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Introduction

The field of education is misguided by recycled fads dolled up with new names and resold to a forgetful public and to vulnerable education students, classroom teachers, and administrators.  Examples of fads---ideas and “practices” that enter with a bang and leave with a whimper---include:
1.
In school reform: total quality management, site-based decision making.

2.
In teacher education:  portfolio assessment for initially licensed teachers.
3.
In curriculum and instruction:  developmentally appropriate practices, best practices, child-centered, literature rich environments, inquiry learning, brain-based, multiple intelligence, learning styles.

Education fads are seldom supported by solid research.  Therefore, it's no surprise that they don't work, cost a lot of money, waste time, and prevent students, teachers and school districts from being as successful as they could be.  Indeed, the words and phrases associated with fads ("holistic," "child centered") are not really names and descriptions of things and activities, but serve as loyalty tests, advertising slogans, mind-numbing mantras, and legitimations.  The following lines, written by David Hume 250 years ago, suggest why fads and buzzwords dominate the field of education.

Principles taken upon trust, consequences lamely deduced from them, 

want of coherence in the parts, and of evidence in the whole, these are

everywhere to be met in the systems of the most eminent philosophers, 

and seem to have drawn disgrace upon philosophy itself... Disputes are

multiplied, as if everything was uncertain.  Amidst all this bustle, it is 

not reason which carries the prize, but eloquence: and no man needs 

ever despair of gaining proselytes to the most extravagant hypothesis, 

who has art enough to represent it in any favourable colours.  The victory 

is not gained by the men at arms, who manage the pike and the sword, 

but by the trumpeters, drummers, and musicians of the army. 

[David Hume. A treatise of human nature. 1738] 


If "philosophy" is replaced with "education," Hume's lines give an excellent picture of educational "thinking" today.
1.
The "prize" and "victory" is widespread acceptance of "new and better" policies, theories, curricula and instruction--which generally are failures.

2.
One major "dispute" is between persons who advocate direct, explicit and systematic instruction on many subjects, such as math and reading ("instructivists"), versus persons who advocate "discovery," whole language, and "child-centered" instruction ("constructivists").  

3.
The "trumpeters, drummers, and musicians of the army" are persons who give workshops and conferences, professors who give courses, companies that advertise books, and national councils of educators who accredit teachers and schools--all to "sell" and spread their ideas.   

4.
The grounds for accepted or rejecting "new" educational policies, theories, curricula and instruction are the loudness of the arguers' voices, the emotive words used, and faith and trust in the authority of proponents--not the quality of evidence and the soundness of logical arguments.

5.
The "disgrace" is the decline in student achievement in this country and the low standing in which educators and schools of education are held--generally because the "innovations" do not work (Ellis & Fouts, 1993).
This paper is based on a simple idea:  Thinking logically is a necessary condition for designing, carrying out and drawing tenable conclusions from one's own research; for carefully examining, evaluating the quality and drawing conclusions about what is credible in the research and theorizing of other persons; and thinking logically may help education students, teachers, school principals and district administrators distinguish between theories, policies, curricula and methods of instruction that are based solidly on clear thinking and adequate data versus those that should be put in the dust bin of fads.

This paper (1) reviews aspects of logical thinking; (2) identifies and describes logical fallacies (flaws in reasoning) that lead to erroneous conclusions; and (3) shows how to examine arguments to uncover and correct logical fallacies.  Before we go further, here’s a warning.  If you point out flaws in the reasoning of other persons ("I think you committed the fallacy of converse accident there."), you’ll find yourself out of favor.  Other persons may avoid you for fear of hearing of more logical flaws.  They may see you as "not nice," "pushy," even arrogant.  John Stuart Mill had this in mind when he wrote:
 (T)he...habit of keeping the judgment in complete subordination to evidence is stigmatised by various hard names, as scepticism, immorality, coldness, hard-heartedness, and similar expressions... [John Stuart Mill, 1806-1873. A system of logic.]
Therefore, it's wise to speak gently, join groups of like-minded persons, and remember that--despite the difficulties trying to reason with persons and groups in the field of education who operate in a semi-hypnotic state of consciousness--the alternative to reason is a continuing situation in which
the best touchstone of truth is the multitude of believers, in a crowd in 

which the fools so far surpass the wise in number.  [Montaigne. 

"Of cripples," in Essays.  circa 1588]

Let's begin with an introduction to the deductive format--deductive syllogisms.
Deductive Arguments
Research and theory involve deductive reasoning.  Even research in the inductive style [observe a range of events---> induce general categories and relationships among the categories] involves deductive reasoning.  Following is an example of deductive reasoning.

1.
If the direct relationship between shared mission (one variable/category) and teacher satisfaction (another variable/category) that I discovered at Elsinore Elementary exists generally, then I should find the same relationship in other schools.

2.
I have not found the same relationship in other schools.

3.
Therefore, the relationship between shared mission and teacher satisfaction that I discovered at Elsinore Elementary does not exist generally.

Deductive arguments (in the syllogistic form) consist of at least three statements:  rule (first premise), evidence (second premise), and conclusion.  There are valid and invalid forms of these sets of statements.  

Valid Syllogisms

Valid Form 1. Modus ponens:  (from ponere, to "affirm"--affirming the antecedent)
· All valid research is derived from an extensive literature review.  (rule)

· Ahab Woodleg conducts valid research.  (evidence)

· Therefore, Ahab Woodleg's research is derived from an extensive literature 
review.  (conclusion)

Valid Form 2. Modus tollens: (from tollere, to deny--denying the consequent)
· All effective curricula are derived from valid research.  (rule)

· Brain-based curricula are not derived from valid research.  (evidence)

· Therefore, brain based curricula are not effective curricula.  (conclusion)

These categorical relationships can be depicted with Venn diagrams.  Draw circles that represent the relationships asserted by the first and second premises.  Notice that the conclusion is then implied.

Valid Form 3.  

· No research done in the service of a commercial curriculum can be trusted.

· Research on "Make-your-own Math" is done in the service of a commercial 
curriculum.

· Therefore, research on "Make-your-own Math" cannot be trusted.

Invalid Syllogisms



Invalid Form 1.   Denying the antecedent.

· If  brain-based instruction is based on solid research, then children in brain-based instruction classrooms will show significant gains in reading comprehension between pre- and post-test.

· Brain-based instruction is is not based on solid research. (denying the antecedent)

· Therefore, children in brain-based instruction classrooms do not show significant gains in reading comprehension between pre- and post-test.


[Children in brain-based instruction classrooms may show significant gains in reading comprehension between pre- and post-test, but for other reasons besides brain-based instruction.]


Invalid Form 2.  Affirming the consequent.

· If homogeneous grouping for math is effective, then children in Ms. Bubonic's homogeneous math grouping learn math.

· Children in Ms. Bubonic's homogeneous math grouping do learn math.  (affirming the consequent)

· Therefore, homogeneous math grouping is effective. 


 [Again, children can learn math in homogeneous math grouping, but for other reasons besides homogeneous math grouping.]

Invalid Form 3.  

· No research done in the service of a commercial curriculum can be trusted.

· Direct Instruction research is not done in the service of a commercial curriculum.

· Therefore, Direct Instruction research can be trusted.
[We can mistrust research for reasons other than its being done in the service of a commercial curriculum.]

Now let's turn to fallacies of relevance and ambiguity.

Fallacies of Relevance and Ambiguity
1.  Arguing Against the Person (argumentum ad hominem)

The fallacy of ad hominem is committed when an argument attacks an opponent (e.g., a person or group with a different view) rather than the opponent's evidence and logic (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  Sometimes, the person or group is said to have negative qualities; and therefore, the opponent's argument should not be heard or accepted.  This is the abusive version of the ad hominem argument.  For example:
"How can you follow any of the implications of Skinner's research?  After all, he was (a behaviorist, a psychologist).  And you know they are narrow thinkers."
And sometimes the ad hominem argument is that a person's or group's position should not be listened to or accepted because of their special circumstances.  This is the circumstantial version of the ad hominem argument.  For example:
"Oglethorpe is an engineer.  Of course she advocates explicit and systematic instruction with great attention to detail and empirical support."
In other words, it's implied that the opponent's argument is invalid because the opponent benefits from the argument or because the opponent has to believe what he or she says, and therefore the argument cannot be trusted.  However, these considerations are irrelevant to the validity of the opponent's argument.

Ad hominem arguments can be handled by: 1) determining whether the arguer presents credible evidence in support of his own position and/or against the opponent's position; 2) identifying the negative characterization of the opponent and revealing how this characterization is used to invalidate the opponent's argument or position; and 3) showing what sort of solid evidence is needed to invalidate the opponent's position and/or support the arguer's position.
2.  Prejudicial Language

This invalid argument relies on emotionally loaded words to persuade an audience that the arguer's position, conclusion, or suggestion is reasonable and acceptable because it appears to be morally good, or that an opponent's position, conclusion, or suggestion is unacceptable because it appears to be morally bad.  The emotive words used in this fallacious argument "pump up" the audience, and give the audience the sense that it is on the side of right (Downes, 1996).  For example, 

In contrast to the rigid, piece-meal and conformity-fostering curricula forced on children by behaviorists, our child-centered curriculum provides children with a seamless series of authentic and meaningful experiences that foster self-esteem and enable children to develop their inner potentials. 
Appealing as it may seem, this argument gives no data on what "behaviorist" vs. "child-centered" curricula actually do and what their curricula actually yield (so that a reasoned comparison and choice can be made).  Instead, the arguer uses words (not precisely defined) tailored to the audience's negative sentiments about conformity and piece-meal instruction, and positive sentiments for children, authenticity, and development.  The implication is that anyone who disagrees with the arguer is against children, individual development, and authenticity.

This argument can be handled by: 1) identifying the prejudicial words and showing how they are designed to sway the audience; 2) showing that the arguer really has no credible evidence for his or her position or against his or her opponent's position. 
3.  False Dilemma

In this fallacy, an arguer makes it seem as if there are two or three (and only two or three) opposing and irreconcilable options; e.g., two possible ways to understand things, two ways to interpret data, two conclusions that can be drawn, or two responses to a problem.  Then the arguer tries to discredit or invalidate the position(s) he or she opposes.  This (appears to) leave only the arguer's position--which, by elimination, the audience is logically bound to accept--if the audience falls for the false dilemma (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example:
There are only two kinds of data--quantitative (numbers) and qualitative (meanings, interpretations, narrations).  Quantitative data tell us nothing about how (children, participants, 'subjects') see and make sense of their (school experiences, lives, achievements).  But this is just the sort of information we need.  Therefore, we must choose qualitative over quantitative data.
The false dilemma, here, is that research cannot be divided neatly: 1) into qualitative vs. quantitative data, and 2) into data that tell about persons' experiences vs data that do not tell about persons' experiences.  In fact, quantitative data can speak to how persons see things (e.g., teachers can count the number of times per day that they blame students for not getting the material); and some qualitative data say nothing about how persons see things.  So, the argument gives a false choice.  The way out of this argument is to show that the choice is false and to suggest additional options. 
4.  Appeal to Popularity (argumentum ad populum)


This form of invalid argument involves persuading an audience to accept a speaker's or writer's conclusions because so many other persons and groups already do so.  This is sometimes seen as an "appeal to emotion" that moves a population (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example,
Hundreds of schools and businesses in the United States have school-to-work programs.  So do some foreign countries.  There is substantial government funding for these programs.  Obviously, your opposition to these programs goes against the trend.  (The implication is, "How can you possibly argue against these programs?  How can you be right and so many other persons and groups be wrong?")

This form of argument is unfortunately effective.  For instance, a study conducted by Solomon Asch (1952) showed that at least one-third of the participants in his experiments agreed with a group's judgment about which line was longer even when the group's judgment was obviously wrong.  The subjects did so to avoid being the lone nonconformist.  Similarly, jurors in recent trials of teachers and day care workers accused of child abuse said they went along with the majority even though they believed the defendants were innocent; they could not see how they alone could be right when so many other persons had the opposite opinion. 

This fallacy can be handled by: 1) showing how the arguer appeals to popularity to support his or her conclusions; and 2) showing that the popularity of a position is not evidence for the validity of the position.  For example, jurors have convicted innocent persons; our species long thought that the sun revolved around the earth; and education in the United States has periodically been dominated by fads (i.e., tens of thousands of teachers used and believed in certain methods) that later proved inefficient and often ineffective. 
5.  Appeal to Pity (argumentum ad misercordiam)


This fallacy is similar to the appeal to the population; it, too, relies on emotion.  An arguer implies that his or her explanations, conclusions, positions or suggestions should be accepted, and/or that alternative explanations, conclusions, positions or suggestions should be rejected, because failure to agree would injure the arguer or some other persons (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example, before there was much research on whether it did any good, persons advocating full inclusion of children with severe mental retardation in classes for typically developing children appealed to readers' sympathies (Kauffman & Hallahan, 1995).
Will we continue to keep these children in a shadowland--outside the circle of warmth and protection with their fellow human beings?  Will we add even more misery to their lives?  Or will we at last provide them with their rightful place?
The appeal to pity can be handled by: 1) showing how the argument appeals to the audience's sensibilities (e.g., about the difficult lives of many persons with disabilities); 2) showing that the argument does not give direct evidence that supports his or her position (e.g., that inclusion leads persons with disabilities out of a "shadowland," decreases "misery," or helps them achieve a "rightful place") or that refutes opposing positions; and 3) that the argument (e.g., advocating full inclusion) may be against the interests of persons whom the argument claims to support.  Lieberman (1992) provides a fine example of an counterargument.
Some educators would place the issue of full inclusion solely in the realm of morality.  Anything separate is evil.  There may be a higher immorality than separateness: lack of progress, lack of achievement, lack of skills, and splintered learning of meaningless academic trivia.


There is the issue that special education hasn't been effective.  Where, and for whom, and why?  Because it has been too separate?  Unlikely.  The regular classroom is not separate by definition.  Has it worked? Sometimes...


Some educators believe that disabled children will be much more accepted, and society as a whole will show much greater compassion for the disabled, if all children are in regular education.  Knowledge does not necessarily lead to compassion...

Full inclusion is not the right thing to do.  It is one right thing to do." 
Notice how Lieberman's counterargument suggests the need for empirical research that takes the question of full inclusion vs. special education out of the realm of emotion (the trumpeters, drummers, and musicians that Hume wrote about) and into the realm of evidence.  To what extent does full inclusion vs. regular education increase social skills, academic achievement, peer relationships, and compassion?  Under what conditions does it work better?  What variables hinder effectiveness?
6.  Fallacy of Division

This fallacy is the argument that the characteristics of a whole (e.g., an automobile engine is heavy) apply to all of the elements (therefore all of its parts are heavy) (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  An example of the fallacy of division in education would be an argument that: 1) a parent training program (having many elements, such as weekly group meetings, individual home visits, videotape demonstrations, written materials, and home assignments) is effective overall; therefore 2) each element of the program is effective.  However, it might be that books and individual home visits alone do as well or even better than the whole program.  Another example of the fallacy of division would be an argument that the average test scores in a school are high; and therefore, all of the children in the school (or all of the classes in the school) got high scores.  In fact, some classes may have gotten very high scores, which pulled up the average (school) scores.

This fallacy reminds us to be cautious about making inferences from features of a whole to features of the parts.  In addition, we can do research to see if or how features of a whole apply to the parts.  For example,  we could disaggregate scores for a whole school into classes and see which classes did better.  Then we would look for variables associated with classes that did well vs. classes that did not do well.  Perhaps children entered with different degrees of skill.  Or perhaps teachers whose children did very well used methods that differed systematically from methods used by teachers whose students did not do well.  Similarly, we could conduct an experiment on parent training programs using different combinations of elements.  For example, one program might use all of the elements; a second program might use books and home visits alone.  And a third group might use meetings and books, but no home visits.  By comparing parents' and children's skills between the pre-test and the post-test for each group, we could find out which combination of elements produced the most gain.  Therefore, the organization of future training programs could be based on evidence rather than speculation.
7.  Fallacy of Composition


This fallacy is the flip side of the fallacy of division.  It is the fallacy of arguing that the characteristics of elements (e.g., an engine's parts are light) apply to the whole (therefore the engine is light) (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  An example of the fallacy of composition is arguing that: 1) since all of the children and teachers in a school improved their skills a great deal in the past two years, therefore 2) the school as a whole improved a great deal.  The problem is that the school is a social organization;  it has features (organizational features) that its elements (individual human beings) do not have.  Teachers and students (elements) may have learned many new skills, but: 1) the school division of labor (a feature of the whole) may still involve a high degree of specialization and little collaboration among teachers; 2) there may have been no change in patterns of power; and 3) there may have been no change in relationships with families.  
8.  Argument From Ignorance (argumentum ad ignorantiam)


This fallacious argument is of two kinds:

1.
There is no solid evidence that supports a position, conclusion, or suggestion. Therefore, the position, conclusion or suggestion must be false, invalid or generally unacceptable.

2.
There is no solid evidence that a position, conclusion, or suggestion is false, invalid or unacceptable.  Therefore, the position, conclusion or suggestion must be true, valid or acceptable (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).
For example:

Person 1.
"You say that new teachers should be assessed for licensure by 


portfolios.  But you don't have evidence that portfolio assessment leads to 
selection of better teachers?"

Person 2.
"Maybe not.  But you don't have evidence that portfolio assessment does not lead to selection of better teachers."
The argument from ignorance can in general be handled by remembering that advocates for a conclusion, technique, treatment, curriculum or social policy are obliged to provide solid data in support of what they advocate.  In other words, lack of evidence is not evidence.  That is why prosecuting attorneys must prove that defendants committed a crime, rather than requiring defendants to prove their innocent.   
9.  Slippery Slope

In this argument, a person claims that failure to accept his or her conclusions or suggestions and/or acceptance of an opponent's conclusions or suggestions, will have increasingly adverse effects (Downes, 1996).  For example:

If state boards of education require publishers to provide empirical evidence that textbooks or curricula are effective, that will be the thin end of the wedge by which school boards take away more teacher autonomy.  Soon they will require that we submit lesson plans to school boards for approval.  Moreover, this policy will inhibit publishers from developing new materials, and so we will have to use increasingly obsolete materials.
This is an appeal to fear.  No evidence is presented that adverse effects will occur or cannot be stopped.  
10.  False Cause (post hoc ergo propter hoc)


"Post hoc ergo propter hoc" is Latin for "After this, therefore because of this."  An argument commits this fallacy when a person claims that because one event follows another event, it was caused by the prior event.  However, the fact that one event follows another event may be mere coincidence or spurious correlation.  There may be no causal connection at all.  Each event may be caused by a separate chain of causation.  Or two events may be caused by a third, unknown event (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  This fallacy is common in education.  Following are examples.
1.
"We pre-tested students' math skills.  Then we implemented the new math curriculum.  And then we gave students a post-test.  Post-test scores were much higher than the pre-test scores.  Therefore, the new math curriculum is effective.  
After the math curriculum, therefore because of the math curriculum.  Math scores may have changed but not because of the new curriculum.  Perhaps teachers subtly communicated to students that they had high expectations that students would succeed (which they did not communicate with the old curriculum); or perhaps the post-test was easier than the pre-test; or perhaps some students with the lowest math aptitude dropped out after the pre-test (and so their likely low post-test scores could not drag the average down).  Many other extraneous factors could account for the findings.

We could handle these possibilities (the curriculum does or does not work) by conducting an experiment with equivalent groups.  One group gets the new math and the other gets the old math.  If the group that received the new math has higher pre-test to post-test differences, and if all other extraneous variables are pretty much equal across the two groups, then we can begin to suspect that the curriculum makes a difference.
2.
"We put Billy on Ritalin and he calmed down right away.  Arguing went down, too.  That Ritalin is a miracle drug." 
After Ritalin, therefore because of Ritalin.  However, it may be that teachers and parents began treating Billy more calmly themselves; smiled at him more often; nagged less often; gave more interesting tasks (because they anticipated that Ritalin would make it possible for him to do these tasks).  These early changes in teacher and parent behavior may have improved Billy's mood, which resulted in increased attention, interest and cooperation--either apart from Ritalin or in combination with Ritalin.  Note how knowledge of these interrelationships (Ritalin alone; teacher/parent behavior alone; teacher/parent behavior plus Ritalin) is crucial to developing plans for helping children, teachers and parents.  Should Ritalin alone be prescribed?


We could test the research hypothesis that the drug works alone, and test the null hypothesis that the drug does not work alone, by taking Billy off of the drug (when teachers and parents do not know that this has happened--and so their expectations are not likely to change)--and then put him back on the drug.  If Billy's behavior changes back and forth concomitantly with changes in medication, then all things being equal (e.g., the teachers' and parents' behaviors are the same from one period to another--on/off/on drug) we would suspect that the drug makes certain differences by itself.
11. Wrong Direction


In this fallacy, the direction of cause and effect is reversed (Downes, 1996).   For example, 
1.
As persons move their residence from suburban to inner city areas, the rates of mental illness increase.  Therefore, inner city areas cause mental illness more than suburban areas.  
It is more likely that as some persons who live in suburban areas become mentally ill, they cannot hold their former jobs, lose income, abuse drugs and alcohol, lose their families, and end up homeless in the inner city.
2.
When you observe cooperative learning groups, you find that the highest status students end up running the discussion and learning the most.  Therefore, cooperative learning groups produce social inequality.  
It is more likely that students who enter cooperative learning groups with the highest social status and skills control the discussion from the start.  The cooperative learning format may sustain inequality, but inequality was already there.

12.  Begging the Question (petitio principii)

In this fallacy, no evidence is provided to support a premise that something is or is not the case.  Instead, the conclusion merely restates the premise.  The conclusion appears to be true--but that is only because the reader may have already accepted the premisses (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example, 

God exists.


I know that God exits because if something exists I will know it.


Since I know God exists, God must exit.

[Well, that clears things up nicely!]
Here's another example:


It is pretty clear that children who are most disruptive in class have ADD (conclusion) because children with ADD usually engage in a lot of disruptive behavior (premise).  
It may be true that ADD is associated with (indeed partly defined by) disruptive behavior.  However, this does not imply that most disruptive behavior in classes can be traced to children with ADD.  Children without ADD also engage in disruptive behavior.  Note that the conclusion and the premise assert virtually the same thing.  If you aren't careful, the premise seems to provide evidence for the conclusion.


Here's still another example of petitio principii (begging the question). 


Whole language is an effective way to teach children to read (conclusion) because whole language advocates literature rich environments and authentic materials which are conditions that foster reading skill (premise: evidence).  

Again, the premise that is supposed to provide good reason for the conclusion is nothing more than a restatement of the conclusion.  However, no evidence is provided on, for example, how many children in a group could read before and after whole language, in contrast to a comparison group that received a phonics-first curriculum. 
13.  Converse Accident (Hasty Generalization)

The fallacy of hasty generalization is committed when a generalization is made from an exceptional case (or what later turns out to be an exceptional case) to a larger population of events (Copi, 1961, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example, one of the writers (Kozloff) helped to develop a curriculum for autistic children.  This curriculum was quite successful.  However, it would have been a very hasty generalization to imply that the curriculum would be as effective with any other autistic children.  Why? Because the sample of 35 children may have been exceptional in some way--i.e., not representative of the larger population of autistic children.  The children may have been younger than most; more impaired than most; living with parents who were more skilled at teaching their children.  What worked with our children may not have worked at all with other children.  Therefore, before any generalizations were made about how the curriculum might be used with other children, the curriculum had to be replicated  with more and more samples of children--younger, older, more impaired, less impaired, single-parent families, two-parent families, families with much social support, families with less social support, etc.  The more times the curriculum was replicated, and still shown to be effective, the more confident we could be about making generalizations to the larger population of children with autism and their families.
14.  Equivocation


This fallacy is committed when the meaning of one or more important words is changed in the course of an argument in order to make the conclusion seem valid (Copi, 1986; Downes, 1996).  For example,
Virtually all of experience consists of constructs such as time, space, objects and cause-effect (premise).  Therefore, we may say that children construct their own experiences (conclusion).
The conclusion that children construct experience seems plausible.  But this is because the meaning of "construction" changes between the premise and the conclusion.  In the premise, "construct" is a noun.  Constructs are things--tools--by which children create experience.  In the conclusion, the same word, "construct," is used--only now it is a verb synonymous with "make."  Since the same word is used in the premise and conclusion, a reader may accept the conclusion, just as one would accept the argument, "A rose is a rose is a rose."  Well, of course it is!  However, when you think about it, just because experience consists of constructs, does not mean that experience is constructed.  Constructs (and experience) could be transmitted through communication, shaped without a child's noticing as the child interacts with her environment and learns language.

This section presented a number of logical fallacies.  It showed how each fallacy can be detected and how counterarguments can be made.  The next section provides opportunities to apply knowledge from this section. 
Identifying Logical Fallacies


Following are excerpts from various publications.  Each excerpt has one or more logical fallacies.  Try to identify and correct them.

1.
Direct Instruction is bad for children.


Is this 'war' really about skills and how to teach them?  On the surface it is, but adequately understanding the conflict requires addressing deeper issues ingrained in the arguments about teaching method.  One concerns broad goals for children's development.  Accompanying the call for the direct instruction of skills is a managerial, minimally democratic, predetermined, do-as-you're-told-because-it-will-be-good-for-you form of instruction.  Outcomes are narrowly instrumental, focusing on test scores of skills, word identification, and delimited conceptions of reading comprehension.  It is a scripted pedagogy for producing compliant, conformist, competitive students and adults.  (Gerald Coles.  "No end to the reading wars."  Education Week, December 2, 1998.)
This argument is an example of the fallacy of prejudicial language.  The writer is trying to support whole language instruction against explicit and systematic phonics in the beginning of reading instruction.  But his argument does not give any research evidence that direct instruction on phonics does not work as well as whole language, or that direct instruction on phonics has adverse effects.  Instead, the writer uses a string of negative terms to describe direct instruction.  The implication is that any reader with children's interests at heart will reject direct instruction and embrace whole language.  If direct instruction is minimally democratic, for example, then whole language must be maximally democratic.  However, the writer gives no evidence that supports his caricature of direct instruction or the implied valorization of whole language.  

The argument is also close to ad hominem, because the writer not only tars direct instruction but also tars persons who advocate direct instruction.  For example, in the beginning of the excerpt, the writer asserts that the reading "wars" are not merely about evidence and instruction; the wars reflect "deeper" issues--namely the values and objectives of advocates.  The implication is that only persons who are anti-democratic, managerial, and want to tell children exactly what to do would be for direct instruction.  And who would want to listen to their arguments?  Moreover, anyone (e.g., the writer) who is defending children against people who are for direct instruction, must be a good person and therefore should be listened to.
2.
Constructivism is good for children because behaviorism is bad for children.

We see two major assumptions of the behaviorist approach that contrast with the assumptions of the constructivist approach.  The first broad assumption of the behaviorist approach is that environmental stimuli shape and control individual behavior responses.  This assumption reflects the view that the child's interests and purposes are irrelevant and leads to teacher-centered power assertion in relation to children.  This is in contrast to the constructivist view that the individual must actively construct knowledge, including stimuli and responses.  The reader will recognize the practical implications of this behaviorist assumption as contradictory to constructivist cooperation in relation to children. (DeVries and Zan, 1994: p. 267)
This argument commits the fallacy of false dilemma.  The argument is that there are only two alternatives: 
1.
If a person believes that the environment shapes behavior, then the person will view children's interests and purposes as irrelevant and will use his or her power to control children; or 

2.
If a person believes that children "construct" stimuli and responses, the person will view children's interests and purposes as relevant, and will cooperate with children, rather than dominate them.  
This false dilemma is supposed to lead the reader to reject "behaviorism" and embrace "the constructivist" classroom.  The flaw is--there is no dilemma, and so a person does not have to choose one or the other position.   For example,   

1.
A person can believe that the environment strongly affects behavior and still believe that children make sense of or interpret the environmental events that affect them.

2.
A person can believe that the environment strongly affects behavior and (precisely for that reason), make sure that relations with children are cooperative and not coercive.

3.
A person can believe that children make sense of or interpret the environmental events that affect them, but still teach in a coercive way.  In other words, there is nothing about "constructivism" (as a theory of knowledge) that makes one a nice person. 


The above passage also verges on ad hominem;  it implies that any  "behaviorist" is a coercive teacher, and that is a bad thing; therefore, we should not pay attention to what behaviorists have to say.  In addition, there is no evidence that any of the writers' propositions are true.  The writer apparently hopes that readers will be swayed by the provocative words--the fallacy of prejudicial language.
3.  I'm right because I know I'm right.
The experiences of three students, Mimi, Vivianne, and Hannah, who were members of two different literature discussion groups, will be used to illustrate why we believe issues regarding empowerment and voice need to be more closely scrutinized.  (Evans, Alvermann, & Anders, 1998.  p. 109)  

This statement is an example of begging the question.  The statement is made near the beginning of the article, before the methods of research are discussed.  It clearly shows that the writers are trying to find evidence that proves what they already believe to be true.  In other words, instead of: 1) hypothesizing that "issues regarding empowerment and voice" affect student behavior during literature discussion groups; and then 2) setting up literature discussion groups; and then 3) measuring variables that define empowerment and voice in these groups; and then 4) drawing conclusions about whether issues of empowerment and voice help us to understand social processes in these discussion groups--the authors simply imply that what they already believe is true and then will use the three girls to illustrate what they already believe.  They are not testing a hypothesis; they are merely finding evidence to support it.  Are we to believe that there no examples that are against what they believe to be true?
4.  If you use your voice, you have power.  
Mimi and Vivianne's experiences also challenge the assumption that helping students 'find their voice' is an effective method of helping students excercise the power.  In the beginning of the group [discussion of a book; three girls and three boys; fifth grade], Mimi and Vivianne clearly had found their voices and were using them.  Rather than resulting in empowerment however, they were subjected to overt silencing attempts.  While Mimi chose to continue to interrupt the boys' efforts to silence her, Vivianne chose silence... Hence, rather than simply view Vivianne's silence as a sign of oppression, the more important task is to examine why she chose to be silent and the contextual factors that led to her silence.  Was Vivianne speaking more loudly through her silence? (p. 113)...Hannah's silence raised several questions for us.  Can one have a silent voice? Must one speak to show evidence of voice? (Evans, Alvermann, & Anders, 1998.  p. 115)  
This passage is seriously infected with the fallacy of equivocation.  In fact, the writers' whole pitch depends on equivocation.  When we read the passage carefully, we see that the writers clearly use different definitions of "voice" and "speaking."  One definition is power--as in "She has a strong voice in the matter."  Another definition is actual talking.  For example, "Was Vivianne speaking [i.e., demonstrating power] more loudly through her silence?"  "Can one have a silent voice?" [That is, can one have power if one does not talk?] By shifting from one meaning to another meaning in the same sentence (equivocating), the authors appear to display much wit and insight about power.  However, a careful reader (i.e., a reader who is not taken in by the authors' word play) can see that the authors' questions ("Can one have a silent voice?") are merely trite.   
5.  It's right for us.  Therefore, it's right for everyone.
Reform...is not easy, but how we conceptualize things makes a difference.  The viable alternative we have been exploring involves reconceptualizing the whole of education as inquiry.  For us and the teachers with whom we work, education-as-inquiry represents a real shift in how we think about education...We want to see reading as inquiry, writing as inquiry, classroom discipline as inquiry, and both teaching and learning as inquiry.  Instead of organizing curriculum around disciplines, we want to organize curriculum around the personal and social inquiry questions of learners...Inquiry as we see it is about unpacking issues for purposes of creating a more just, a more equitable, a more thoughtful world...Theoretically, education-as-inquiry finds its roots in whole language, sociopsycholinguistic, or, these days what we prefer to call socio-semiotic theory or what others call cultural studies.  (Harste & Leland, 1998. p. 192-3) 
This excerpt has several fallacies.  One is hasty generalization (converse accident), or generalizing from a unique circumstance to other settings.  The writers admit that their education-as-inquiry perspective is "how we think about education" and that it is about "unpacking issues for purposes of creating a more just, a more equitable, a more thoughtful world."  Perhaps this works well for them in their special circumstances.  However, they propose to go well beyond their experiences.  They wish to prescribe a conception of education, aims of education and a curriculum for everyone.

A second fallacy is wrong direction.  The writers assert that "education-as-inquiry finds its roots in whole language, sociopsycholinguistic, or, these days what we prefer to call socio-semiotic theory or what others call cultural studies."  However, this proposition is the reverse of the actual historical sequence.  For example, Plato and Socrates, who were heavily invested in education 2500 years ago, saw education as inquiry.  Indeed, the Socratic method, called the elenchus, means disputation--inquiry through dialogue.  However, the authors' reversing the historical order of things is not likely to be an accident--as if they forgot that Plato and Socrates came before whole language.  By reversing history, they keep Plato and other classical educators out of the picture, and make it appear that what they offer is brand new.  This sort of appeal attracts readers who believe that "newer is better."  Notice what would happen to the strength of their argument if the writers merely said, "The field should return to what Plato was all about."  They would be telling readers to return to the classics.  They would be making themselves less important.

A third fallacy is prejudicial language.  The writers are trying to make a case for their education-as-inquiry conception and curriculum.  But what do they offer as a good reason for these innovations?  All they offer is gaudy visions of a just, thoughtful and equitable world.  These words appeal to many readers' sentiments and hopes.  But these words are hardly a good reason for accepting the authors' proposed innovations.  After all, the world's graveyards are filled with millions of individuals who died for someone else's notion of what justice is.
6.  
Children learn to read with our method because with our method teaches children to read.
...when parents and teachers plan children's environment and activities carefully so that literacy is an integral part of everything they do, then literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of children's everyday lives.  When you create this kind of environment, there is no need to set aside time to teach formal lessons to children about reading and writing.  Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life. (Schickendanz, 1986. p. 125)

Does the reader have the feeling that this excerpt goes round and round without saying much?  That's because the entire argument is a big circle.  The excerpt contains several examples of the fallacy of begging the question.  The first sentence asserts what appears to be a proposition about the relationship between the literature richness of a child's environment (independent variable) and the extent to which literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of everyday life (dependent variable).  On the surface, the proposition seems plausible.  But this is only because the proposition is really asserting nothing more than "X is X."  Read the sentence carefully.  The phrase "literacy is an integral part of everything they do" means almost the same thing as "literacy learning becomes a natural and meaningful part of children's everyday lives."  Therefore, of course the proposition seems intuitively reasonable; an "integral part of everything" is "a natural and meaningful part."

The second fallacy of begging the question is in the second to last sentence, which asserts that when a child has a literature rich environment (independent variable), there is no need for formal reading instruction (dependent variable).  The next sentence ("Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life.") appears to explain why this might be so--i.e., why a literature rich environment makes formal instruction unnecessary.  But instead, of asserting that some new sort of thing happens in a literature rich environment that does the teaching, the next sentence ("Children will learn about written language because it is a part of their life.") merely repeats the gist of the first sentence, but in reverse order.  So, the argument boils down to this.
a.  A literature rich environment teaches children to read, because...

b.  Children learn to read in a literature rich environment. 
What we want to know is, What does a literature rich environment do that teaches children to read without formal instruction?  Unfortunately, the authors don't have anything to say about this.
7.  
Integrated instruction works.  I can say this because everyone knows it works and no one shows it doesn't work.
"Surprisingly, given the long history and nearly universal acceptance of the idea of integration at all levels of education, there have been few empirical investigations of its effects.  A few studies have suggested that integrated teaching leads to either similar or slightly better levels of achievement than the traditional curriculum, but others have found less learning--especially with lower achieving students--as a result of such approaches (Kai, 1993).  I have been able to identify no study, in any field with any age level, that has clearly demonstrated more coherent or deeper understandings, or better applicability of learning as a result of integration.


Some Guidelines for integrated instruction

It would be easy to conclude from this that thematic units and other integrated instruction aren't worth the trouble.  I believe that would be a mistake, however, as the claims of depth, coherence, and applicability are reasonable--if not proven, and it is apparent that children like this type of instruction... In the remainder of this article, I will suggest a few guidelines for successful integration." (Shanahan, 1997. p. 15-16)
In general, the writer argues that teachers should adopt "integrated instruction" (and he provides guidelines for doing so) even though he admits that there is virtually no evidence that integrated instruction is effective.   How can the writer possibly promote integrated instruction?  The answer is that the writer relies on (or at least commits) two fallacies: argument from ignorance (argumentum ad ignorantiam) and appeal to popularity (argumentum ad populum).  

The argument from ignorance is the implied claim that if there is no research showing that integrated instruction is effective, there is also no research showing that it is not effective.  Therefore, it may be effective.  The appeal to popularity part of his argument is his statement that the idea of integrated instruction is nearly universally accepted and "reasonable," and that children like it.  Therefore, the reader should find it reasonable and appealing as well.  No doubt the reader wonders how the author can "suggest guidelines for successful integration," even though he says there is no research on how best to integrate instruction or even whether it does anyone any good.  
Practice Exercises

On deductive reasoning

Give an example of 

1.    Valid form 1.  affirming the antecedent

2.
Valid form 2.  denying the consequent

3.
Valid form 3.

4.
Invalid form 1.  Denying the antecedent

5.
Invalid form 2.  affirming the consequence.

6.    Invalid form 3.

On fallacies of relevance and ambiguity.   
Invent or find at least one example of each of the following.  Explain why your example is valid.
1.  Arguing Against the Person (argumentum ad hominem)

2.  Prejudicial Language

3.  False Dilemma

4.  Appeal to Popularity (argumentum ad populum)
5.  Appeal to Pity (argumentum ad misercordiam)

6.  Fallacy of Division.

7.  Fallacy of Composition

8.  Argument From Ignorance (argumentum ad ignorantiam)
9.  Slippery Slope
10.  False Cause (post hoc ergo propter hoc)
 11. Wrong Direction

12.  Begging the Question (petitio principii)
13.  Converse Accident (Hasty Generalization)
 14.  Equivocation
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