Logical Fallacies:
All good arguments rest on sound logic and correct facts, and they avoid the following pitfalls or “false arguments:”

1. Undefined Abstractions and Generalizations:  This form of argument is weak not only because it can result in a kind of sloppy vagueness, but also because words like freedom, beauty, justice, etc. carry with them a host of emotionally charged connotations.  In good argumentation, important abstractions are always clearly defined.

2. Specially Qualified Terms: The problem here is that the special qualifications are often entirely meaningless or else possess a “loaded” meaning.  Phrases such as “no right-thinking American” or “no true patriot” usually imply but do not specify a qualification or redefinition of the terms, and are usually aimed at the exclusion of certain vaguely defined groups – often anyone the writer wishes to exclude at the moment.

3. Name-Calling:  This form of false argumentation is used to block an examination of the issues and arguments by an appeal to prejudice and associative habits.  Name-calling can be carried out in both a positive and negative fashion.  To call a man “that fine, up standing citizen” is just as false in argumentation as calling him a “fascist, freedom-filching phony.”
4. Faulty Sampling:  Support for an argument must be objectively and broadly based.  If one were permitted to select arbitrarily some evidence and ignore other evidence at will, it would be possible to build a strong case for even the most ridiculous arguments.  Faulty sampling is also known as the selective fallacy:  in this case, however, the selection and exclusion of evidence are deliberate.

5. False Analogy:  Illustration, comparison and analogy are valuable in making an article lively and concrete.  But unless carefully selected, they may be of little weight in an argument.  What is true of one thing (or one set of circumstances) may not be true of another, no matter how similar they may be.  What was true or good for America at the turn of the century may no longer be true or effective.  Any analogy, if pushed too far, will eventually bread down; also, such aphorisms as “Don’t change Horses in the middle of a stream” may have little or no bearing on the issue in a presidential election.

6. Degree, Not Kinds:  Often differences in degree are just as important as differences in kind.  At an indeterminate point liking turns to love and a man who needs a shave become a man with a beard.  The reply “No political system is perfect” does not take into account the degree to which one system may be superior to another, or the grounds upon which that superiority or inferiority are to measured.
7. Causation: The major error in causation is known as the post hoc propter hoc fallacy; the assumption that because A followed B, B was the cause of A.  Simply because day follows night, does night cause day?  In this area, one must also distinguish between necessary and sufficient condition.  Because air is necessary to sustain life, can we say that air causes life?  In order to determine whether or not one has isolated the true cause of an effect, one must examine carefully all other factors in the immediate content (situation) to determine their influence or lack of influence.  Thus “all other things being equal” X is the cause of Y.
8. Faulty Syllogisms:  The syllogism is a form of logic, which has a major premise, a minor premise and a conclusion.  For example: All tubers grow underground; all potatoes are tubers; therefore, all potatoes grow underground.  However, syllogism can be faulty in any of its three parts, though generally the fault will like in the major premise.

Major premise too broad: In the syllogism, “Acts which benefit others are virtuous; losing money at poker benefits others; therefore losing money at poker is a virtuous act,” the major premise is too loosely constructed and ambiguous and lays itself open to faulty conclusion.

Major premise too narrow: All dogs have four legs; this animal has only three legs; therefore, it cannot be a dog.  Here the major premise is too narrow; it does not take into account the possibility of a dog with a birth defect or one that has lost its leg in an accident.

9. The Non-Sequitur: Non-sequitur simply means, “it does not follow.”  Often our true motives for favoring or opposing something are emotional rather than optional or logical.  Frequently these emotional reactions pop out in non-sequiturs.  “My grandfather fought in the Civil War, and I say that social security would make him vomit.”  What the arguer means is “I don’t like social security and my grandfather wouldn’t like it either; and since he (and I, through him) are loyal deeply-rooted Americans, you should listen to us and adopt our view.”  However, given all these implications, he is still not addressing the merits or faults of the social security system.  Instead, he has simply thrown up a smoke screen.

10. Ignoratic Elenchi: This means, simply, arguing off the point.  This, perhaps, the most frequent kind of false argumentation.  An individual who argues, “Elect George W. Bush president because Laura Bush will make a marvelous first lady” is missing the point altogether.  In a democracy the public (supposedly) chooses its senators by their ability as legislators, no by the social grace of their wives.

11. Circumlocutory Argument: This simply means arguing in a circle.  It is also known as begging the question.  In such arguments the arguer simply reiterates in some-what different terms what he has already said.  “I enjoy this because it is such fun,” is a circumlocutory argument.  “America is a great nation because it is so superior to all others,” is another.  The first doesn’t tell us why it’s fun nor the second why America is superior.  Each simply restates what it has already said.

12. Arguments Ad Hominem and Ad Populem: The argument ad hominem is simply an attack on the person and not the issue.  Many people were urged to vote against John F. Kennedy because he was a Catholic and because he was rich and because he was an easterner—all of which were, it is implied, in some way evil.  Any argument whose primary intention is to arouse pity, fear, pride, or appeal to baser prejudices is an argument ad populem.  “More people buy Head and Shoulders than any other shampoo” ergo, they all must know something you don’t, so don’t be left out.  Of course, all these people might be wrong, right?  There might be a better shampoo.  But the point is the argument doesn’t address that issue; it simply tries to stampede you.

All of the above fallacies can appear in more subtle forms, and a good editor must be conscious of their principles in order to guard against them if and when they are used.  More and more, as the educational level of the population increases, the general public is demanding honesty and fair-play in the marketplaces—and this demand is placing a growing responsibility on editors and the integrity of their publications.     
