the evidence,
good and bad, pro and con, and try to reach areasonable conclusion. To have reached aconclusion
without considering the DA’ s case wouldn't have been reasonable. To have reached a conclusion
without considering the defendant’ s evidence wouldn't have been reasonable, either. Looking at al the
evidenceismorelikdy to point to theredlity, to the truth of guilt or innocence, than considering only part
of the evidence would.

Hereisan example fromAlicein Wonderland :

“Take off your hat,” the King said to the Hatter.

“ltisn't ming” said the Hatter.



“Stolen!” the King exclaimed, turning to the jury, who instantly made amemorandum of the fact.

“I keep them to sdll,” the Hatter added as an explanation. “I’ ve none of my own. I'm a Hatter.” [4]

If the Hatter had not offered the additiona evidence, the jury might have convicted him of sedling ahat.
Asit was, the Hatter was under considerable pressure.

Duress, threat, and extortion produce irrelevant evidence.

“Giveyour evidence,” said the King; “and don’t be nervous, or I'll have you executed on the spot.” [5]

Intimidation might help you win a squabble, but it doesn’t help get to the truth. The best evidenceisthat
which isgiven fredy and objectively without siress or duress. Anything less than that taints the evidence
and steers us away from truth toward error.

For example, “1 don’t care what isin the biology textbooks. | know that | didn’'t come from amonkey.”
Since the person falls to considerp. 267evidence counter to hisbelief, his conclusion cannot be justified.
Further discussion of the issue with such aperson isawaste of time.

Another example: “Motorcycles are uncomfortable in the rain and more than dangerous; no one should
be permitted to ride them.” Many other factors reate to the desirability of owning amotorcycle: the
motorcycleisinexpensive, useslessfud, is more maneuverable than a car, and so forth. Unless such
consderations were looked at in detail, the conclusion that motorcycles are undesirable would not be
fully supported.

Contrary-to-fact statements are irrelevant.

All contrary-to-fact datements and al statements about future facts areirrdlevant. Such as, “If only
Hitler had not invaded Russia, he would not have had to fight on two fronts, and Germany would have
won thewar.” Hitler did invade Russa. Hitler did fight on two fronts. Germany did lose the war.
Therefore, the statement is contrary to fact and irrelevant to any reasonable argument. The topic might be
of interest in the analogica matrix known asfiction, but an argument contrary to fact neglects established
evidence and therefore must be wrong.

Or: “If TV had exigted at the time, De Witt Clinton would not have lost the el ection of 1812 to James
Madison.” The only thing this statement telsusfor sureisthat De Witt Clinton lost and James Madison
won the presidential eection of 1812. TV did not exist in 1812. Clinton lost the ection. The argument
neglects those two higtorical facts. Any argument contrary to the evidenceisirrelevant.

Or: “If Arafat had been more of aleader and not followed public opinion so much, therewould be
peacein Israd right now.” Sincethereisno peacein Isragl now, any speculation about what past events
might have changed that Situation would not lead to the factual current Stuation and therefore are
irrdevant.

Smilarly, future facts are highly questionable. Thefutureis not determined, and therefore any assertion



about what will happen lacks evidence and istherefore irrelevant.

For example, “ American prosperity will continue unabated through 2010, and with it the federal surplus
will grow tremendoudy. Thus, tax reductions arefully justified.” Statements about what may happenin
the future cannot be supported by future evidence because that evidence does not yet exist because the
future does not yet exist. Arguments based on nonexistent evidence areirrelevant, asirreevant asthe
above statement by a prominent US senator about the federa surplus. His statement proved wrong. Just
one year later, the economy, defyingp. 268most predictions, turned south. The deficit in 2002 exceeded
$230 hillion, according to theNew York Times, January 6, 2003.

Predictions about the future are often irrelevant.

To the extent that the foregoing istrue, thework of the security analyst—however intelligent and
thorough—must be largely ineffective because, in essence, heistrying to predict the unpredictable. When
such analysts do seem to connect correctly with the future, the connection is often either heteroclite or, in
Dr. Samuel Johnson' s famous phrase, “ The triumph of hope over experience.” So watch out! Today’s
anaysts have been so concerned with anticipating the future that they have aready had people paying
handsomely for it in advance. Thus, what is projected with so much study and care may actually happen
and il not bring any profit. If that profit should fail to materidize as predicted and to the degree
expected, theinvestor may, in fact, be faced with a serious temporary—perhaps even permanent—I oss.

Genus definition of adequacy : Not only must evidence be relevant to the conclusion, but also it must be
aufficient in number, kind, and weight to support the conclusion. Evidence that meetsthose criteriais
adequate. Evidence that does not is not adequate.

Divisond definition: Evidenceisadequateif itissufficientin

1. amount
2. kind

3. weight

to support the conclusion.

The uniform field theory requiresthat we consider dl available reevant evidence and that we examine dl
relevant evidence for adequacy.

Otherwise stated, relevant evidenceis necessary but not sufficient to reach a conclusion about redity, the
truth. Some people have trouble with the distinction betweennecessary andsufficient. Let’slearn it now
once and for dl. Something isnecessary if it is needed for something el se to happen. That something is
asosufficient if nothing e seis needed for that something to happen. If something eseis needed for the
something to happen, then what is necessaryis necessary but notsufficient. For example, my Lincoln
needs gasoline to go. Gasoline is necessary for my car to take me someplace. But it isnot sufficient. The
Lincoln also needs spark plugs, oil, abattery, a generator, and many other working partsthat | have
probably never heard of.



p. 269T ake the woman who says, “| don’t understand why my car stopped. | have plenty of gas.” She
doesn’t seem to understand that fud is necessary, but not sufficient for the car to work. In the same way,
my vacuum cleaner needs dectricity to work. Therefore, eectricity is necessary for the operation of the
vacuum cleaner. But it is not sufficient. The vacuum cleaner aso needs an empty bag, the switch turned
on, aworking armature, and so forth. Only when the necessary and sufficient requirements have been
satisfied can | expect the vacuum cleaner to work properly.

Plants need water to grow. But don't expect your plantsto grow if all you do for them is provide water.
Just watering the plant doesn’t guarantee that the plant will grow. Many other things are needed. For
plantsto grow, water is necessary but not sufficient.

To get my seacaptain’slicense| had to go to seaschooal for fifty-four hours and had to do four 4-hour
laboratories related to navigation, plotting, and deckmanship. The fact that | completed the course does
not get me alicense. To get thelicense, | had to pass the sixteen-hour-long Coast Guard written test, the
physica examination, the knot-tying tests, the urine drug test, and so forth. Sea school was necessary but
not sufficient for thelicense.

Relevant evidence is hecessary but not sufficient.

Correct conclusions require relevant evidence. Therefore, relevant evidenceis necessary to reach a
correct conclusion. But it is not sufficient. The evidence must also be adequate. It must be adequate in
number, kind, and weight to support the conclusion.

But what is adequate evidence?

That isagood question. There doesn't appear to be an absolute answer to that question. What is
adequate evidence depends on the time, place, and person considering the evidence.

Inlaw, clear and convincing evidence is needed for an indictment. In crimind law, ajury must find the
accused guilty beyond areasonable doubt. The law, eminently reasonable, recognizesthat thereisaways
adoubt. No doubt about that. But the law holds up the criterion of areasonable doubt as the standard
for criminal conviction. If the evidence shows the accused guilty beyond areasonable doubt, the jury
should convict. If the evidence does not show the accused guilty beyond areasonable doubt, the jury
should acquit. In other jurisdictions, Irdland, for instance, the jury can find the accused guilty, innocent, or
not proven. If innocent, thereis no chance of aretrid. If not proven, then anew trid ispossibleif new
evidence comesto light.

p. 270In civil cases, the standard is the preponderant weight of evidence, by which isusualy meant 51
percent. So if the evidence weighsin on the plaintiff’sside at 51 percent or higher, the jury should find for
the plaintiff, not for the defendant.

How much relevant evidence and what type of evidence should | require before | buy something? That
depends on the time, place, and person.

In my own case, when | recently bought aCD player for my boat, | considered the color, the quaity of
sound, the partial waterproofing, and the low price of $14. The decision to buy (a conclusion to spend
my money) took two minutes or less. On the other hand, the decision to spend $300,000 on abeach
house required lots and lots of investigation, thought, andlys's, and expert advice.

Another example: “Jack kissed my hand, told me that he loved me and that he wanted to marry me, so |
went to bed with him.” For some women, akiss on the hand might be sufficient. Other women might



need the declaration of love and the promise of marriage. Still others might like to seeadiamond ring on
their finger. Others don’t need anything and will go to bed no matter what. Other women still might need
aformal prenuptial agreement drawn up by an attorney, witnessed by two people, and notarized and filed
with the county clerk. The point isthat what is adequate evidence depends on the time, place, and people
involved. Since adequacy of evidenceisavalue scaleitem, what follows are suggestions on how to
appraise the adequacy of evidence. | offer guidelines, not hard and fast rules. What you do isup to you.

Analysis of adequate evidence divides itself into two main categories. causal fallacies and missing
evidence.

Oversmplification andpost hoc have been covered in previous chapters. Confusion of necessary with
sufficient was covered above. Among other causal fallacies we should know about are neglect of a
common cause, confusion of cause and effect, the less the better, the more the better, the ubiquitous
gambler’ sfalacy, and last but not least, the psychologicd fdlacy.

An argument that neglects a common cause is inadequate.

Two seemingly related events may not be causdly related at dl, but they may relateto athird itemthat is
their common cause. Two events associated in time do not imply cause and effect because they could
relate to something else. That' swhat we learned in thepost hoc fallacy. Here we have the same thing.
Two events associated in any way do notp. 271imply cause and effect because they might better relate to
something else. Because lightning seems to precede thunder, many observers were led to believe that
lightning causes thunder. It turns out that lightning and thunder are both caused by the sudden
intra-atmospheric discharge of eectricity. Because light travelsfaster than sound, the light from the
discharge arrives before the sound, even though both were generated at the same time by the same
eectric discharge.

Another example: “Alcoholics tend to be undernourished. Poor diet must contribute to acoholism.”
Morelikely acoholics eat poorly because they are too busy drinking. In other words, the malnutrition
and the acoholism relate to acommon cause—the addictive effects of ethyl alcohol.

A third example: “ Business executives have very large vocabularies. Therefore, if you want to have a
successful business career, study words.” Here, business executives are linked with vocabularies, and the
vocabulary is asserted as the cause of business success. More likely, both business success and the large
vocabulary the executives have are two items that both are caused by many other common factors
related to business success, including college educetion, extensive reading, high 1Q, and so forth. Since
both items relate to a third unmentioned set of items, the evidence isinadequate to support the causa
conclusion between success and vocabulary. This meansthat the evidence is also inadequate to support
the prediction that studying words would make for successin business.

A lagt example: “1 wish | had agiant practice like yours. But my patients don’t love me the way your
patientslove you.”

“Just return ther cals.”

Thetwo items, big practice and the love the patients have for their doctor, are related to athird factor,
which ismorelikely to be the controlling factor, as the second physician admits: he returns patient cals.

An argument that confuses cause with effect does not provide adequate evidence for a
conclusion.



When | was aBoy Scout at summer camp, every Sunday we enjoyed fried chicken, which wasthe only
decent food served al week. Sunday wasvisitors day, and my parents were aways impressed at how
well we seemed to eat at camp that day. To argue that my parents seemed aways to know when we had
agood med and only visited on that day would be to missthe point of cause and effect and to get things
backward. The camp served agood meal onvisitors day to impress the parents.

p. 272Scene in the Houston unemployment office: “No wonder these people can't get jobs. They are o
irritable!” Reversing the cause and effect gives amore plaus ble explanation. The unemployed areirritable
because they have no jobs.

Or: “Thereason Bill issoirritableisthat the customers haven't been giving him tipslatdy.” Itismore
likely that the irritability caused the fewer tipsthan vice versa.

Or: “The homeless are homeless because they have no homes” I'll leave thistautology, which aso
neglects acommon cause, for you to work out. Hint: The homeless are not homel ess because they have
no homes. The homeless are homeless for another reason. What isthat reason?

The less the better and (the closely related) the more the better fallacies are both inadequate.

Thiswas covered partidly but deserves elaboration. Lessis not necessarily better. Stressis bad, but no
gressisbad, too. In high doses, vitamin B6 (pyridoxine) istoxic to nerves. But without small amounts of
B6, the nerves can't function. Too much is bad, and too littleis bad. What is needed is the correct
amount, no more and no less. Therefore, arguments based on extrapol ation of less and more without
evidence are inadequate.

Take this statement, for example: “Fat isbad. It causes heart attacks and strokes. Therefore, no fat at al
isbest.” Without dietary fat, vitamins A, D, and K can’t be absorbed. Since these vitamins are essential
to life, adiet without fat would result in seriousillnesses.

Themore the better fdlacy ismore often committed than thel ess the better falacy. Thisislargdy
because in many cases, the effects of thingsincrease aswe increase their quantity. But keep in mind that
apinch of salt may befine, but twenty pinches can ruin thetaste. A lot of more is better isan
overgenerdization and an oversmplification, proving that afalacy may overlap severa areas of logical
interest and bear dual citizenship in the country of boo-boo, blunder, miscaculation, and error.

Drug effects do not often increase with dose, but side effects may.

Always ask for evidence that increasing the dose will increase the benefit without incressing the sde
effects. Coliginisagreat antibiotic for various severe kidney infections. But in high doses, Colitin causes
kidney failure. The right dose conformsto theredlity principle. The wrong dose does not. Excessve
intake of Colistin may lead to degth.

Gambler’sfallacy is both inadequate and irrelevant.

Thegambler’ sfdlacy isahumdinger and if you remember anythingp. 273from this book, please
remember this. The defective reasoning is so common that | believe thereis an epidemic of gambling out
there accompanied by an epidemic of the gambler’ sfalacy.

Because a chance event has had arun, the probability of its occurrencein the futureis not sgnificantly
dtered. Those who think the probability is atered commit the gambler’ sfdlacy. Thefdlacy isnamed
after gamblerswho erroneoudy think that the chances of winning are better or sgnificantly improved



because of acertain run of eventsin the past: “I can’t lose because I’'m hot”; “My luck has got to change
because I’ ve been losing all night.” Both these people are unaware that a chance event, such asthe
outcome of acointossor aroll of dice or the spin of the roulette whed!, istotally independent of al the
tosses or rolls or spins preceding.

“Honey, let’ stry again. Since we' ve had three girlsin arow, the next one hasto beaboy.” Probably
not. In fact, the chance of having aboy isamost exactly the chance of having agirl, namely, one chance
intwo, that is, fifty-fifty. One cannot infer agreater probability of having aboy from the chance events of
the past because the evidence supporting such aclamis not only inadequate but a so nonexistent.

Take, for example, “I have been playing the Texas dtate lottery every week for five years. | havetowin
soon.” Theimplicit premise represents afaulty causa analysis of chance events and provides no support
for the concluson. The chances of winning any particular lottery do not improve as aresult of past
disgppointments.

Or this “1 haven't caught abluefish in the last fifteen times | have been fishing. Surely, I'll catch one
today.” Don’t hold your breath.

Or this: “The market has to turn around soon because we have had three down yearsin arow, and that
hasn’t happened since the 1940s.” | have been hearing that for awhile. Whether and when the market
turns depends not on the duration of thelosing streek aready experienced, not on the past history of the
Dow, but on ahost of other redities, including government policy, interest rates, energy costs, CEO
psychology, war, and so forth. It isasmplification to conclude that amarket in decline for three years
must soon turn around. Those who felt that way about the Japanese stock market have been caught in a
decline that has lasted over adecade and is likely to continue because the fundamental s that caused the
decline have not been corrected.

The psychological fallacy isinadequate justification.

Any conclusion must be supported by evidence and reasons. After that, we can go on to an explanation
by citing what we think are probp. 274able causes. That explanation can support the conclusion just as
the discovery of amotive can support the conclusion for the reason for the crime. But an explanation per
se cannot judtify an action. Because someone hates his mother-in-law doesn't judtify killing her. To justify
an action, we must establish the (mord) groundsfor beieving that the action wasright. Ultimately, this
judtification must apped to mora principles, saf-defense being one such judtification for homicide. Thus,
moral judtification must be radicaly separated from explanation. No explanation in and of itsdf judtifiesa
concluson.

Example: “Why did you [stab that woman to death], son?’ asked Frank O’ Connor, the district attorney
of Queens, New Y ork.

“Shewouldn’t let go of the pocketbook.” [6]

Thiskid certainly has a reasonable explanation of why he stabbed the woman. It is an explanation that
we understand and that we believeistrue. But that doesn't judtify the killing. In fact, the law has arather
dim view of murders committed during afelony. The Texaslaw considers such crimes capita offenses
punishable by desth.

Psychological explanations are not justifications.

Itistruethat the explanation of an act might give us the psychodynamics, the psychological forces,



emotions, habits, unconscious drives, purposes, atitudes, and so on, that drove someone to commit the
act. The daunting question, then, is, “Does such an explanation justify the act?’ In generd, the answer to
this question isno. Explaining thingsjust doesn't justify them any more than disclosure of aconflict of
interest justifies that conflict of interest. Disclosure and conflict of interest are two different things.
Explanation and judtification are two different things. Never the twain shal meet. When an explanation is
offered as ajudtification, we are led from the truth to error and therefore commit the psychological

fdlacy.

Andrea Y ates, nurse, honor student, and mother, killed her five children by drowning themin the
bathtub. Multiple psychiatrists and psychologists took the stand and explained the complex delusond
beliefsthat led Andreato commit this act. The big question, however, was not whether she had reasons
for doing what she did (she obvioudy had reasons—they were crazy, but they were there), but whether
her act was moraly justified. The case did not turn on why she killed the kids but on the jury finding that
Y ates knew at some time what she was doing and that what she was doing was wrong. The jury found
that her act was not morally justified and sentenced her to life in prison. In so doing, the jury understood
the psychologica explanation for the crime but didp. 275not think that the psychologica explanation
justified, on mora grounds, the killing of five children. In reaching this concluson, the jury followed Texas
law, which requiresthat if the person knew what she was doing and that it was wrong, then, regardless of
the explanation, including well-grounded psychologica explanations, the act isacrime and punishable as
such.

Missing evidence is inadeguate.

To reach aconclusion on the basis of inadequate or missing evidence isamistake and will lead avay
from truth toward error. In this connection, we have dready discussed arguing from ignorance, contrary
to fact hypotheses, the falacy of groupthink and popular wisdom, partia salection of evidence, and
specid pleading. There remain some other things we should mention: insufficient evidence, omission of
key evidence, thefdlacy of impossible precision, and evidence taken out of context.

Insufficient evidence is inadequate.

Tojustify aconclusion there must be enough evidence. If thereisnot enough, the evidence isinadequate
and the conclusion is not reasonable.

All contradictions cancel themselves, resulting in zero evidence, which isinsufficient to support any
conclusion. Therefore, al contradictions produce evidence that isinadequate to justify a conclusion.

Note on the refrigerator door:

| hate you, Mommy.

Love,

Jmmy

Widl, which isit? Does he hate his mother, or does helove her? Both? Neither? We don’t know. The
evidenceis contradictory. If he hates her, why did he close his note with the wordsLove, Jimmy ?If he



loves her, why did he say he hated her? The two statements contradict each other and therefore provide
no evidence for either conclusion.

What about the man who says, “1 don’'t mind blacks moving into the neighborhood. | just don’t want
them on my block.” Ishe prgudiced or not? If heis prejudiced, why does he say he doesn’'t mind? If he
isnot prejudiced, why does he say he does mind?

Thefadty of these stlatements arises from the denia of the very statement made. In standard form, it
might look likethis:

Sand not-S

p. 276where Sisany statement and not-Sisthe denid of that same statement.

“ Experience teaches that men learn absolutely nothing from experience.” This quotation, alegedly from
George Bernard Shaw, boils down to an implied contradiction. Can you see why?

With this understanding in hand, we are now prepared to answer that immorta question, “What happens
when an irresigtible force runs up againgt an immovable object?’

The answer isnothing.

The answer is nothing because an irresstible force and an immovabl e object cannot exist at the same
time in the same place. They cannot exist because they contradict each other. Anirresstibleforceis
incompetible with that of an object that can resst any force. Thisisthe equivaent of saying, “Thereisa
force F and an object O such that F can move O and F cannot move O.”

“I have no problemswith hippies. | just don't approve of their lifestyle.”

Contradictions are easy to spot and flag in amost dramatic way the absence of evidence. Absence of
evidence may indeed not be evidence of absence. But absence of evidence failsto meet the evidence
requirement of the uniform field theory. When there is no evidence, we just don’'t know. When we don't
know, we cannot reach a conclusion about where thetruth isor what it is.

Most times, the evidence is not absent, however. Mogt times the evidence is merely inconsistent or
insufficient to reach aconcluson. When the evidence isweak, skimpy, or deficient in number, kind, or
weight, we must reserve judgment and not jump to hasty, unwarranted conclusions. Rush to judgment,
hasty decisions, and premature actions often are not necessary, especialy when the issues are complex.
Rushed decisions often result in disagter.

N of one is often inadequate evidence to reach a general conclusion.

“The Itdian butcher cheated me on that chuck chop that | bought. When | got home, it weighed 0.8
pounds, not the 1.0 pound | paid for. All Italians are cheats.” The evidence (only one case, N=1) istoo
small to concludethat al Itdians are cheats. Thereis Smply not enough data to justify that overly generd
concluson. The evidenceisrelevant because the most likely explanation isthat the Itaian butcher did
chest. But to conclude from asample of oneinstance that al Italians are chests doesn't follow. One



might conclude that that particular Italian butcher is acheat. The evidence gppears strongly in favor of
that conclusion. Certainly if hetried to cheet the next time around, the conclusion would bep. 277even
morefirmly established. But there still wouldn't be enough evidence to implicate dl Itdian butchers,
butchersin generd, much lessdl Itaians. The flaw hasto do with insufficiency of data. The quantity of
evidenceisjus too limited and the sample too small to congtitute evidence sufficient to lead to the
particular concluson about dl Itdians.

Another example: “My ex and | never got along. It was so bad, | don’t see why anyone would want to
get married.” One experience with marriage convinced him that marriageisno good for him, for his
friends, or for anyone else. Complete evauation of the pros and cons of marriage requires much more
evidence than the experience of one couple. Perhaps their marriage hit the shoasfor reasons other than
those that relate to the ingtitution of marriage per se. Perhaps the marriage failed because of flawsin the
wife, in the husband, or in both. Perhaps the mother-in-law was at faullt.

Unrepresentative datais partialy sdected and insufficient.

Closdly rdlated to insufficient evidence isthe error of attributing to alarger group some opinion found in
aunrepresentative or biased sample: “A recent survey shows that 98 percent of people support private
ownership of machine guns.”

The survey might have shown that if it were taken among the licensed machine gun dedlers of the United
States. But it would be amistake to conclude that because this group of people fedsthat way that most
people share this opinion. Everyday | am bombarded by opinion data gathered by a political party or by
an advocacy group that tells me stuff | know is highly suspect. If one wereinterested in campus opinions
about football, one would not survey just the members of the varsity club. Nor would one survey just the
nonathletes.

This book is about seeking the truth. It is not about winning arguments. To get to the truth, we must
congder al the evidence and omit none. If evidence that is crucial to the support of the conclusion or that
definitively proves the conclusion wrong is omitted from consideration, we cannot get to heart of the
matter at the core of thetruth. To omit crucia evidence from consideration is not unlike preparing a
mixed drink and leaving out the dcohol. Y ou missthe point entirely.

Likethisperson: “Let’s get married. We like to fish together. We share the same tastesin food and
movies, and | love your cat.” The reasons given might support aproposal to marry your sister or your
best friend and live in akind of platonic relationship. The reasons do not touch on whether thereis
aufficient love to warrant spending the rest of p. 278their lives together, an item of someimportanceto
some people considering marriage and of major importance to most.

Impossible precisionisimpossible.

When precision is guessed at, when approximate times are treated as if they were precise, or when one
uses data that cannot be known or obtained with the degree or precision clamed, the evidenceis
insufficient and therefore the argument isfaulty.

For example, “Humans use only 10 percent of their brain power.” Such a scientific-sounding statement
must be wrong, though most of us areimpressed by it because it seemsto indicate that we al are much
smarter than we appear. However, it isdoubtful that information about such avaguely described
possibility (what the hell isbrain power, anyway?) could be available or even precisdy cdculable. A
more reasonable statement that would make asimilar claim would be, * Each of us has some brain power
that wedon't use”



What about the person who says, “Hiswhole life was ruined by the one mistake he madein high
school.” How many people do you know who made only one mistake in high school? | made plenty of
mistakesin high schoal. Infact, | was expelled from my first high school. Chances are that the guy made
plenty of mistakes, as| did, including the one that caused hisruin. That statement was phrased the way it
was because the speaker, alawyer, wastrying to get sympathy from the jury. After dl, his client made
only one mistake and got ruined. Isthat fair? Wouldn’t you want to do something nice to help correct
that unfortunate Stuation?

What about this?“ Thistableis not perfectly clean. Clean it again.” Equally absurd is strict adherenceto
impossible stlandards and then blaming someone for not following the standard strictly. That thetableis
not perfectly clean is probably true. But that may not be relevant in context if thetableisapicnic tablein
the backyard. On the other hand, the close-to-perfect standard should be applied to operating room
tables or to tables on which microchips for computers are being assembled.

Or this?* Generd Patton, your plan for the invasion of Germany isnot perfect.” To that congressiona
criticism, Patton replied, “ A good plan today is better than a perfect plan tomorrow.” After that, he got
authorization to take the third army across France and invade Germany.

Or this?“Y our book on logic isgood, but not perfect. Please revise and resubmit.” A more congtructive
editorid criticism would have been adiscussion of the specific areas that need improvement and specific
examples on how those improvements might be accomplished.

p. 2790r this?*“ Immy, you failed dgebraagan.”
“Nobody’ s perfect,” said Immy.

True, nobody is perfect. But that isirrdevant to the issue under discussion. It certainly is not adequate
evidenceto explan why Jmmy faled dgebra

Out-of-context evidence is a partial selection and, to that extent, is inadequate.

When | wasinterviewed by Frontline, | felt | did afair job of defending my research on breast implants.
My research over the course of fifteen yearsindicated that the breast implant did not ddliver beautiful
breasts. Instead, in many cases the breasts were deformed due to rupture of the implant, local spread of
the silicone that had been in the implant, and a strong inflammatory reaction to the silicone that in most
cases formed athick, hard capsule of scar tissue that encircled the breast.

When the program about my research was aired, no one was more surprised than | was at the result. By
skillful editing and rearrangement of the film clips and my statements, | was madeto look likeajerk. In
fact, according to the program, | didn’t even believe my own research. Of course, that was not true. |

believed it al right, perhaps too much.

Example: “Dr. Patten, the president of the International Society of Plastic Surgeons has called you ajunk
scientist. How do you respond to that?’

“I anajunk scientist.”

That’swhat it looked like| said. But actudly | said, “I am ajunk scientist because | have been studying
apiece of junk. That'swhat the breast implant is and was and probably will dways be—a piece of
junk.”



By taking my remark out of context and leaving out my spin on the“junk scientist” gppdlation, the
program mided the audience into thinking that | made aterrible admission, which | did not. The audience
thought | considered myself ajunk scientist. People were not permitted to get the rest of the statement,
which would have thrown adifferent meaning on what | said.

Out-of -context quotations are afavoritetrick of TV people. Don't be fooled by TV’ s out-of-context
deceptions, which frequently take the form of sound bites. Please take my advice. Don't watch TV at dll.
TV isjust junk food for the mind.

Principle Most TV and dl sound bitesare smplistic partid selections.

p. 280From which follows:

Lesson: Never fdl for or believe asound bite for a sound biteisthe smplest reduction of asimplistic
argument

Determine truth by evauating al the available evidence for relevance and adequacy. Evidence must
relate directly to the conclusion and must be sufficient in number, kind, and weight to support the
concluson.

Before you work on something, make sureit isimportant. First ask yoursdf, “Sowhat?’ or “Who
cares?’ If your answer isthat you don't care and that the information doesn't concern or gpply to you
(thiswill include 99 percent of thefiller on TV), forget it. Go have some fun. If the answer isthat you do
care, then work on the information using the summary charts below. Test the evidence for relevance and

adequacy.
REVIEW

1. All emotiond appedsareirrdevant, including appeds

to pity

toforce

to threat

to specid or persond interest



* by bribe, extortion, honor lists, or underhanded coercive activities
* to strong fedingsincluding charity, love, shame, guilt

« for, to, or by use of flattery

All name cdling, innuendo, obloquy, or implications of wrongdoing—includingad hominem arguments,
tu quoque , and the like—are irrdlevant because they are emotionaly based and cannot relate to the
truth of any conclusion.

2. All appealsto authority per seareirrdevant, including appeds

to common sense

to popular opinion

on the basis of age (or youth)

to ignorance (closdy related to popular opinion and gtill wrong)

to reasons that are not reasons but rationaes

to tradition, culture, custom, individuass, and groups—all of which are not immuneto error

p. 281Appedsto “experts’ are frequently irrdlevant; thisincludes textbook writers, teachers, lavyers,
politicians, doctors, movie stars, journdists, and especiadly TV commentators. Who they are doesn't
count. Their evidence, if true, does count if and only if that evidenceis relevant and adequate to support
the conclusion.

3. All linguigtic confusonsareirrelevant, including

vague definitions

ambiguity (including syntactic ambiguity oramphiboly )

broadcast definition wrong

4. All circular arguments areirrelevant, including

tautology



* pleonasm
* begging the question
* leading questions

» doubletak

Closdy related but different is supererogation, which tends to raise the question of why the speaker
needed to apply more proofs, assertions, or statements than were needed. Another namefor thisfallacy
is“Thelady doth protest too much.”

5. Unwarranted assumptions are irrelevant, including
* assartions not supported by evidence
* (so-cdled) sdf-evident truths

* continuum arguments (including the is-ought mistake—because athing exists doesn’'t mean it ought to
or should continue to exist)

« thefdlacy of novety (opposite of the continuum but still wrong)
« thefdlacy of compostion

* thefdlacy of divison

« thefdlacy of[|of] wishful (oroptative ) thinking

« thefdlacy of themean

« faseandogy

* neglect of acommon cause

* thelessthe better falacy

* the morethe better falacy

6. Attemptsto divert attention from red issues areirrdlevant, including
p. 282 « trivid objections

* red herrings



* diverdgonary humor or ridicule

* extenson, digtortion, or misstatement of opposing evidence or arguments
« digtinction without adifference

« dl gimmicky digtractions, doubletalk, chit-chat, patter, and empty talk

If evidence passes musgter for relevance, it must then be examined for adequacy.

7. Causd fdlacies create insufficient evidence that isinadequate, including
» confusion of necessary withsufficient

» oversmplification

* post hoc

» confusion of cause and effect

* domino theory

» gambler’ sfdlacy

* psychologicd falacy (explaining what happened doesn't judtify it)

8. Missing evidenceis never adequate, including

* contradiction

* inconsstency (including oxymoron)

* insufficient evidence

* unrepresentative evidence

» futurefact presented asif it were certain and not contingent
o contrary-to-fact assertions

* impossible precison

* gpecid pleading

» omission of key evidence

* denying the counter-evidence



* ignoring the counter-evidence
* taking evidence out of context
QUESTIONS

Here are some questions you might ask to try to get at the truth value about Situations and statements
that come your way.

p. 283 1. What'sthetopic? What' stheissue or controversy? What' s the main concluson? Doesiit
seemright? If it doesn’t seem right, what ssemswrong about it?

2. What evidence supports the conclusion? Is the evidence relevant? (If the evidence is not relevart,
the conclusion isdubious.)

3. Arethereany inconsistencies, contradictions, or tautologies? Is the information from a salf-interested
or biased source? (If so, the conclusion is dubious.)

4. If theevidenceisrdevant, isthe evidence sufficient in number, kind, and weight to support the
conclusion? (If not, the evidence isinadequate, and the conclusion is not reasonable.)

5. Isthere adoubt about the meaning of terms or the generd significance of what is stated? (Al
vagueness must be clarified before the conclusion can be understood, much lessjudtified.)

6. What reasons are againgt the conclusion? (Negative reasons must be shown to be either false or
irrdlevant to the matter at hand. Otherwise, they must be given their due weight in the net overal
judtification of the conclusion.)

Notes

1. Thefull text of the Declaration of Sentimentsisavailable in June Sochen,Herstory: A Woman's
View of American History (New Y ork: Alfred, 1974), pp. 415-25.

2. Robert H. Rimmer, The Harrad Experiment (Amherst, NY : Prometheus Books, 1990).

3. George Orwell,Nineteen Eighty-Four (New Y ork: Penguin Putnam, 1950), p. 69.

N

4. LewisCarroll,Alice’ s Adventures in Wonderland, illust. John Tenniel and colored by Fritz Krede
(New York: Random House, 1946), p. 132. All references toAlice areto thisedition.

5. lbid.

6. Robert Mindlin, “Boy Killer'sFate Up to the Jury,” Long Island Press, June 24, 1958, p. 1.

10—-TheLogic of Alice

p. 285This parting chapter isfun. Init, you will practice what you have learned. The examples below,



some new and some by way of review, come from Lewis Carroll’ sAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland,
henceforth known as AAW.

Charles Lutwidge Dodgson, better known as Lewis Carroll, was a shy, eccentric bachelor who taught
mathematics at Christ Church, Oxford. He had a great fondness for playing with mathematics, logic, and
words; for writing nonsense; and for the company of little girls, especialy one named Alice Lidddl
(rhymeswith fiddle), the daughter of Henry George Liddell, dean of Christ Church, Oxford.

Dodgson’ s passions somehow fused into two great masterpieces of English literature, the Alice books,
immorta fantasies whose fame surpassed that of al Carroll’ s colleagues at Oxford put together.

If the Alice books had any “ porpoise’ besides entertaining little girls, it isto send you, the reader, to the
pleasures of logic and philosophy and, as Carroll saysin thelntroduction to Learners (1897) “to givea
chance of adding avery largeitem to your stock of mental ddlights.” [1]

Carroll’ sspecid geniusliesin hisahility to disguise charmingly the seriousness of hisconcernsand to
make the most playful quality of hiswork at the same timeits didactic crux. In the case of Alice, we are
dedling with avery curious, complicated kind of nonsense, which explores the possihilities of the use and
abuse of language and is actudly based on a profound knowledge of the rules of clear thinking, informal
and formd logic, symbolic logic, and human nature. In fact, most of Carroll’ s gpercus and jokes are
inversons or distortions of thep. 286rules of logic or demongtrations of the ambiguities of language.
Reason isin service here to imagination, not vice versa.

Oh, yes, those oddball characters. What about them? | like to think that the characters Alice meets are
Oxford donsthat the red Alice knew well. They certainly sound like donswith their fine mastery of
Socratic logic, their crushing repartee, and the disconcerting and totally unselfconscious eccentricity of
their conduct.

The wedlth of materid that Carrall presentsfor the illumination of philosophy isadmost without end. The
more | read it and the more | think about it, the more | find. In fact, | have reached the conclusion that
AAW is, in actua fact, astory so deep asto yield resultsin exegesis amost beyond belief.

| urgeyou to read dl of it yoursalf. Read it at your leisure while sober, and read it at your leisure while
drunk, so that both your left and right hemispheres can fully participate in the fun. Along the way, try to
capture some of the full wit and wisdom of Lewis Carroll as| try to capture them in the examples that
follow.

Alicewas beginning to get very tired of Stting by her sster on the bank and of having nothing to do: once
or twice she had peeped into the book her sister was reading, but it had no pictures or conversationsin
it, “and what isthe use of abook,” thought Alice, “without picturesor conversations?’ [2]

Aliceisachildlostin aworld not fully understood. Her Situation reflectsin the microcosm what we
(adults and children) experience, more or less, in our everyday lives. That isone of Carroll’smain points,
of course. But thispoint aside, let’slook at Alice sthinking.

When we assume the point in dispute and take for granted the truth of something that requires proof, we
are begging the question. Alice assumes abook without picturesis bad. Thus, Alice begsthe question.



Assumptions (including those begged) not supported by evidence areirrdevant. Therefore, aconclusion
based on them islikely to be wrong.

In her assumption, Alice overgeneralizes because she takes for granted that because she doesn't like
books without pictures, others would not like such books, either. Egocentric views of the world are not
restricted to little girlsin picture books, aswe al know.

To prove Alice s generalized statement wrong, we need find only one exception, one book that has no
conversations or pictures but isp. 2874till useful. Since there are literaly hundreds of thousands of books
without conversations and pictures, it would be highly unlikely that at least one of them wouldn’t be useful
to someone.

By singling out two of the many criteriathat can be used to judge abook, Alice partially sdects evidence
(trivid evidence at that), constructs a straw man for defeat, and reaches a conclusion that is not justified
by the data: She has not read the book. Therefore, sheisin no position to make an intelligent judgment
about its usefulness or uselessness.

Furthermore, Aliceisoverlooking factud evidence: Her sster isinterested in the book. In fact, her sster
isdeeply engrossed in reading it. Therefore, the book is already of some use to someone—her sster. So
Aliceisactudly denying the evidence a hand. Denying or ignoring any available relevant evidenceisan
error in thinking and goes againgt the principles of correct reasoning.

Aliceisbeing smple and smpligtic. Often abook isacomplex thing. Writerswork long and hard trying
to get their books right, fashioning out of chaos, in the torment of their souls, something intricate,
intelligent, interesting, and occasionally beautiful. A critic of books should exercise the same due diligence
in evaluating books as was exercised in creating them. Without acomplex analys's, areasonable
conclusion cannot be reached about a book’ s usefulness.

Poor Alice! Sheisusing weak-sense thinking. She should be using strong-sense thinking to evauate dl
evidence, clams, and beliefs, including her own biased opinions about what condtitutes a useful book.

In acertain sense, thereisaso alinguistic confusion in her conclusion because sheis using the worduse
idiosyncraticdly. Vague definitions preclude logica conclusons. Until we know what she meansby a
useful book, we can only guess at her definition. | sense that by use she means “ entertaining and easy to
look at and read.” Others, mysdlf included, might consider such abook pretty much useless. Regardiess,
al vagueness must be clarified before the conclusion can be understood, much less judtified.

Remember, too, that al circular arguments areirrdlevant. In standard form, Alice sreasoning looks
crcular:

1. Any book without picturesisnot ussful.

2. My sster’ sbook has no pictures.

3. Therefore, my sister’ sbook isnot useful.

p. 288Although the argument isformaly valid, the conclusion iswrong because the premises are wrong.



The mgjor premise (premise 1), for usto accept it, would need to be proved. In fact, premise Lisfase.
There are books that have no pictures or conversations that are useful. Premise 2 is probably true,
although we don’'t know that for sure. Nor does Alice know that for sure. She has not looked at the
sster'sbook initsentirety. She has only “peeped into” the book “once or twice.” If the book is the usua
run-of-the-mill English book, Alice might have seen only four pages of what is probably a
two-hundred-page book. Therefore, she has sampled only four out of two hundred or 2 percent of the
actua pages of the book, and there is a reasonable chance that one or more of those pages might have a
conversation or apicture. Thus, even premise 2 might be false. We smply don’t have enough evidence to
say oneway or the other.

Whether premise 2 istrue hardly matters because premise 1 isfase. Any conclusion based on afase
premise has to be unsound, meaning not justified—and often just plain wrong.

Danger dert!

Aliceisbored. Because sheisbored, her boredom islikely to interfere with her judgment and color her
observations. That mood likely swayed Alice' s judgment about her sster’ sbook. Indeed, Aliceisso
bored that “ shewas considering . . . (aswell as she could, for the hot day made her fed very deepy and
stupid) whether the pleasure of making a daisy-chain would be worth the trouble of getting up and
picking thedaises. ..."[3]

Understand that if Alice had said that she doesn't like books that have no conversations and no pictures,
then there could be no argument. We would have to accept that at face value as her preference. But
when she gives areason for her opinion, then that reason is subject to inquiry and refutation becauseit is
not supported by relevant evidence that is adequate in amount, kind, and weight.

“Wdl,” thought Aliceto hersdf. “ After such afdl asthis, | shdl think nothing of tumbling downdaird
How bravethey’ll dl think me a home! Why | wouldn't say anything about it, even if | fl off the top of
the housel” [4]

Ha, ha, hal That'svery likely becauseif shefdl off thetop of her house, she would have likely broken
her neck—or worse, be dead—and therefore unable to say anything about her fal or, for that matter,
aboutp. 28%anything else. The fse andogy hereisthat since onefall has not (so far) seemed to hurt her,
al subsequent fallswill not hurt her either, not even atumble downgairs, not even afal off the roof of the
house. All continuum arguments are unreasonabl e unless supported by relevant adequate evidence.

Furthermore, Alice sfocusisoff. Instead of concentrating on the point, which iswhether she will or will
not get hurt when she lands, she is concerned about what she will tell others after smilar fallsin the future
that might happen. And she is concerned what others will think about her when she does’t say much
about her fdls “How brave they will think me at home.” What Alice says about thefadls or what others
say about them isnot particularly relevant to the main problem of falsin generd and thisfal in particular,
which ishow much damage will occur on impact.

Humor or other diversionary attempts by the ostrich approach of ignoring the real Stuation areirrelevant
because they lead away from the truth to afaseidea of redlity. Here, Alice focuses away from the red
concern about her continued fall, which should be, “Will | get hurt?’



Yes, Aliceisinfreefal. She should be worried about the consegquences of hitting the ground. She should
not be thinking about how nice future falswill beif they turn out like this one. Because the future is not
determined yet, neither Alice nor anyone else hasaright to predict it with accuracy. Hence, Aliceis
committing the error of future fact. The future doesn’t exist. Therefore, the future on which Alice bases
her conclusion doesn’t exist. Conclusions based on nonexistent evidence are inadequately supported,
often mere fantases, and often wrong.

Anyway, it isthe falacy of the continuum to think that because she did OK after thisfal, shewould do
OK inthenext fal. It isan especid error, asthisfal has not even been safely completed yet.

Each fal isan independent event. What happens would depend on the detail s of that next fall. Infact,
Alice bases her concluson of asafelanding on no evidence at dl. The usud outcome of such afal would
be expected to be disastrous. Alice should aways base her conclusions on what is reasonable and
expected. That isthe best protection against the unreasonable, the unexpected, and the unexpectable,
which has a sneaky habit of turning up now and again. Conclusions based on wheét is reasonable and
expected are the only way of preparing for adverse eventsin the future and heading off trouble when it
looks likely to occur.

Ignoring previous experience and denying counterevidence usudlyp. 290resultsin catastrophe, except in
the fantasy world of children’s books—A\lice lands quite well and continues (in chapter 2) in her quest for
the White Rabhbit.

Soon her eyefdl on alittle glass box that waslying under the table: she opened it, and found in it asmdll
cake, on which thewords“EAT ME” were beautifully marked in currants. “Well, I'll egt it,” said Alice,
“and if it makes me grow larger, | can reach the key and if it makes me grow smaller, | can creep under
the door.”[5]

Either/or thinking, black-and-white assessments, and falsely limited aternatives don't work because they
exclude multiple other possibilities. Here, Alicefalled to consder the very red possibility that esting the
cake would neither make her grow nor make her shrink. Shefailed to consider the most reasonable and
expected result of eating cake—whichis, and has always been, that there will be no immediate or
dramatic changein body size.

Sheatealittle bit, and said anxioudy to hersdlf “Which way? Which way?’ holding her hand on the top
of her head to fed which way it was growing; and she was quite surprised to find that she remained the
samesize[6]

To be sure, thisiswhat generdly happens when one eats cake.

Alice had just finished thefirg of twelve occasonsin AAW inwhich shedtersin size. Thisfirst
metamorphosis occurred after she obeyed the bottle ssign DRINK ME. But Alice got the erroneous
ideathat since drinking the stuff in the bottle made her small, eating the cake would change her sizein



someway or other. Her conclusion is based on inadequate evidence, the case of N=1, an inadequate
sample of only oneingtance. That is hardly sufficient to counter the experientid fact that every little girl
should know: one' s Sze doesn’'t immediately change by egting cake. Over time, if you eat too much
cake, you will get fat, but you won't necessarily shrink or expand lengthwise.

Alice sthinking isaso afdse analogy: Because her size changed after DRINK ME, that doesn’t mean
thereisareason to think that EAT ME would do the same. Drinking and eating, though Similar in some
respects, are different in others. Drinking and esting do share the same property of taking thingsinto the
body viathe mouth and so forth, but that they share some properties does not mean that they would
share othersaswell.

p. 291If X hasaand b, and Y hasaand b, it does not follow that if X hasc, Y has c. Whether DRINK
ME and EAT ME share the propertiesin the question of sze ateration would have to be proven by more
evidence than onetria of DRINK ME.

Post hocreasoning is often defective, asthis episode might prove. Alice knows her size changed after
DRINK ME, but she doesn't redly know that the DRINK ME was the causative agent. Loads of other
datamight be required to establish the causal connection. Just because one event follows another does
not necessarily mean the second event was caused by thefirst or that the events are connected in any
causa way. Of course, we learn later that the bizarre events with DRINK ME and the other eleven
transformationsthat Alice undergoes have amore rationa explanation: Aliceisdreaming.

As she said these words her foot dipped, and in another moment, splash! shewasup to her chinin
sat-water. Her first ideawas that she had somehow fallen into the seg, “and in that case | can go back
by rallway,” shesaid to hersdf.[7]

Too bad for Alicethat her thinking isdliptic. That is, she haswords and a chain of reasoning omitted.
She can’'t go home by railway because she hasn't falen into the sea. Sheisn't at Brighton. Thereisno
ralway.

Firg ideas or first impressions to the extent that they are emotionaly based and not reasoned are oftenin
error. The error is often compounded when linked to a series of other ideas that seem to follow from the
first. Alice'sreasoning isédliptic, but if it were spelled out in textua steps, it might be depicted asfollows:
“Thewater that | havefalenintoissdty. Therefore, I'minthesea Sincel’'minthesea, | must benear a
seaside resort. Seaside resorts dways have railroads. Therefore, arailroad must be nearby. Last timel
was at Brighton, | came home by railway. Therefore, | shall be able to return home thistime the same

way, by railway.”

Domino theory reasoning like this has to have a separate judtification for each item and a separate
judtification for each link in the chain of connected items. Otherwise, the conclusion will be unreasonable.
True, Alice had been to the seaoncein her life, and had come to the genera conclusion that wherever
you go on the English coast, you find anumber of bathing machines in the sea, some children digging in
the sand with wooden spades, then arow of lodging houses, and behindp. 292them arailway station. So
there was some evidence, however skimpy, for her thinking that fed her emotional need to go home.

However, Alice soon figured out that her imagination had overgenerdized from her limited seaside
experience. Shewas not in the sea. Instead, she wasin the pool of saty tears, which she had wept when



shewas ninefeet high. Alice was drowning in her own tears.

Indeed, she had quite along argument with the Lory, who at last turned sulky, and would only say “I'm
older than you, and must know better.” And this Alice would not alow, without knowing how old it was,
and, asthe Lory postively refused to tell its age, there was no more to be said.[8]

Whether the Lory (atype of Audtradian parrot) isolder than Aliceis not relevant to the argument
because age does not make a person’ s argument correct or incorrect. An older person can be right or
wrong. Therefore, ageisirrdevant to truth. Obvioudy, the Lory istrying to apped to authority (
argumentum ad verecundiam), in this case, the supposed authority of being older. All appealsto
authority areirrdevant because they do not concern evidence. What countsis the relevance, sufficiency,
quantity, kind, and weight of evidence, not the age of the person presenting the evidence.

Alice missed the point. She wanted to make her evaluation of the Lory’ s argument contingent on the
Lory’'sage. Alice' s statement shows that she has accepted uncritically the Lory’ s unsupported and
unwarranted assumption that if the Lory isolder, then it would know better. Alice should never accept
unsupported statements without proof.

Note a so that the Lory could have won the argument by telling its age. That it did not suggeststhat it
feared that it was younger, not older, than Alice. How ese can we explainits sulkiness and itsrefusdl to
tdl?

Unlessthe Lory’sageisdready known to Alice. That would be afact if the Lory isAlice’ sdream
representation of her older sster Lorina. In fact, a case could be made that the Duck in this scene
represents the Reverend Robinson Duckworth, and the Dodo is Dodgson himself, who had often
stammered his name (“Do-Do-Dodgson™). For that reason, the Oxford crowd called Dodgson “the
Dodo” after the extinct flightless bird. Crucia evidence: Lewis Carroll inscribed his gift edition of AAW
to Duckworth: “To the Duck from the Dodo.” Such an analysiswould, by reductive dimination, make
Edith, Alice syounger sigter, thep. 293Eaglet. If thisistrue, we shouldn’t wonder why the Eaglet
complainsthat the othersin the party use big wordsthat it doesn’t understand!

Notice dso that the Lory’ s statement istruly diversionary because we never learn what it argues about.
Therefore, we can't judge anything. Older sstersare likethat, | am informed. And that indeed may be
Carroll’ s not-so-subtle point. In effect, he Ssdeswith Alice againgt Alice solder sster, aposition likely to
gain him some influence and affection from thered Alice. Thistactic would curry favor, for most people
believe (without supporting evidence) that the enemy of my enemy ismy friend.

Carrall may aso be savagely parodying the Victorian attitude toward children and the waysin which
adults patronize and treet children intellectualy. The Lory isakind of pedant who refusesto cometo
termswith proper discussion of issues or inform the child of the reasons for things. That sort of pedant
ingsts that we accept what she says without question and at face value merely because she says so. She
clamsto know best, but she doesn’t support that claim with any evidence. In so doing, such pedants
show asingle, fixed, self-serving, and rigid standard, inimica to children, but characterigtic of thistype of
the pedantic mind.



“Ahem!” said the Mouse with an important air. “ Areyou al ready? Thisisthe driest thing | know.
Silence dl round, if you please! *William the Conqueror, whose cause was favored by the pope, was
soon submitted to by the English, who wanted leaders, and had been of |ate much accustomed to
usurpation and conquest.” " [9]

That passage from the history of the Norman conquest isunlikely to dry Alice, who is still wet from her
swimin her tears. The confusion (and the fun) arises, of course, from the two meanings of the worddry.
Thedull, boring, anddry history of the Norman invasion has nothing to do with the other meaning of the
worddry —having no moisture.

Times have not changed. Even today, lots of absurd solutions to problems are proposed to us“with an
important air.” And with that important air, the Mouse continues:

“Edwin and Morcar, the earls of Merciaand Northumbria, declared for him; and even Stigand, the
patriotic archbishop of Canterbury, found it advisable—"

“Found what?" said the Duck.
p. 294" Foundit ,” the Mouse replied rather crosdy: “of course you know what ‘it"” means.”

“I know what ‘it meanswell enough, whenl find athing,” said the Duck: “it’ sgeneraly afrog, or a
worm. The question is, what did the archbishop find?’

The Mouse did not notice this question, but hurriedly went on. . ..

“Aswet asever,” said Alicein amelancholy tone: “it doesn't sseemto dry meat al.”[10]

Good for Alice. She provesthat the dry talk has had no effect on wet clothes. Alice had a perfect right,
somewould say an obligation, to take her own experience serioudy. In voicing concern for results, she
positions hersdlf in the camp of Charles Peirce, William James, Benjamin Franklin, and Ralph Waldo
Emerson, the founders of America sfirgt indigenous philosophy—pragmatism. They thought that redity
counts.

Alicetdlsusthat redity counts more than words do and must remain the controlling influence on
conclusions. Sheisnot dry. The mouse sdry tale dried her not.

Incidentally, many words besidesit in English do have confusing referents that depend on context. Take,
for ingtance, take, asin “ The passengerstook the boat upriver.” In the ordinary sense, the passengers
would pay the captain for thalr trip, but in another sense, the captain might take after them for theft. This
isyet another example of amphiboly.

Carroll makes much of the double meanings of words later on whereknot andnot are confused; draw (as
in sketching) anddraw (asin water from awell) andaxes (asin chop off your head) andaxis (asin what
the Earth and other planetsrotate on) are mixed up; flamingoes and mustard both have a“bite” (though
the bite of each isquite different); and “mine’ (the absol ute possessive form of my) and “mine” (aplace



where minerals come from) and so forth are discussed. InThrough the Looking Glass, the Frog can't
understand why anyone would answer the door unlessit (the door) has been asking something. Pretty
Supid! Right? But pretty funny, especialy for the entertainment of little girls. And excdllent (Carrallian)
illugtrations of the limitations that language can impose on human thought.

But what' sthereal point? What's Carroll’ spoint in logic?

Hispoint isthat in abit of reasoned discourse, the terms that occur several times must retain their same
sense throughout. They can't keep changing like the Cheshire Cat. Otherwise, confusion arises.

p. 295An argument will clearly be cogent and convincing only if in each of its occurrencestheword in
use retains afixed meaning with the same name and same reference frame for the same kind of object or
idea. The requirement that in agiven context aterm must be used in essentidly the same manner is
expressed as theprinciple of identity. When the identity of aword shifts, confusion occurs, asthe Alice
books so well illugtrate.

The problem of double meanings and unclear referentsis exploited in that Abbott and Costello skit
wherein Abbott “proves’ that Costello is not there in the studio in New Y ork City:

Abbott: You're not in San Francisco, right?
Cogdlo: Right, I'm not in San Francisco.
Abbott: You're not in Chicago, right?

Cogdlo: Right, I’'m not in Chicago.

Abbott: Well, if you are not in San Francisco and you are not in Chicago, you must be somewhere else,
right?

Cogdlo: Right! | am somewhere else.

Abbott: See, | told you! [11]

What' sthe confusion? The confusion is change of context with loss of the identity of the expression
somewhere else, which isnever used in avacuum or in acontextlessway. It awaysis expressed withina
frame of reference. No one can be somewhere €l se because there is no such place. Somewhere else
means either not here, where“here” is specificaly or implicitly defined, or it means somewhere other than
the place explicitly mentioned. Abbott mentioned San Francisco and Chicago, exploring the second
meaning. Cogtello is somewhere other than San Francisco or Chicago. That' strue. Abbott then exploits
the first meaning, thereby shifting in this context the identity of the phrasesomewhere el se.

Clearly, Costdlo’'s admission would in no way imply that Costello isnot in New Y ork City, where,
incidentaly, he was. Cogtdll0’ s admission just means he recognized that he wasn't in San Francisco or
Chicago.



“But I’'m not aserpent, | tell you!” said Alice. “I'ma—I’'ma—"[12]

Part of the hesitation isbased on Alice' s sudden redization that it isawfully hard to prove anything and
even harder to prove a negative statement. For instance, is there any way in the world you can prove that
you are not a communist? Someone can prove you are acommunist by finding your card. But you can't
prove you are not acommunist becausep. 296the absence of evidenceis not evidence of absence. In the
same way, you can't prove you are not a child pornographer. But someone could prove you are achild
pornographer by finding the stuff on your computer, assuming, of course, it was't planted there. Thisis
why it was so hard for Irag to provethat it did not have weapons of mass destruction. Perhapsthisisthe
reason for the presumption at law that you are innocent until proven guilty. It isup to the prosecutor to
prove the guilt beyond areasonable doubt. It is up to the United States to prove Iraq has those weapons.
Itisnot up to Irag to prove it doesn’t have them.

So, senaing the difficulty of proving that sheisnot aserpent, Alicefals back on apositive assertion of
what sheis. Alice doesthisin the hope that that will be sufficient demondtration that, if sheisalittlegirl,
she can't be a serpent, asthereisno case on record of alittle girl being a serpent, too.

But inalarger sense, Alice asks hersdlf, “Who intheworld am 17’ for sheis, after dl, the dreamer, and
thisisher dream. Ah, that’ sthe great puzzle, and it' s one of the greatest of philosophic puzzles—the
problem of personal identity. The Pigeon exploresthe question further:

“Wdl! What areyou?’ said the Pigeon. “1 can see you're trying to invent something!”

“I—I'malittlegirl,” said Alice, rather doubtfully, as she remembered the number of changes she had
gonethrough, that day.

“A likely story indeed!” said the Pigeon, in atone of the degpest contempt. 1’ ve seen agood many little
girlsin my time, but never one with such aneck asthat! No, no! Y ou' re a serpent; and there’ sno use
denying it. | supposeyou' |l be telling me next that you never tasted an egg!”

“I havetasted eggs, certainly,” said Alice, who was avery truthful child; “but little girls eat eggs quite as
much as serpents do, you know.” [13]

The Pigeon’sthinking is poor. Obvioudy, alittle girl can have along neck aswell asashort neck. So
neck sizeis no criterion of girlhood one way or the other. Neck sizeisirrdevant to theissue. Therefore,
the Pigeon iswrong to conclude that Aliceisnot alittle girl because of her neck length.

Let’sexamine the Pigeon’ s syllogism through which the Pigeon reaches the concluson that Aliceisa
serpent. In formal form, that syllogism might appear as.



1. Serpentseat eggs.
2. Aliceeatseggs.

3. Therefore, Aliceisaserpent.

p. 297Recall that in syllogism, there are two assertions, called “ premises,” and one conclusion that
should follow from the premises. In syllogism, the predicate of the conclusion containsthe mgor term,
and the subject of the conclusion hasthe minor term. Thusis a serpent isthe mgjor term andAlice isthe
minor term. The mgjor premiseisthat which hasthe mgor term, and the minor premiseisthat which has
the minor term. Thus, Serpents eat eggs isthe mgor premise, andAlice eats eggs isthe minor premise.
Theterm that is present in both the mgjor and the minor premiseisthe middle one. Here the middle term
iseats eggs.

OK, s0 let’ sexamine, in aforma way and then in ainforma way, the truth of the premises and the truth
of the conclusion. Isthe mgor premise true? Do serpents eat eggs?

Answer: Yes.
How about the minor premise? Isthat true? Does Alice eat eggs?
Answer: Yes. Probably.

Alice admitted tasting eggs. Whileit is possble to taste eggs without eating them, it isunlikely that Alice
tasted eggs without having eaten them. Alice may have equivocated here, put alittle sugar on the dog est
dog, in order to assuage the Pigeon, who seems very keen on this egg-eating issue.

But if the mgjor and the minor premises are correct, why isthe conclusion wrong, aswe know it must
be? Aliceisnot aserpent. Sheisalittlegirl.

Answer: Informd logic, thissyllogismisinvaid (that is, wrong) because the middleterm is not
distributed at least once. That is, eating eggs, while done by dl serpents, can aso be done by other
animasaswell. Therefore, that Alice eats eggs doesn't exclude the possibility that sheis not aserpent.
The mgor premise saysSer pents eat eggs. It does not say that any animal that eats eggsis a serpent.
Aliceisquiteright in her refutation of the Pigeon: “Little girls eat eggs quite as much as serpents do, you
know.” That refutation should have stopped the argument dead. Instead of admitting defeet, the Pigeon
answers, “| don't believeit . . . but if they do, then they're akind of serpent: that’sall | can say.”[14]

Thisisthe Pigeon’s confession that the major premise hasto be changed in order for the conclusion to

bejudtified. If anyone who eats eggsis aserpent, then Aliceisa serpent. But changing the mgjor premise
makesit false. Here' sthe reason. The Pigeon’s new statement would look like this:

1. Whatever eats eggsis a serpent.
2. Aliceeatseggs.

3. Therefore, Aliceisaserpent.



p. 298The previous problem of the undistributed middle term has been corrected. Now the middie term
isdistributed and encompasses dl classesthat eat eggs. In redigtributing the middle term, the Pigeon did
correct the problem of the undistributed middle term. But he now changed the mgjor premisesothat it is
not true. In fact, he changed the mgjor premise to an erroneous broadcast definition. “Whatever eats
eggsisasaerpent” isnot true. Sinceit isagenerdization, we can proveit not true by finding one
exception. Since exceptions are legion, the premiseis obvioudy fase. Therefore, the Pigeon’s conclusion
isfase, for any conclusion based on afase premiseisfdse.

Therefore, the Pigeon is till wrong. Truth has once again triumphed: Aliceisnot aserpent. By sheer
strength of correct thinking, we have proven that Aliceis not a serpent. Furthermore, we know Aliceisa
littlegirl. No little girl has ever been a serpent. That isafact. Therefore, the Pigeon iswrong. Heis
arguing contrary to fact, which dways puts one in abad position vis-avisthe truth.

By the way, can you guess why the Pigeon is so hung up on the serpent thing? Deep-seated fears and
anxieties are often at the heart of poor thinking, of which the Pigeon’sisatypica example. Undoubtedly,
at sometime in the past, the Pigeon had had eggs esten by a serpent. Whenever pigeons (or people)
persist in being irrationa, suspect a deep, underlying psychological basis adversdly working from their
heart’s core on their perspective capacity, leading them away from truth and toward error.

At thismoment the door of the house opened, and alarge plate came skimming out, Sraight at the
Footman’s head; it just grazed his nose, and broke to pieces against one of the trees behind him. The
Footman continued in the same tone, exactly asif nothing had happened.

“How am | to get in?" asked Alice again in alouder tone.

“Areyoutogetinat al?’ sad the Footman. “That’ sthefirst question, you know.” [15]

It wasthefirst question. No doubt, only Alice did not like to be told so. Alice' s question assumed she
would get in. Alice was begging the question, and the Footman called her onit.

“It'sredly dreadful,” she muttered to hersdlf, “theway al the creatures argue. It' s enough to drive one
crezy!” [16]

p. 299Wefed your pain, Alice. But, oh, dear, what do you expect from charactersin abook written by
an Oxford don whose main misson in his professona life wasto teach logic!

“Would you tel me, please, which way | ought to go from here?’



“That depends agood deal on where you want to get to,” said the Cat.
“I don’'t much carewhere—" said Alice.

“Then it does't matter which way you go,” said the Cat.

“—snlong as| getsomewhere ,” Alice added as an explanation.

“Oh, you're sureto do that,” said the Cat, “if you only walk long enough.” [17]

These eminently logical remarks by the Cheshire Cat are among the most quoted passagesin the Alice
books. The deegp meaning hereinvolvesthat relation of scienceto ethics. The Cat’s answer expresses
very precisdly the eterna cleavage between science and ethics. Science cannot tell uswhereto go, but
after this decison ismade on other grounds (socid, politica, environmenta, ethica, aesthetic, etc.), it can
tell usthe best way to get there.

An echo of the Cheshire Cat tdk is heard in Jack Kerouac' s novel On the Road:

“We gottago and never stop going till we get there.”
“Where we going, man?’

“I don’'t know but we gotta go.” [18]

A passageinthe Tdmudissmilar: “1f you don't know where you are going, any road will take you
there”

Because the Cheshire Cat has been eminently logica in this oneingtance, that doesn’t mean it will be
logicd in another:

“Inthat direction,” the Cat said, waving itsright paw round, “lives aHatter; and inthat direction,” waving
the other paw, “livesaMarch Hare. Vit either you like: they're both mad.” [19]

(Misinformation is common, especidly in directions given by localsto strangers. The March Harelives
on the left and the Hatter on the right, but, asthey are both together at the tea party, they cannot now be
vigted at their respective homes. The Cat’ s body language is ambiguous because waving the paws
“round” does not indicate adefinite direction in the way p. 300pointing would. But the Cat’ s speech and
behavior are congstent with the theme of this part of AAW, which is navigational insouciance.)



“But | don’t want to go among mad people,” Alice remarked.
“Oh, youcan't help that,” said the Cat: “we reall mad here. I'm mad. Y ou' re mad.”

“How do you know I'm mad?’ said Alice.[20]

Wonderful! Aliceisasking for evidence. She knowsthat all she needsis one counterexampleto prove
the Cheshire Cat’ s generdization “we re all mad here’ wrong. If Alice can show sheisnot mad—or,
better ill, if the Cat can't prove sheis—then the Cat’ s statement will have been provenfase. Let’'s
review what we covered before and see how the clever Cheshire Cat handles Alice' s chdlenge.

“You must be,” said the Cat, “or you wouldn't have come here.” [21]

Inasense, thisis, aswe discussed previoudy, an excellent example of circular reasoning. Itisa
tautology. But in alarger sense, the Cat knows whereof he spesks, given that heand Aliceareina
dream.

Psychiatrigtstell usthetype of thinking in adream (primary processthinking) iscloseto if not identical
with the thinking of psychotics. Lewis Carroll’ sdiary in February 9, 1856, raises the same query: “When
we are dreaming and, as often happens, have adim consciousness of the fact, and try to wake, do we
not say and do things which in waking life would be insane? May we not then sometimes define insanity
asaninability to distinguish which isthe waking and which the degping life? We often dream without the
least suspicion of unredity.” [22]

Socrates addresses the same problem in Plato’ sTheaetetus :

Thesaetetus: | certainly cannot undertake to argue that madmen or dreamersthink truly, when they
imagine, some of them that they are gods, and othersthat they can fly, and are flying in their deep.

Socrates. Do you see another question that can be raised about these phenomena, notably about
dreaming and waking?

Thesetetus. What question?

Modern psychiatry would hold that primary process thinking in dreamsisnorma. But thefailureto
digtinguish thered from the unrea while awake isthe characteristic ego disntegrative sgn of psychoss.
That consderation aside, let’slook at the Cheshire Cat’slogic:

p. 301Item: We're al mad here. (unsupported assertion)



Item: I’'m mad. Y ou're mad. (unsupported assertions consistent with the first item. But more than that,
these later assertions are actualy subdtern clamsthat follow directly from thefirst item. If we aredl mad
here, then two people who are here [that is, those included in the category encompassed by the first item]
areaso mad. Inaway, theinterrdation of the claims of item one and item two point out the usud relation
of subatern clams. The subdternisimplicit and follows directly from the larger categorica clam. Thus, if
al Sare P, some Smust aso be P, many S must be P, few Smust be P, this particular Sthat | see
washed up on the beach must be P, and so forth.)

Item: Because you' re here, you must be mad. (Unsupported conclusion)

“And | wish you wouldn't keep appearing and vanishing so suddenly: you make one quite giddy!” [23]

Aliceresortsto anad hominem argument to give hersdlf timeto think of agood reply tothe Cat’s
circular reasoning. Her statement is an attack on the Cat’ s behavior and has nothing whatsoever to do
with theissue under discussion, which was whether they are dl mad. Diversonary arguments, whether
our own or Alice' s, areirrelevant.

“All right,” said the Cat; and thistime it vanished quite dowly, beginning with the end of thetail, and
ending with the grin, which remained some time &fter therest of it had gone.[24]

Notice that the Cat unfairly selects part of Alice srequest and givesthat part of the request undue
emphasis and importance. His changing dowly is not what Alice redly wanted. Alice wanted him to stop
changing and remain constant. But of course she opened herself up to the Cheshire Cat’ sinterpretation
by not stating precisaly what she wanted. Usudly, it'sagood ideato say exactly what you want and
mean exactly what you say. Usudly, it' sagood ideato not say what you don't want to say and not say
what you don’'t mean.

p. 302*Well! I"ve often seen acat without agrin,” thought Alice, “but agrin without acat! It'sthe most
curiousthing | ever saw indl my life” [25]

Thisshows usthat if astatement istrue, the converse of that statement is not necessarily true. Thissame
point is hammered in further a ong during the tea party, where“mean what | say” isnot the same as“say
what | mean,” and “| seewhat | eat” isnot thesameas*“| eat what | see” and “| likewhat | get” isnot

thesameas*”| get what | like”



“You might just aswell say,” added the Dormouse, which seemed to betaking initsdeep, “that |
breathe when | deep isthe samething as| deep when | breathe!”

“Itisthe samething with you,” said the Hatter, and here the conversation dropped.[26]

Sometimes the example comesright out of Carroll’ slesson book: “All applesare red, but it does not
follow that any red thing isan gpple.” Thisemphasis on the nonequivaence of conversesisimportant and
relatesto syllogisms and to if-then statements of the form:

If A (and then) B.

The"if” satement is cdled theantecedent, and the “then” statement istheconsequence. In moreforma
logic, thismight look like:

If A then B.
A.

Therefore, B.

In practical form, an if-then statement might look like this:

If you take cyanide, then you die.
Y ou teke cyanide.

Youdie

Asalogician, Carroll knew how important it was to understand that converses are not necessarily true.
That iswhy he gives so many examplesto prove the point. In fact, disregard of these ideas |eads to some
common errorsin thinking. For instance:



p. 303If you take cyanide, then you die.
Y ou do not take cyanide.

Therefore, you do not die.

Or:

If A thenB.
Not A.

Therefore, not B.

The confusion hereisthat cyanideisasufficient cause of death by itsdlf. It interferes with the cytochrome
respiratory chain so effectively that the transfer of eectronsto oxygen is prevented and metabolism stops
dead. But that does not mean that because you don’t take cyanide you will live forever. There are many
other causes of degth besides cyanide. Cyanideisjust one of alarge class of poisonsthat will cause
death, and the large class of poisons causing desth is part of an even larger class of things (eating too
much pie, getting run over by asteamroller, choking on afilet mignon, cancer, stroke,
Marchifava-Bignami disease, heart attack, etc.) that can cause death. Not taking cyanide will not prevent
one of those other causes from eventualy taking itstoll. Informal logic, thiserror is calednegating the
antecedent.

Here sanother problem that arises from asimilarly defective reasoning:

If you take cyanide, then you die.
Youdie

Therefore, you took cyanide.

Or:

If A then B.

B.

Therefore, A.



Affirming the consequent (the name of thisfalacy) doesn’'t automaticaly imply that you took cyanide,
asthere are other causes of death. In terms of necessary and sufficient conditions, the error hereisthe
same asthe error of denying the antecedent; it isthe fallacy of assuming thatp. 304a sufficient conditionis
anecessary one. Cyanideisasufficient condition of dying, not anecessary one.

Back to the Cat: All cats are detached. But the Cheshire Cat is more detached than most. Heis
probably avery direct symbol of ided intellectud detachment. He can disappear because he can abstract
himsdlf from his surroundingsinto himself. He can gppear as only ahead because heisamost a
disembodied intelligence. He can agppear as only a grin because he can impose an (unsettling) atmosphere
without being (entirely) present.

According to Martin Gardner, aformer editor of Scientific American, the phrase“ grin without acat” is
probably not abad description of pure mathematics. Although mathemeatical theorems often can be
usefully applied to the structure of the external world, the theorems themsalves are abstractions built on
assumptionsthat belong to another relm “ remote from human passions.” Bertrand Russell once put it as,
“remote from the pitiful facts of nature. . . an ordered cosmos, where pure thought can dwell asiniits
natural home, and where one, at least, of our nobler impulses can escape from the dreary exile of the
actua world.”

Gardner’ sideais probably hokum. But | will admit it has endearing features. The origin of theidea of the
Cheshire Cat has been discussed ad nauseam, especially by Katsuko Kasai. Theorigin | likethe best is
Kasa’ sinteresting conjecture that Cheshire cheese was once sold in the shape of agrinning cat. One
would tend to dice off the cheese at the cat’ stail and end up with only the grinning head on the plate.

On ancther level, my idealis probably more basic: Carroll was probably aware of the use of catsin the
logica discussion of the principd relations among classes. In dividing the universe of creaturesinto cats
and not-cats, logicians used the defining form

X ?ca

which definesthe class of cats. This, in turn, was seen to determine the class of not-cats, which, |
suppose, started with “x isunfeline.” If thiswas used asthe class of not-cats, and if not-catsis~C, then
“cats’ isC. Using this concept, let’ swork out the truth tablesto seeif acat can logically exist without a
smileand viceversa

LetC=cat

p. 305Let S=grin (think of Sasasmile, whichisakind of grin.
SlookslesslikeaC than a G does, so Swill serve better
asasymbal for grinthan G.)



& isthelogica connective signifying conjunction meaning both.[|.]

?isthelogical connective signifying digunction meaning ether, or, or both.

Therefore, ~C means not cat; ~Smeansno grin; (C & S) meansacat withagrin; (C & ~S) meansa
cat without agrin; (~C & S) meansagrin without acat; and (~C & ~S) meansno cat and no grin. Thus,
truth tables for such smple and complex statements would be:

C S ~C ~S (C&S (C& | (C& |(C&
~S) 9 ~S)
Casel |T T F F T F F F
Case2 |T F F T F T F F
Case3 F T T F F F T =
Case4 | F F T T F F F T

Thetableligts al possble combinations of the satementsinvolving the smpleterms C and S. There are
only four cases. They correspond to the conditions (1) cat with agrin, (2) cat without agrin, (3) no cat
but agrin, (4) no cat and no grin. Column 3 isthe no-cat column, and itstruth values are the opposite of
column 1. Column 4 isthe no-grin column, which isjust the opposite of the grin column (2). The complex
statements follow directly. For example, (C & S) istruein case 1 becauseonly incaselareCand S
true. Inthecases 2, 3, and 4, Cisfdse, Sisfase, or both arefase. If either C or Sisfase, then the
conjunction (C & S) must dso befase.

So what?

Hold your horses. | do have apoint in mind, and that will come out with the analysis of the more
complex statements[(~C & §) & (C& ~§)] and[(~C & ) ?(C & ~9)].



p. 306 (~C& 9 (C&~S [((C& 9 &(C [C& Y ?(C&

& ~9)] ~S)]
Case 1 F F F e
Case?2 F T F T
Case3 T F F T
Case4 F F F F

Thus, we prove that you can't have a cat without agrinand no cat with agrin because al the cases of
that conjunction are false. Such a statement is a contradiction. But the last column proves that we can
have agrin without acator acat without agrin. The complex statement reflecting those assertions, [(~C
& §) ?(C& ~9)],istruein case 2 and in case 3. Situations that are true in some cases and falsein
others are contingent on the circumstances for their truth and arelogically possible, asindicated in the last
column.

In the same way with the sametables, | could proveto you that acat without agrin or acat withagrinis
just acat, and agrin without acat or agrin with acat isjust agrin. Carroll probably worked out these
tables (just for grins?), and that iswhy the eminently logica Alice mentionsthetruthvaueof [(~C & S) ?
(C & ~9)], dthough she claims (contrary to fact) that she has never seen agrin without a cat.

Carroll’ spoint inthisis (I believe) to demondtrate that in the andogical matrix known asfiction thegrin
can exigt without acat and that in the andogica matrix known aslogic the samegrin can dso exist
without a cat. In nature such athing isaso possble, if the class of no-cat is defined smply asthe class of
all thingsthat exist that are not cat. At least | think that' s true. Who knows? | do know that my wife,
Ethel, has an excellent endearing cat grin, which she puts on when it suits her. Inthat case, E! (S& ~C)
might bejustified Sncethe grinin this particular case is attached to ahuman and not acat.

In math, v-1 exigs, but in naturethiscan't exi<t.

Grinswithout cats and math without redity: Thisisadigtinction with adifference, adifference of which
we should not lose sght. Math is one thing; the real world is another. Only sometimes do the twain, the
two great realms, meet. At other times, the two may be far, far gpart. Mathematical proofs can describe
or not describe the rea world, depending on how closdly the assumptions, on which the proofs always
depend, relate to the real world.

Math may be the queen of the sciences, but the history of mathematics provesthat the queenisoftenin
error (though rarely ever inp. 307doubt) because she has been contradicted by redlity. The history of
mathematicsisagraveyard of reasoned “ proofs’ once thought perfect and later found defective.



Lesson: Do not give undue weight or too much attention to supposed mathematical proofs. Mathematical
proofsare only as good as the assumptions that underlie them and may not reflect redity or truth.

Example When amathematical andysisby AT& T scientist John Carson was quoted as conclusive proof
[of]] that FIM radio was not possible, the technical community committed the kind of error then that,
unfortunately, continues to be quite common now. Someone proves a statement based on certain
assumptions, othersforget those assumptions and remember only the conclusions. People then tend to
apply such conclusonsto al cases, even onesthat do not satisfy the origind assumptions. Thisiswhat
had happened to FM, and it was tantamount to a prejudice against FM.

Edwin Armstrong, a Columbia University professor who was aways suspicious of mathematica proofs
of theimpossible, in abrilliant moment of latera thinking decided to challenge that wisdom and[setoutto]]
find out what would happen if he used instead awide band of frequenciesfor hisFM signd. Therest, as
they say, ishistory. Armstrong built an FM receiver and transmitter that wasfar, far better than any AM
setup then available. Having done that, Armstrong was convinced that FM radio would succeed. The
only thing that he thought could temporarily dow it down was, in hiswords, “thoseintangible forces so
frequently set in motion by men, and the origin of which liesin vested interests, habits, fal se mathematical
proofs, customs, and legidation.” [27]

“Have somewine,” the March Hare said in an encouraging tone.
Alicelooked dl round the table, but there was nothing on it but tea.

[Look again, Alice. Thereisamilk jug on the table. We know this because later on in the teaparty, the
March Hare upsetsit. Fallure to observe carefully isacause of incorrect conclusions. Failureto seethe
obviousis common. Many of our failures result from the menta set governing the search procedure at the
time. Inthiscase, Aliceislooking for wine, not milk. She seesno wine, but she missesthe milk. Milk
would have been amore appropriate drink for agirl seven and one-haf years old. But perhaps Alice was
more interested inwine]

p. 308°| don’'t see any wine,” she remarked.
“Thereign't any,” said the March Hare.
“Then it wasn't very civil of you to offer it,” said Alice angrily.

“It wasn't very civil of you to St down without being invited,” said the March Hare.[28]

In effect, the March Hare is saying because Aliceis guilty of doing the same thing that she criticizeshim
for (i.e,, being uncivil), her argument is no good. Thus, with this counterattack on Alice, the March Hare
avoidsthe obligation to explain hisuncivil behavior. Thisisaviolation of the relevance criterion. That
some other person engages in aquestionable practiceisirrelevant to whether such a practice merits
acceptance. “Practice what you preach” is OK advice but not alogica argument. Two wrongs don’t
make aright. Shortcomings of your position cannot be defended by pointing out the errors or
shortcomings of the opposition. Tu quoque (you do it, too) isafdlacy.



Tu quoguethinking isacommon and very powerful psychological response, which most of ushave
experienced since childhood, to the inconsistent behavior of acritic. We often fed no obligation to
respond to criticism under the circumstances. Because such thinking is so emotionally convincing, its
fdlacious character isusudly not fully recognized until it is pointedly brought to one s attention. And thét,
of course, dear reader, isyour job.

“Take somemoretea,” the March Hare said to Alice, very earnestly.
“I’ve had nothing yet,” Alicereplied in an offended tone: “so | ca n't take more.”

“Youmean you ca n't takeless ,” said the Hatter: “it’ s very easy to takemore than nothing.” [29]

True. And an excdlent explanation of the null case (the set with no members) known asnothing. It's
hard to get less than nothing but easy to get more because nothing isthe lowest you can go in the redl
world of materia objects. About nothing, we and Lewis Carroll shdl talk more (not less) later.

“Y ou can draw water out of awater-well,” said the Hatter; “so | should think you could draw treacle
[British for molasses] out of atreacle-well—eh, supid?’

“But they werein thewell,” Alice said to the Dormouse, not choosing to notice this last remark.
p. 309" Of coursethey were,” said the Dormouse: “wel in.”

Thisanswer so confused poor Alice, that she let the Dormouse go on for some time without interrupting
it.

“They werelearning to draw,” the Dormouse went on, yawning and rubbing its eyes, for it was getting
very deepy; “and they drew al manner of things—everything that beginswithan M—"

“Why withanM?’ said Alice.

“Why not?’ said the March Hare.[30]

The confusions of meaningsforin the well andwell in anddrawing pictures anddrawing treacle have
been covered. Notethat it isthe March Hare, not the Dormouse, who answers Alice s question. He has
avested persond interest in the matter because his name starts with M and he wantsto be part of the
gtory. He wantsto be drawn for the same reason that most wealthy and privileged members of
Edwardian society in England in the nineteenth century wanted to have their portraits painted by John
Singer Sargent.[ Edwardianisfirstdecade?0thcentury] Those aristocrats had a vested interest in seeing
themsaveswdll portrayed (pun intended).

Like most people with vested interests (that need defending), the March Hare' sdefenseisirrdevant. In



thiscase, it isanirrdevant appeal to absence of areason. Failure to know or to have areason to justify a
statement (such as March Hare' s“Why not?”) is not a reason supporting the statement. Absent
evidence, ignoranceitsaf, or no reason whatsoever never judtifies anything.

A word about unbirthdays (celebrated by Humpty Dumpty inThrough the Looking Glass): the concept
of contradictions has occupied philosophers from day one.Unbirthday isaCarrollian logica extenson of
birthday . Ifbirthday exigs, then its negation would benot-birthday. The day you were bornisyour
birthday. All daysthat you were not born are your unbirthdays. In this context,un isjust another way of
indicating denia. Yesor no; true or false; 0 or 1; + or -; go or no go; not, and, or; NOT, AND, OR; she
loves me, sheloves me not.Unbirthday isthe denid or negation of birthday. It isanother way of saying
“not birthday.” The concept istrivid, but the results are not trivial and underlie much of our Western
civilization's quest for logical certainty. Y ou have one birthday ayear, and dl the other daysare
unbirthdays. This could be formulated B not B, or we could abbreviate the statement as logicians do by
placing the sign for negation, thetilde, ~, before the second B. Thus, ~B stands for unbirthday.

p. 310Now, it isobvious that when astatement istrue, itsdenid isfase, and when a statement isfase,
itsdenid istrue. Using the shorthand, we can symbolize thisinformation in atruth teble:

B ~B
T F
F T

Thetruth table tellsuswhen it’ sa birthday, it is not an unbirthday and vice versa, the same thing the
Hatter hastold us but in symbolic form. Truth tableslike this have had amagjor effect on the development
of computerized information processing and underlie most computer logic. The probability of today being
your unbirthday is 364/365, and the probability of thisbeing your birthday is 1/365. Therefore, the
probability of ~B/B is364 to 1. By thetruth table, it isobvious that any statement of B isinconsstent
with its negation, ~B. In other words, B and ~B are mutudly exclusive. If it isB, then it can’t be your ~B,
andif itis~B, it can’t be your B. The Hatter explainsthisin so many words. But he could have just given
Alice the equation, Probability (B or ~B) = 1, and therefore, Probability (1 - ~B) = B.

By theway, the Hatter isn't entirely reasonable. He thinksit is much better to celebrate unbirthdays than
celebrate birthdays because there are so many more unbirthdays than birthdays. This reasoning assumes
celebrating isdesrable. It might be from his perspective or the perspective of the kids, but it might not be
truefor others, especidly adults. The Hatter’ s reasoning disregards the utility factor, which must be
included in any vaue judgment. Any mother of atwo-year-old knows, especidly if she has suffered
through just one birthday party, that some birthday parties are no fun for adults. In fact, some partiesfor
two-year-oldsthat | have attended have been pure torture.

Warning! We now pass on to the Queen of Hearts, a character who probably representsthe



embodiment of ungovernable passion in a person of power—ablind and aimless Fury, aHitler or Stdin
type. Her constant orders for beheading are shocking to those modern critics of children’ s books who
fed that juvenilefiction should befree of dl violence. Asfar as| know, there have been no empirical
studies of how children react to such scenes and what harm, if any, isdoneto their psyche. Absence of
evidence, however, is not evidence of absence. So the question must remain open.

p. 311My guessisthat the norma child findsit al very amusing and is not damaged in the least.
However, | do fed that this stuff isnot entirely suitable for adults. It especialy should not be permitted to
circulate indiscriminately among adults who are undergoing psychoanadysis. The depiction of royalty here
st forth contains an enormous amount of dignity, arbitrariness, and paraded prestige as necessary to
bolster up the absurd pretensions of incompetent leaders, something that has modern resonances,
something we should think about when we hear “Hail to the Chief” or read about the shenanigans of the
Roydsof England.

The reason that the Queen of Hearts and the subsequent tria of the Knave of Hearts can be so terrifying
to adultsisthat most redlize that they live in adapstick modern world under an inexplicable sentence of
death. When they try to find out what the castle authorities want them to do, they are shifted from one
bumbling bureaucrat to another, recelving no reasonable answers.

Franz Kafka sThe Castle (which | beieve wasinspired by AAW) represents the Stratified, organized,
controlled, completely bureaucratized society, in which the individud isanumber and haslost specific
and digtinct individua dignity, integrity, freedom, and al gppearance of such. Yes, Kafkaistrue, but often
we don'’t recognize K afka as such because when we go through the Kafkaesque experience, we are
kicking, biting, fighting, trying to survive, doing lots of things, but not reading Kafka

Added to the horror of it al isthe ready perception that the arbitrary, bloody Queen of Heartsisan
ineffective, abysmally stupid person. Y et she has the power. Her pointlessnessis the point. Her gibberish
conveys unmistakable meanings to those of uswho read hidden messages. But sometimes, | admit, there
is nothing but nonsense in nonsense. And sometimes the nonsenseisjust ridicule of stuffed shirts. Perhaps
adults should take consolation in the underlying joyful certainty that they (the leaders) who aretrying day
and night with ungtinted effort to control us are, after dl, according to Alice, only apack of cards.

More than one critic has commented on the similarities between Kafka' s other book, The Trial, and the
tria of the Knave of Hearts and between Kafka sCastle and the chess gamein Carroll’ sThrough the
Looking Glass, inwhich living pieces areignorant of the game' s plan and cannot tell if they move of their
own will or are being controlled by invisble strings moved by invisble fingers. Thisvison of the
monstrous mindlessness of the powersthat be can be grim and disturbing, especidly to those who know

history.

p. 312The Queen turned crimson with fury, and, after glaring at her for amoment like awild beast,
began screaming, “ Off with her head!” [31]

All attemptsto divert attention from red issues areirrdevant. All violence and dl threats of violence are
irrdlevant. A chopped-off head is not asubstitute for alogica argument. Nor is a chopped-off head a
subgtitute for atrial on theissues. Officid violence and oppression can be much more dangerous and
difficult to control than individud private violence. Mgor checks are therefore required to prevent the
major dangers of too much governmental power. That iswhy we have a congtitution. That iswhy the



Condtitution must be followed exactly. “Eternd vigilance,” said George Washington, “isthe price of
liberty.” Eternd vigilanceis probably aso the price of everything elsethat we hold dear.

“Very true,” said the Duchess. “Famingoes and mustard both bite. And the mora of that is—Birds of a
feather flock together.” [32]

Note the non sequitur based on confusion of bite and the error of concluding that snce mustard and
flamingoes both bite, and since the flamingo isabird, mustard must be abird, too, and therefore must
flock withit.

“Only mugtard isn't abird,” Alice remarked.
[Clever Alice! She defested the false andogy by stating afact.]

“Right, asusud,” said the Duchess, who seemed ready to agree to everything that Alice said.[33]

Oh my, my, that Duchess! Sheis something else. The Duchessis one of the most striking features of the
book, especidly if one reviewswhat was standard fare for children of the time. When one seesher in
action, one gets astrong reaction againgt didacticism, which so many of the episodesillugtrate. Carroll’s
parodies of theingtructive verse that children were made to memorize and reciteisaridicule of solemnity
and acriticism of the practice of inflicting it upon the young.

In the croquet game, the Duchess smotto is* Everything’ sgot amord, if only you canfindit.” This, of
course, begsthe question and isall inclusive, an overgeneralization, and an assertion that needs support
by evidence. From that statement, the Duchess becomes more and more extravagant and nonsensicd in
her application of axioms and proverbsto everything. Alice catches on fast and reacts accordingly. And
p. 313the mord of that is: Adults—ugh! They aren’t consstent, and they aren’t fair.

It’ strue that everyday languageislargely arbitrary and unaccountable, but the Duchess s puzzling use of
language is one important illugtration of adult bullying and condescension. Thisis, | believe, one of the
underlying messages of the Alice books, the rgjection of adult authority and the vindication of the rights of
the child, even theright to sdf-assertion, clear indtruction, and logica thoughts.

The Duchess continues, “ There' salarge mustard mine near here. And the mora of that is— The more
thereisof mine, thelessthereisof yours.” " [34]

Another non sequitur aswell as a contextua modification of the wordmine. But despite the changein the
meaning of thewordmine in this context, the Duchessis here describing the zero-sum game, in which the

payoff to the winner exactly equas the losses of the loser—"the more there is of mine, the lessthereis of

yours.”

Poker is a many-person zero-sum game because the tota amount of money won equalsthe total amount
of money lost. Bets on the outcome of chess and checker games are zero-sum. So are some forms of



currency trading.

By contrast, a negative-sum game is onein which the tota amount won islessthan that bet, asin
pari-mutuel betting on ahorse race. The total amount bet (the handle) is 20 percent more than the total
amount paid off because the state extracts 15 percent from the handle and the track takes 5 percent.

Stocks and bonds can be positive-sum games due to the addition of interest to the betted pool inthe
case of bonds and the addition of dividendsin the case of stocks. But stocks and bonds are mainly
negative-sum games because of commissions and trading fees, market manipulations, market timing, and
withdrawa of money from corporations viafraud.

The executioner’ s argument was, that you couldn’t cut off ahead unless there was abody to cut it off
from: that he had never had to do such athing before, and he wasn't going to begin at histime of life.[35]

Matter of fact: You can't cut ahead off when it has aready been detached. The executioner’ s argument
isredlity based, inteligent, valid, and sound. Why didn’'t he stop there? Why didn’t he just stop while he
was ahead?

p. 314Instead of resting at the point of irrefutability, the executioner continued (by way of
Supererogation) with the irrelevant continuum argument: because we never did thingsthat way, we
shouldn’t start to do them that way now.

Prudence indeed will dictate that things should not be changed for light and trangent causes, but
experience dictates that they must changeif they are required to change by the facts. Otherwise, nothing
would change and progress would stop.

“Y es, we went to school in the sea, though you mayn't believe it—"
“I never said | didn’t!” interrupted Alice.

“Youdid;” said theMock Turtle.[36]

The Mock Turtleistdling Alicethat she hasjust said “1 didn’t.” Never means never, and Alicejust said
“I didn't.” Therefore, her statement that she never said what she obvioudly just did say hasto be wrong.
That iswhy the Mock Turtle caled her oniit.

Verbd trapslike thisare asgnificant diverson for Carroll. Humpty Dumpty, in the next Alice book,

caiches Alicein asmilar verba trap by referring to something that she didn’t say. The Mock Turtle
continues.

“We had the best of educations—in fact, we went to school every day—"



“1" vebeen to aday-school, too,” said Alice. “Y ou needn’t be so proud as all that.”

[Another confusion: Going to school every day and aday school arein fact two different things, though
Alice assumesthey arethe same)]

“With extras?’ asked the Mock Turtle, alittle anxioudy.
“Yes” sad Alice: “welearned French and music.”
“And washing?’ said the Mock Turtle.

“Certainly not!” said Aliceindignantly.

“Ah! Then yourswasn't aredly good school,” said the Mock Turtlein atone of great relief. “Now, at
ours, they had, at the end of the bill, * French, music,and washing —extra’ " [37]

Out-of -context quotations are unfair and mideading. They partially sdlect ideas or evidence and
frequently lead to erroneous conclusions. The phrase * French, music, and washing—extra’ often
appeared on boarding school hills. It meant, of course, that there was an extra charge for French and
music and for having one’ slaundry done by the schoal. It did not mean washing wasincluded in the
course of ingtruction.

p. 315Near our house in Texas, we have a storefront doctor whose sign reads. “Neurology, pain, and
headache control center.” Pain and headache might need control, but one wondersif the good doctor
meant to control neurology aswell.

ThenameMock Turtle islike that, too—aconfusion. The (incorrect) reasoning hereisthat if thereisa
mock turtle soup (that is, a soup that tastes and smélls like turtle soup but is made of nonturtle
ingredients), then there must be such a creature asamock turtle. There must be amock turtleif thereisa
mock turtle soup, in the same way asthere must be aturtleif thereisaturtle soup.

The andogy isfalse because athough turtle soup and mock turtle soup share a certain property, namely,
that they are both hot liquids that you drink from abowl, they differ in that they are not both derived from
a200-million-year-old reptile species that has protective shells called the cargpace and plastron. In fact,
mock turtle soup was made from vedl. Anillustrated AAW shows Tennid’sorigina drawing of the
Mock Turtlewith acdf’s head and hooves for fegt, reflecting the actua ingredients that went into
Victorian mock turtle soup.

On adeeper level, we are deding here with afundamentd defect in human thinking cdledreification, or
the propengity to convert an abstract concept into ahard belief. Because we can name something or
because we have aname for something does not mean that that thing actually exigts. It might exist, and it
might not exist. It might merdly exist in the redlm of imagination and not in the real world. Some people
think that Y ahweh, the God of the Old Testament, was a socid-palitical ideato help organize the Jews
out of Egypt, which then became ametaphor reified.

Mock turtles and red turtles—children in the world of adults often exhibit such confusions. For many
years, we disciplined our daughter by saying, “ Allegra, you' re not the only one!” Eventudly, she wanted
to know who was the Only One and how could she get to be the Only One.



When | worked at the Nationd Ingtitutes of Hedth, my boss was King Engdl. At home at the dinner
table, it wasadways“King said | should do this’ and “King said | should do that.” King put me on night
duty and so forth. One night, my son, Craig, piped up and asked, “ Dad, when | grow up, will I haveto
work for theking?’

Other confusionsin the Mock Turtle s story arejust pure fun.

“Wdll, therewas Mystery,” the Mock Turtle replied, counting off thep. 316subjects on his
flappers—“Mystery, ancient and modern, with Seaography and then Drawling . . . Drawling, Stretching,
and Fainting in Coils” [38]

Of course, Mystery = History; Seaography = Geography; Drawling, Stretching, and Fainting in Coils=
Drawing, Sketching, and Painting in Qils.

“He taught us Laughing and Grief.”[39]

Itisdoubtful that there was much laughing in Latin, but the Grief sounds pretty real for Greek astaught in
that era

Thetwelvejurorswere dl writing very busily on dates. “What are they doing?’ Alice whispered to the
Gryphon. “They ca n't have anything to put down yet, before thetrid’ s begun.”

“They’re putting down their names,” the Gryphon whispered in reply, “for fear they should forget them
before the end of thetria.”

“Stupid things!” Alice beganinaloud indignant voice. . . . Alice could see, aswdll asif shewerelooking
over thelr shoulders, that dl the jurors were writing down “ Stupid things!” on their dates, and she could
even make out that one of them didn’t know how to spell “stupid,” and that he had to ask his neighbor to
tdl him.["][40]

Here Carroll is playing with the double meaning of the phrase “writing stupid things’: Y ou can write the
wordsstupid things, and you can aso write thingsthat are supid and, asin the case of thejurors here,
you can do both those two things at the sametime. It dso gppearsthat Carroll is making some sort of
comment on the jury system. Its true import escapes me. Have you any ideas?

“Herald, read the accusation!”

“The Queen of Hearts, she made sometarts,



All onasummer’ sday:
The Knave of Hearts, he stole those tarts

And took them quite away!”

“Congder your verdict,” the King said to thejury.[41]

Wait asecond! No, not yet. That’s not right. The King is out of sequence. First comesthetria and then
the verdict. What kind of court isthe King running?

p. 317I1n alegitimate court of law, the accused is entitled to atrid. Mere indictment does not prove guilt.
Thejury isrequired to eva uate the evidence to get to the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.
The King of Hearts shows some of the impetuosity of leaders who fed they know the answers without
needing to discusstheissues or evaluate the data or (and thisisworse) consult with the people. Later on,
the king again shows hisimpatience during the examination of the Mad Hatter: “ Give your evidence. . .
and don't be nervous, or I’ [l have you executed on the spot.” [42]

Aswe discussed, evidence given under duress or tortureisno evidence at al. According to Charles
Mackay, LLD, in hisbookExtraordinary Popular Delusions and the Madness of Crowds, thousands
of women confessed to being witches and were burned at the stake during the inquisition. Their
confessons said they could fly about, had sexual intercourse with the devil, could change into black cats
and other familiars—all the things the torturers wished them to say, they did say. Now we know al those
things areimpossible. As versatile as some women are, none of them can change into a black cat.

Darkness at Noonby Arthur Koestler discusses how, during the Stain erain Russia, this problem led to
confessions of guilt from perfectly innocent Communist Party members. The Rise and Fall of the Third
Reich by William L. Shirer handles the same subject in great detail during the Nazi erain Germany, and
the novel 1984 (written by George Orwell) depicts atotditarian society gone further awry by being able

to extract any confession from anyone about anything, often for no real reason except to exert power and
control or to maintain power and control or both.

“I’'mapoor man,” the Hatter went on, “and most things twinkled after that—only the March Hare
sid—"’

“I didn’t!” the March Hare interrupted in agreat hurry.
“Youdid!” said the Hatter.
“I deny it! said the March Hare.

“Hedeniesit,” said theKing: “leave out that part.” [43]



Whether the Hatter is poor isirrdevant to the evidence that heisgiving. Appedsto pity are emotionaly
based and irrdevant. All emotional appeals are unreasonable.

And what the devil does*and most thingstwinkled after that” have anything to do with anything, much
lessthistria? The Hatter is confused and nervoudy spesking nonsense.

p. 318Notice the March Hare is so eager to deny things that we never get to know what heis denying.
The king doesn’t care, however, and telsthe jury to “leave out that part,” an impossible task, since they
don’t know what “that part” was.

Respect for all the evidence must be the cornerstone of trids at law. We don’t see much of that respect
here. The King believesthat heis specid, that somehow the rules do not gpply to him or that he can just
meake them up ad hoc. Obvioudy, heis mistaken.

Denying counterevidence and ignoring any evidence produce inadequate eva uations and lead away from
truth and toward error. Missing evidence is never adequate. The King of Hearts, asajudge, asaleader,
is, like so many of our government officids, clearly inadequate, afailure.

Here one of the guinea pigs cheered, and was immediately suppressed by the officers of the court. They
had arather large canvas bag, which tied up a the mouth with strings; into thisthey dipped the guinea
pig, head first, and then sat upon it.[44]

Why they picked on the guinea pig and not the others in the courtroom who were also out of order isnot
clear. Thismay have been another example of the arbitrary exercise of power, it could have been the
manifestation of a prejudice againgt the guineapig, or it could have been both those things or neither.
Who knows?

Alice did have athought about the matter, but it wasn't particularly sympathetic or nice: “I’'mglad I've
Seen that done. . . . I’ ve so often read in the newspapers, at the end of trials.” [45]

Suppressed evidence and sedling of filesis common at the end of trids, especidly civil suits. But what
Aliceis probably referring to isquash, meaning to set aside or annul, asin, “The court quashed the

indictment.” Some supposedly educated attorneys say squashed instead of quashed, and that | supposeis
the origin of what happened to the guinea pig.

“What are tarts made of 7’
“Pepper, mostly,” said the cook.
“Treacle,” said the deepy voice behind her.

“Collar that Dormouse!” the Queen shrieked out. “Behead that Dormouse!” [46]



Ignoring, denying, and suppressing counterevidence resultsin biased appraisasthat arelikely to be
wrong. Here, the cook is givingp. 319fad se testimony. The Dormouse tellsthe court so. Yet it isthe
Dormouse, not the cook, who is punished. “Power corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely,”
said Lord Acton. Authorities can be wrong. Kings can be tyrannical. Queens ditto.

At this moment the King, who had been for some time busily writing in his note-book, called out
“Silence!” and read out from his book, “ Rule Forty-two. All persons more than amile high to leave the
court.”

Everybody looked at Alice.
“I’'mnot amilehigh,” said Alice

“You are” sad theKing.[47]

Here we have adispute about fact. Is Aliceamile high, or is she not? It should be easy to settlethis
issue by objective measurement. “ Measurement began our might: Forms a stark Egyptian thought, forms
that gentler Phidiaswrought,” wrote the Irish poet William Butler Y eatsin hisLast Poems. Y eatswas
right: Measurement began our might. Numbersare nice. | like them, too. Numbers (if correct) often lead
to truth. “1 have dways believed in numbers,” said John Nash, who won the 1994 Nobel Prizein
economics.[48]

In the case of the King versus Alice, why not get some numbers here? To prove Alice s height, we need
only measure her and report the result in anumber and aunit of extent. In this case, the unit of extent will
probably be feet, and the number will probably be four. That height (four feet) would be considerably
smaller than 5,280 feet (one mile), proving the king wrong.

Direct measurement is one form of verification. Verification isnice. Verification leads to truth because it
isaprocedure designed to confirm or deny a stated view of redlity. Assuch, verification is at the heart of
scientific inquiry and the reason for experiments. Verification was at the heart of the dispute between Iraq
and the United Nations. Irag said it had no nuclear or biologica weapons of mass destruction. But Irag
did not fully submit to inspectionsto proveit. Thefalureto fully submit led to suspicion that Irag was
hiding something, which led to war.

If the King of Hearts permitted the measurement of Alice, hewould be proved aliar. Without
measurement to know the reality Stuation for sure, we haveto rely on probabilities. The probabilities are
that the King of Heartsiswrong. It would be unheard of to have anyone amile high. The king knows
that. So does Alice. But getting official recognition of the fact isanother question. For years, suffragettes
claimed that the Decp. 320laration of Independence indicated that women must have theright to vote,
otherwise they were taxed without representation. The suffragettes claimed that the Declaration of
Independence clearly states that government must derive its powers from the consent of the governed.
Since women were governed without having avoice in the government, the government was proven
wrong by its own admission. It took many years and many long baitles, frequent imprisonments of
women and o forth before that Smple fact was recognized by the Nineteenth Amendment to the United
States Condtitution.



This misstatement of fact, the problem of Alice sheight, was of course caused by the king himself. He
had just written rule forty-two and made it SO excessive he thereby gave himsdf away. In the secret
workings of hisunconscious mind, hewrote arulethat is so blatantly absurd that itsirrationd origin
became obvious.

“Nearly two mileshigh,” added the Queen.[49]

Denying the obvious, sonewalling, asin the Watergate fiasco, does no good because truth will out. If a
person amile high is absurd, then a person two miles high istwice as absurd. The Queen iswrong, twice
wrong. Sheiswrong to support someone who is obviously wrong, and sheiswrong about the fact under
discussion.

“Wadll, | shan't go, a any rate,” said Alice: “besdes, that' s not aregular rule: you invented it just now.”
[50

Good for Alicel

Isit possible that, in someway or other, Alice has been “improved” by her adventures? Isit possible
that the Queen of Hearts, the Cheshire Cat, the Hatter, and the rest of them have been working out her
redemption”? She seems moral, honest, and, at this point, just—especidly in contrast with those around
her, who appear to beimmord, dishonest, and unjust.

Not only has Alice become moral, honest, and just, but also she has become fiercely logicd, subversive
and revolutionary, destructive and terrible, and mercilessto privilege, established indtitutions, and
comfortable habits. Sheis now indifferent to authority, careless of the well-tried wisdom of the ages. She
fearlesdy contradicts the King!

Alicelooksinto the pit of hell and is not afraid. She sees hersdlf ap. 321child, alittle girl, afeeble speck,
surrounded by unfathomable emblems of power and control, yet she bears hersdlf proudly, as unmoved
asif shewerelord of the universe and as unmovable asif she were theimmovable object of classica
logidtics.

Cdlie, my two-year-old granddaughter, often behaves the sameway. “ (I don't care what you say.) The
moonisfollowing us.” “(I don't care what you say.) It lookslike steam and it is steam.” “No nap! | don’t
want to get out of the poal. | want to play more.” “I am angry at Mommy and Daddy because they put
meintime-out.” Good for Calie. And good for Alice. Cdlieand Alice are thinking asindividuasand are
thinking well.

Though dl that istrue about Alice (and Cdli€), variousinternal evidences till make me suspect Alice of
having a“past”—of having been naughty, of being naughty the way Cdlieis naughty sometimes. With
Aliceand Cdlie, aswith usdl, thereisroom for improvement. Later on, we seein theLooking Glass
book that Alice improves and has even developed akind of (primitive) socia conscience:



“I like the Walrus best, said Alice: “because he was alittle sorry for the poor oysters.”

“He ate more than the Carpenter, though,” said Tweedledee.[51]

Wow! Thet reply isamore deliciousindictment of sentimentalism than was ever made.

“It'sthe oldest rulein the book,” said the King.
“Then it ought to be Number One,” said Alice.

TheKing turned pale.[52]

Aswadl he should. Alice caught the King in alie. And the mord of that is. Peoplein power do make up
rulesto support themsalves and friends. In the literature of the Western world, rule forty-two has become
the emblem of arbitrary rules and regulations. Asakind of insde joke, Douglas Adams considered
forty-two the secret of the universe. If you understood forty-two, you understood life.

Although arbitrary behavior is common enough, it is not reasonable and it is not right because it isnot
based on a promotion of the generd welfare. The King of Hearts, the poor fellow, like so many of our
present leaders, isover hishead. The King, like some of our pastp. 322presidents (Clinton and Nixon),
has lied to the public and therefore haslost face.

Next, we have the discussion of the written evidence againgt the Knave. |dentify the errorsinthe King's
thinking asthey occur.

“What'sinit?" said the Queen.

“I haven't opened it yet,” said the White Rabbit; “but it seemsto be aletter, written by the prisoner
to—somebody.”

“It must have been that,” said the King, “unlessit was written to nobody, which isn't usud, you know.”

[53

Thisisthe null class (aset with no members) problem again. From medievd timesto the present,
philosophers have debated the existence or nonexistence of nobody, nowhere, nothing, and the like.
Does nothing exig, or isit nothing? Treeting anull class asthough it were an existing thing isarich source
of Carrollian logica nonsense. We saw the March Hare offer nonexistent wine; the King of Hearts thinks
it unusud to write letters to nobody; Alice wants to know where the candle flame goes when it goes out;
the Gryphon tells Alice, “They never executes nobody” ; and we subsequently encounter the unexecuted



Nobody walking aong the road; and so forth.

The confus ons engendered about nothing have along and honorable history in literature. Recall that
Ulysses deceived the one-eyed Polyphemus by calling himself Noman. When Polyphemus cried out,
“Noman iskilling me!” no onetook thisto mean that someone was actualy attacking him.

Sowhat isLewis Carrall’ s position on the null set problem? Carroll isanomindist. Nomindists think
that some terms exist as mere necessities of thought or convenience of language. Nomindiststhink such
terms do not have an externd red existence. Thereisaname, that’ strue, but more importantly, thereis
the thing itsdf. Sometimesthe nameisjust thereto fill in the blank, to indicate the absence of ared thing,
and to denote that absence. The most eementary principle of semanticsis that agreement about the use
of sgnsrather than the signs themsd ves enables usto communicate. Thus,nobody exigsin name only.
Thething itself isno person and isnot red.Nobody has a generd redlity that correspondsto it.Nobody is
only away, ashort cut, for saying no person.Nobody isjust a shorthand way of saying thereisno red
person under discussion. The White King (in the statements bel ow) admits the nonexp. 323istence of
nobody when he contrastsNobody, whom he can’t see but whom he thinks Alice sees, to areal person
whom he can't see ether.

By the same token, nothing means no thing andnowhere means no where. Therefore, nothing has no
existence.Nothing merely designates nonexistence.Nowher e designates no existence in any place or no

place that is existent. An understanding of this concept would have prevented the White King's
confusion, which is caused by his confounding what athing is called with what athing is.

“1 see nobody on theroad,” said Alice.

“I only wish | had such eyes,” the King remarked in afretful tone. “To be able to see Nobody. And at
that distance too! Why, it'sasmuch as| can do to seeredl people by thislight.” [54]

Notice Nobody’ sreification is confirmed by the capital N when the king refersto him. When Alice does
thetalking,nobody isanobody withasmaln . Later (or isit earlier, for timeisreversed in the looking
glass?), the King asks the messenger:

“Who did you pass on the road?’

“Nobody,” said the messenger.[55]

(Here, we don't know if the messenger isreifyingnobody or not. The capital N might be there smply
because the sentence needs to start with acapital.)

“Quiteright,” said the King. “Thisyoung lady saw him too. So of course Nobody waks dower than
you.”



“1 do my best,” the Messenger said in asullen tone. “1’ m sure nobody waks much faster than | do!”

“Hecan't dothat,” said the King, “or else he'd have been herefirst.”[56]

Note the apparent contradiction: Can nobody walk both dower and faster than the messenger? Also
note the contextual change. The King istalking about Nobody asif he were ared person, and the
messenger istalking about nobody asif he were the absence of ared person. Hence the confusion and
thefun. Thedifficulty is partly the result of one of Lewis Carrall’ sfavorite devicesin entertaining children,
the play on words and exposition of thefailings and difficulties of language.

By the way, nobody should conclude that the honorable author of p. 324this book is denigrating the
concept of the null class. Quite the contrary. | have an inordinate respect for nobody, since | know thet |

am anobody.

And the concept of nothing has gpplications. the Hindu discovery of nothing, symbolized by the zero (0),
enables any grade school child to make calculations that our ancient Greek and Roman ancestors could
do only on an abacus.

Thenull class, 0, is defined by negating any defining form of the classone (1). So it followsthat the
universe class and the null class are each other’ s complements. Every dement that isnot included in
“everything” is“nothing.” Nothing includes dl theinteresting charactersin AAW aswell as square circles,
secular churches, married bachelors, and anything else that doesn't exist.

“Whoisit directed [addressed] to?’ said one of the jurymen.

“Itign't directed at dl,” said the White Rabbit: “in fact, there’ s nothing written on theoutside. ” He
unfolded the paper as he spoke, and added “It isn't aletter, after dl: it' saset of verses”

“Arethey in the prisoner’ s handwriting?’ asked another of the jurymen.[57]

Note the two jurymen have decided to have ago at getting somered evidence. They want to know who
the letter is addressed to and they want to know whether the Knave wroteit. Both might bear an
important relationship to the significance and weight that should be attached to the letter. It turns out the
letter isnot aletter at al but apoem that only by contorted analysis can possibly relate to the theft of the
tarts, much lessto the prisoner, the Knave of Hearts.

“No, they're not,” said the White Rabhit, “and that’ s the queerest thing about it.” (Thejury al looked
puzzled.)

“He must have imitated somebody else shand,” said the King. (Thejury al brightened up again.)[58]



Here, the King assumes afact not in evidence. Whether the Knave forged the handwriting of another
would have to be proven by evidence that isrelevant and adequate. So far, that assertion is certainly not
proven; it ismerely an assertion, the King' s assertion, that of aproven liar. The other fault, whichis
common enough, isthat the King istoo quick to arrive a unwarranted conclusions. The desireto decide
things quickly isincompetible with the detailed and full evaluation of comp. 325plex situations. We saw
the same kind of rush to judgment in the year 2000 presidentia eection. People claimed the country was
in danger, or undergoing some kind of unnecessary angst, because the € ection results were equivocal.
Due diligence and due process are more important in deciding the true result of an eection than is speed.

“Please your Mgesty,” said the Knave, “I didn’t writeit, and they can’t provethat | did: there sno
name signed a theend.” [59]

Ho, ho, ho. That is pretty funny. It reminds me of the fairytae about Reynard the fox. When it was
announced that a chicken had been stolen, Reynard screamed, “Don’t look at me. | didn’t eat the
chicken!”

Who said he did? Why is he being defensive? And how does he know, if, in fact, he didn’t egt the
chicken, that the chicken had been eaten? The only thing that had been announced was that the chicken
had been stolen.

If the Knave didn’t write the note, how did he know it wasn't signed? Furthermore, the absence of a
sgnature is neither here nor there. It certainly does't prove the Knave didn’t writeit. And it doesn't
prove he did writeit, either. The Knave sounds defensive. He would have to explain how he knew the
poem was not signed. If his explanation were not relevant and adequate, the jury would be correct to
assume the Knave did write the poem.

“If youdidn't 9gnit,” said the King, “that only makes the matter worse. Y ou must have meant some
mischief, or eseyou d have sgned your namelike an honest man.”

Therewasagenerd clapping of hands at this: it wasthefirgt redly clever thing the King had said that
day.[60]

Here the King'sargument is reasonable but off the point. The question iswhether the Knave wrote the
poem. And if the Knave did write the poem, so what? How doesit relate to the case in point? The King
would have done well to question the Knave on how the Knave knew the poem was not signed. Instead,
the King launches agenera discussion about anonymous notes, which, in genera, do mean mischief and
do reflect adversdly on the character of the writer. Whether this anonymous note means mischief and
reflects adversdly on the character of the writer must be determined by an evaluation of the particulars of
the note itself. My andyssindicates that the poem in thisnote, like thep. 326L obster Quadrille of chapter
10, the Hatter’ srendition of “Twinkle, Twinkle, little bat!/How | wonder whet you're at,” aswell asthe
“Jabberwocky” of Looking Glass, is pure, unmitigated nonsense—placed here at our disposa for pure,
unmitigated fun.



“That proves hisguilt, of course,” said the Queen: “so, off with—"
“It doesn't prove anything of the sort!” said Alice. “Why, you don’t even know what they’ re about!”

... “No, no!l” said the Queen. “ Sentence first—uverdict afterwards.” [61]

That |ast atement by the Queen epitomizes the mgjor problem in thisfind chapter of Alice’'s
Adventuresin Wonderland. Asl seeit, that problem isthat the King and Queen, not having read my
book on clear thinking, both obsessed with their power and position, do not know how to evaluate
evidence for relevance or adequacy. Asaresult, none of the evidence presented has anything whatsoever
to do with the crime of stedling thetarts. Evenif it did, it would have been inadequate to convict the
Knave. None of the evidence implicates the Knavein any direct way. Even Alice, a
seven-and-one-hdf-year-old little girl, hasfigured that out.

Another view, and one | believeis correct, isthat it isnow time, at age seven and ahdf, for alittle girl
like Alice to begin questioning the adult world' s organization, thinking, customs, ethics, and procedures.
Each generation does that. Each generation hasto, for each generation must work out its own savation.

Aliceisgrowing up, and as amaturing human, sheis beginning to assume the set of thinking so necessary
for the forward progress of our race: critica inquiry. Alice has reached the end of her hero’sjourney,
from innocence to experience, from preconscious acceptance to conscious questioning. In telling off the
King and Queen, Alice becomes child-asjudge. And asjudge, in the fierceness of her now-independent
thought, she dismissesthem dl asameaningless pack of cards. Alice—child heroine—assertsin the face
of aprimitive, threatening universe the reasonableness of her own (and the Knave of Hearts) right to
exist and actively to rebel againgt the socia order that sentencesto death (“off with her head”) dl those
who demur from its mad decrees. Alice concludes that grown-up stupidity isimposing. That grown-up
cultureis nothing but ridiculous bombast and, to quote her directly, “ stuff and nonsense.”

Thisraisesthe same question raised in Kafka sCastle : Why do we adults accept dl those usdessrules
with so much conviction? Why dop. 327we, with such acquiescence, follow moronic governments and
politicians? Why do we obey the rule forty-twos of our time?

But notice that Alice sfury wasignited by the King's attempt to exclude her from the court (thet is, from
the company of adults). Children don’t like that, especialy when it means going to bed early or not being
privy to family secrets. There’ swhere children draw the line and react accordingly, often with atemper
tantrum like Alice's.

But on ahigher plain, let’ s not forget that the crestures she has met, the whole dream, are Alice's. Those
things reflect the psychology of hersdlf, for sheisthe dreamer. They are Alice s persondity transmuted,
but they reflect the words and attitudes of her teachers, family, and pets as they appear to her, alittlegirl.
The verismilitude comes from the full understanding of the reactions of achild’s mind to academic
training, particularly to ingruction in logic and mathematics, where often the work wastoo hard and the
books—unlike this one that you have in your hand—too difficult to understand.

In that context, Alice sreactions seem right because they are based on redlity because Carroll drew
upon the comedies and tragedies of the schoolroom for hisfun. Like al good writers, Lewis Carroll



wrote what he knew. Like al good teachers, he knew and loved his students well.
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Vale (Farewell)

p. 331Although Lewis Carroll was quick to point out that unlike the fairy tales (alathe Brothers Grimm
or Hans Chrigtian Andersen), his stories have no mord, | think he might have been hinting in that direction
when he showed the generd pandemonium inAlice’ s Adventures in Wonderland at the end of thetrid
at the book’ s conclusion.

That bedlam isthe result that we can expect when thinking stops and emotionsride fierce and
unrestrained. That mayhem and anarchy are the opposite of what Carroll loved so dearly—clear, rationa
thinking and right behavior. Hismord, if there were one, might have been that bad thinking resultsin
chaos. Whether that was hismoral is not particularly important.

What isimportant, what redlly counts, isthat it isthe truth.
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