
Fr. Perozich comments — 
 The advice below does not apply only to news sources.  It 
applies to the messaging coming out of the Synod on Synodality, 
various statements by prelates in the church, and the priests who 
serve their agenda. 
 I have not watched the news since November 4, 2020.  It was 
deceptive before that day and continues to be so. 
 Rather than investigating what has happened and announcing 
it, the news voices speak pre programmed information. 
 On the few occasions when I have seen about 5 minutes of the 
news because it preceded the airing of a sporting event, the message 
is the same across the news platforms, just with different faces and 
voices. 
 When I read statements from church officials on climate, vax, 
inclusion, sexuality, sin, I hear the same message that I hear from the 
networks, just with religious faces and the authority of clerical office 
misused to support the statements. 
 Seminarians take philosophy courses (and if they do not, they 
should not be ordained.)  When I took logic, my first test grade was a 
“C”.  I neither studied nor did the homework beyond the initial 
reading and class attendance.  I presumed I thought logically.  That 
“C” was a great eye opener as to how illogically I evaluated what I 
heard in life, just as my life experience trained me to do, all to the 
delight of those who would deceive me and use me to advance their 
ideas. 
 Logic shows how thinking is rightly arranged, and the 34 
logical fallacies show the errors of the statements, arguments and 
false proofs that are offered by various speakers to deceive the 
listener.   
 Even a pope is not immune to illogic unless he speaks ex 
cathedra with the intent to define something that always has been 
believed such as the Immaculate Conception of Mary and her 
Assumption, the only 2 ex cathedra statements from a pope. 
 Following Jessica Nardi’s 5 simple ways to evaluate what might 
being imposed upon us by someone, is a repost in of logical fallacies 
sent out to you by me 3 year ago. 
 I was born in the morning, but not THIS morning. 



 

Jessica Nardi on September 19, 2023 

 

5 Ways the Media Deceives You 
 The following is based on EDIFY’s newest release 
featuring Catholic journalist Mary Margaret Olohan of the 
Daily Signal, “5 Ways the Media is Trying to Trick You.” 

5 Ways the Media is Trying to Trick You 

https://catholicvote.org/author/jessica-nardi/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B8Dla8xHM0I


 Imagine reading the morning news when you stumble 
across this headline: “Texas bans gender-affirming care 
for minors.”  
 Does something about that headline sound off 
to you? You’re not alone. This is just one of the ways the 
media routinely tries to dupe you.  
 It’s more important than ever that you equip yourself 
with the skills to understand which news sources are 
telling you the truth. Here are five tips to help you avoid 
falling into a media trap:  

1. Pay attention to headlines and feature photos.  

 These are the very first things you notice about a 
story. Pay close attention: does this headline give you 
a good understanding of what the story is about? 
Or is it pushing you to believe something without 
saying it? How does the feature photo portray the subject 
of the story? Does the subject look crazy, really angry, or 
just plain weird? These are all quick indications that your 
source wants you to look at this story a certain way.  

2. Keep an eye out for inflammatory language 

 Watch for salacious words or phrases that tell 
you how to think about high-profile people. If a media 
outlet is comparing Casey DeSantis to Lady Macbeth or 
using phrases like “screams into void” when describing 
Donald Trump – you’re better off trusting other sources.  

https://apnews.com/article/texas-transgender-health-care-c3dd6c3147916e9ff4f2c91172afc1bc
https://www.politico.com/news/2023/03/24/trump-manhattan-da-probe-delays-00088796


3. Be wary of activist language 

 Many “mainstream” media outlets take their 
cues from progressive activist groups that literally 
tell them how to talk about pivotal topics. Keep an 
eye out for vague words and phrases, particularly 
ones with the word “care” in them. “Reproductive 
healthcare” – that’s a euphemism for an abortionist 
ending the life of a human baby. “Gender-affirming care” 
– that masks the grisly realities of subjecting people to 
irreversible surgeries, even for kids. “Fetal cardiac activity” 
– that’s a euphemism for a baby’s heartbeat.  

4. Don’t trust unsubstantiated claims 

 Every single claim that a journalist makes in 
his or her story has to be backed up –   especially if 
that claim or phrase is pivotal to the story. Is an outlet 
referring to “anti-trans” bills without explanation? Be 
careful –  that’s likely an unsubstantiated claim 
using activist language to suggest that lawmakers 
are unfairly targeting people who identify as 
transgender. That outlet is ignoring that the bills are 
actually banning biological males from using girls’ 
bathrooms and locker rooms or defending young children 
against teachers who want to talk to them about sex and 
gender ideology. 

5. Be conscious of cherry-picking 

https://glaad.org/reference
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/05/24/south-carolina-will-soon-restrict-abortion-lawsuit-is-its-way/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/florida-ron-desantis-anti-trans-bills-ban-gender-affirming-care-minors-drag-shows/


 If you get to the end of a story and think, “I 
wonder what the other side thinks about this?” – 
that’s a pretty clear sign that the story has an 
ideological agenda. Truthful reporting includes all sides 
of a story and doesn’t withhold information from you. But 
even if all sides are represented, you still need to be 
cautious. Ideological outlets love to quote extremist 
or outlier views to represent conservative 
viewpoints. 
 The state of today’s news media is no joke. Think for 
yourself, and if an outlet isn’t providing you with all the 
facts, look for the proper sourcing. You deserve to get 
the facts and understand the truth. 

Logical Fallacies October 2020 
Fr. Perozich comments — 
 Have you ever experienced frustration at not being able to 
answer someone who you know was giving you a line of nonsense? I 
have. 

Jack Kerwick gives us some insight into illogical statements that 
are used to attack you, to silence you, to sway you. They are called 
logical fallacies, and there are about 34 of them of which I am aware. 

Some bishops are saying seminarians do not need to study 
philosophy and logic. This ignorance of logic would give such bishops 
the power to impose their thinking on untrained minds and thus to 
achieve the end of changing church teaching rather than proclaiming 
Scripture and Tradition. 

Fr. Brian Mullady OP claims that all errors in theology begin 
with errors in philosophy. 

We priests currently ordained did study logic, and to my 
surprise, I found in my studies that my thinking was not always 
logical, rather sometimes illogical because these arguments used 



against me had formed my way of thinking and response to other 
people. 

Now you have some tools to unravel the constant barrage of 
nonsense you are being fed in the media, in politics, in education, in 
pseudoscience, and even in religion by those who have authority but 
misuse it to enslave you rather than enlighten you. 

(Some) Logical Fallacies and Politics 
Jack Kerwick 10/24/2020 Townhall 

Logic, the science of constructing and analyzing 
arguments, is a forgotten discipline. 

This is a lamentable state of affairs, particularly given 
the importance of critical thinking vis-à-vis politics. 

Familiarity with logic is familiarity with the many 
ways in which arguments go wrong. When an argument is 
deficient, then it is fallacious. 

Aristotle, who is widely regarded as the Father of 
Western logic, identified numerous fallacies. Below is a 
select list of them: 

Appeal to Unqualified Authority: 
Arguments from authority are not illegitimate in 

themselves. Authorities, genuine authorities, are 
recognized as possessing expertise with respect to the 
subjects of the arguments in question. 

Yet an argument is weak if the “authority” to which it 
appeals is not actually an authority on the matter at all.  

Example: 



Tom Hanks, who had COVID-19, assures us that we 
all need to “quarantine” ourselves. 
 Tom Hanks, while an authority when it comes to his 
craft, is absolutely no authority when it comes to COVID. 
Yet even when an argument from authority alludes to a 
recognized authority, it is critical to bear in mind that this 
hardly renders the argument bullet proof. The Age of the 
Great UnReason, the COVID era, has demonstrated this in 
spades, for repeatedly we witness medical experts, either 
career bureaucrats or university researchers, whose 
livelihoods are dependent upon government funding 
making dramatic (and, not infrequently, mutually 
contradictory) assertions regarding “the Virus” that are 
essentially negated by those medical experts that depend 
upon no such subsidies. 

Argument from Ignorance: 
This is also known as an Argument from Silence. This 

occurs when the arguer tries to use the absence of evidence 
for X as evidence for non-X. 

Example: 
It hasn’t been proven conclusively that Donald 

Trump did not collaborate with “Russia” in the 2016 
election season. Thus, Trump did collaborate with Russia. 

Argument Ad Hominem (Against the Person): 
This is by far and away the most common fallacy in 

contemporary politics generally, the Trump era 
specifically. It has three versions: 



Abusive: 
 This consists of name-calling. Here, a person’s 
position is dismissed on the basis of a character defect that 
the arguer assigns to him. 

Example: 
Donald Trump is a “racist,” a “white supremacist,” a 

“misogynist,” a “homophobe,” and so on. Hence, his 
position on X (where X stands for whatever in the world 
we choose to plug for it) is illicit. 

Circumstantial: 
This version of the ad hominem argument doesn’t 

consist of any direct insults. Rather, the circumstances of 
one’s opponent are exploited by the arguer as a pretext 
upon which to discredit his point of view. 

Example: 
Donald Trump’s claim regarding the availability of a 

vaccine for COVID-19 before the end of the year is not 
credible, for Trump wants to be reelected (and has good 
reason to think that if people believe that a vaccine is 
discovered by then that he will be reelected). 

Notice, it is indeed true that Trump wants to be 
reelected. And it is equally true that he has good reason to 
think that people will be more inclined to reelect him if 
they are confident that a vaccine for COVID will have been 
discovered within the near future. 



Yet these circumstances of the President have no 
logical relevance to the truth-value of his claim. 

Tu Quoque (“You too”): 
Here, the arguer attempts to deflect a charge leveled 

at him by his opponent(s) on the grounds that they are 
equally guilty of the same charge. 

Example: 
Bill Clinton (and a whole lot of other Democrats) are 
guilty of associating repeatedly with Jeffrey Epstein? 
Well, what about Donald Trump? He had associated 
with him as well! 

Besides the fact that Trump “associated” with Epstein 
only to the extent that he evicted him from his club 
precisely because of Epstein’s inappropriate interaction 
with a young woman, the above argument is illogical. Even 
had Trump been the best of buddies with Epstein, this 
would have been logically irrelevant to the truth of 
whether the Clintons and other Democrats had close ties 
with this known pedophile. 

Strawman argument: 
The arguer grossly misrepresents his opponent’s 

position to make it appear much weaker than it actually is, 
and then proceeds to demolish his caricature of it. 
Example: 

Donald Trump said that Nazis were good people 
because he said about the clash in Charlottesville that 
“There were good people on both sides.” But Nazis are not 



good people. So, Trump, being a Nazi sympathizer, is not 
a good person (or something like this). 

Of course, Trump never expressed a scintilla of 
sympathy for any Nazis or neo-Nazis. He simply 
acknowledged that among the large numbers of protestors 
and counter-protestors that showed up in Charlottesville, 
VA in 2017, there were decent people who wanted for a 
monument to Robert E. Lee to remain standing, and 
decent people who wanted for it to be razed. 

Red Herring: When this fallacy is committed, the arguer 
diverts attention from the main topic at hand and toward 
another. 

Example: 
Antifa is an idea, not a movement. The real problem 

i s “ W h i t e S u p r e m a c y ” a n d D o n a l d T r u m p ’ s 
encouragement of “White Supremacist” groups. 

Of course, the reality is that the “White Supremacists” 
who Trump has allegedly encouraged are a fiction 
concocted by his enemies in the Democratic Party. The 
point here, however, is that rather than address the issue 
of the domestic terrorists who have been wreaking havoc 
throughout the country for the sake of advancing just 
those goals to which Democrats routinely pay lip service, 
Democrats, like Joe Biden and his Big Media enablers 
prefer instead to avoid the topic by changing the topic. 

Complex Question: 



This fallacy is framed in terms of a question, a 
rhetorical question. It’s intended to imply a conclusion for 
which the arguer has not argued. 

Example: 
So, Mr. President, do you denounce “White 

Supremacy?” 
Particularly given that the President has denounced 

this countless times over the last few years, this question 
that the Democrat operatives posing as politically-neutral 
journalists in Big Media continue to ask of him really isn’t 
a sincere question at all. It’s meant to convict Trump of 
“White Supremacy.” 

There are many other fallacies that we could consider, 
but space constraints preclude it. 

Especially in the COVID era, the Age of the Great 
UnReason, it is more important than ever to revisit the 
discipline of logic and familiarize ourselves with the 
fallacies. Bad arguments are all around us.  



 

Logical Fallacy Chart 
Here are some common logical fallacies that a student will 
want to avoid when writing an argumentative paper. 
Although the Latin phrases can seem overwhelming, the 
explanations have been simplified for clarification and 
understanding. Again, these are things a student should not 
do: 

Fallacy Definition Example 
 



Affirming 
the 
Conseque
nt

Basing an 
argument on an 
assumption or 
hypothetical 
statement about 
what caused 
something.

While trying to convince a 
teenager that s/he should not 
drive on the highway, Patty 
makes a true statement that 
highway driving is dangerous 
and results in thousands of 
deaths each year. Next, he 
mentions a teenager who died 
last week and was mentioned 
in the obituaries. Of course, 
there is no way that he can 
know how this teenager died; 
it could have been kidney 
failure, so treating the 
assumption that the teenager 
died while driving as truth is 
bad logic and weakens the 
person’s reasoning.

Denial of 
the 
Anteceden
t

Concluding that 
the absence of a 
likely cause will 
always mean the 
absence of the 
effect

Jethro promises a teenager 
that he will live a long and 
healthy life if he never drives 
drunk. What if he never 
drives, but soon dies of kidney 
failure? 

*Do not make assumptions 
about what may or may not 
cause something to happen.



Ambiguity

Using the same 
word in different 
senses without 
alerting the 
reader.

“That room is very dark, and 
the book Bill is reading is also 
dark.” 

*In the first instance, “dark” 
refers to the absence of light. In 
the second instance, “dark” 
refers to an abstract quality 
similar to “evil” or “foreboding.” 
Be sure to clarify what context a 
word is referencing.

Amphibol
y

Misusing 
someone else's 
entire argument 
on a different 
interpretation of 
its wording.

Alice comes across the 
sentence: "The Bible was 
written by men who lived 
among Hebrews, who were 
divinely inspired." The author 
of this sentence probably 
means that the authors of the 
Bible were divinely inspired, 
but she claims that the author 
thinks that all Hebrews were 
divinely inspired.



Equivocati
on Context

Using the same 
word with two 
different senses. 

Quoting 
something out of 
context.

Landon claims that the 
Roman cross was a cruel 
instrument of torture, so be 
sure to never cross the street 
without looking both ways. 

During Thanksgiving dinner, 
Michael overhears President 
Bush say how much he hates 
turkey. He then writes in an 
article the next day that Bush 
despises Turkey, the country. 

*This is confusing, 

Argumentu
m ad... 

...antiquita
m

Claiming that 
something is 
right, good, or 
truthful simply 
because it has 
been around for a 
long time.

Seeley argues that Coca-Cola 
is the right soda to drink 
because it has been around 
longer than Pepsi. Or that 
everyone should be driving 
Fords instead of Saturns 
because the Ford company is 
older. 

*Just because a person does 
things the way they have 
always been done, does not 
necessarily mean it is always 
right or prudent to do so.



...novitam

Arguing that 
because 
something is 
newer then it 
must be better.

Temperance argues that 
people should use hologram 
preachers for Sunday worship 
services because that 
technology is newer, and thus 
better, than traditional public 
speaking. 

*Just because the way 
everyone always done things 
seems old and outdated, does 
not mean it is always right or 
prudent to replace it with 
something new.

...baculum
Making an appeal 
to force or 
threats.

Harry argues that if Texans do 
not vote for a certain 
candidate, then he will hunt 
them down. 

*Nobody likes a bully.

...crumena
m

Claiming that a 
rich person (or 
company, 
religion, country, 
etc.) is more 
likely to be right 
and trustworthy 
than a poor 
person.

Bob argues that one can trust 
Enron's advertising because 
that company is worth a lot of 
money.



...lazarum

Claiming that a 
poor person is 
more right or 
truthful than one 
who has money.

Sally argues that one should 
believe a middle- class 
housewife over Donald Trump 
because money has not 
corrupted her thoughts. 

*Do not base the argument on 
wealth (or lack thereof)!

...homine
m

Directly attacking 
another person, 
or his character, 
or his 
circumstances.

Arguing that Einstein's theory 
of relativity should person, his 
or her character, not be 
accepted because Einstein was 
not very good looking. *Be 
nice and be fair.

...populam

Appealing to 
emotions and 
enthusiasm 
rather than 
relevant facts.

Convincing someone to buy 
Danny’s product or vote for 
him simply because he 
appears enthusiastic and 
determined, despite his 
dismal record on taxes, crime, 
etc. 

*Most conclusions are best 
based on reason and not 
personal feelings.



...nauseum

Claiming that 
since Maddie’s 
idea has been 
repeated (by a 
person, experts, 
etc.) more than 
the opponent's 
idea, then 
Maddie’s idea 
must be better.

Maddie cites that more 
people, regardless of their 
expertise, have acknowledged 
her position on property 
taxes, so she must be right.

...numeram

Claiming that if 
the majority of 
people believe 
that an idea is 
right, then that 
idea must be the 
best one.

Remember: Hitler was elected 
to office. 

*Most conclusions are best 
based on reason and not 
popularity or majority 
acceptance.



...verecundi
am

Appealing to 
authority outside 
of that authority's 
expertise, or 
arguing from the 
opinions of a 
person who has 
no authority on 
the subject.

Bill claims that the President's 
actions are always good and 
right simply because he has 
the authority of the President, 
or Bill claims that a New 
Testament scholar's thoughts 
on Esther are more qualified 
than an Old Testament 
scholar's. 

*Do not rest an argument 
entirely on someone's 
authority in a position or field 
of study; refer mainly to the 
facts.



Begging 
the 
Question

Saying that 
Carilee’s 
conclusion is 
right by making 
her reader 
assume the truth 
of only one of her 
points.

A: How does Carilee know 
God exists? B: Because God 
wrote the Bible. 
A: How does Carilee know 
God wrote the Bible? B: 
Because the Bible says so. A: 
Why should others believe the 
Bible? B: Because God wrote 
the Bible. 

(This conversation still does 
not prove the existence of God 
or that God wrote the Bible. 
For Person A to accept Person 
B's conclusion that God wrote 
the Bible, Person A would 
have to admit that God does 
exist. However, Person A does 
not believe that God exists, so 
Person B is wrong for making 
Person A accept that belief in 
order to prove his point.) 

*Do not make the readers 
accept a specific conclusion; 
persuade them with facts, 
reason, and logic.



Bifurcation

Unfairly 
presenting a 
situation with 
only two 
alternatives

Ryan forces Derek’s thirsty 
brother to decide between 
water and tea to drink while 
there is soda and lemonade in 
the fridge. 

*There may be many other 
alternatives to the problem at 
hand than the two provided, 
so forcing a choice between 
only two solutions is 
sometimes wrong. There are 
often more than two ways to 
solve a problem.



Complex, 
or Loaded 
Question 
(Fallacy of 
Interrogatio
n)

Asking a question 
that has certain 
ideas that an 
audience dislikes, 
but any answer 
they give will 
admit to the 
claim; a question 
in which a simple 
yes or no is not 
reasonable.

A political question: "Will 
Perry vote for Republicans 
and prosperity?" (If Perry is a 
Democrat and answers "no," 
then he will be though of as 
against prosperity, but since 
Perry is a Democrat, he 
cannot reasonably answer 
"yes" either.) 

Question: "Has Dave stopped 
beating his wife?" (Answering 
yes or no automatically shows 
that the responder has beaten 
or still beats his wife, even 
though he has never 
committed the act.) 

*Be mindful of the rhetorical 
questions that are asked in 
papers!

Compositio
n

Arguing from a 
definition of the 
parts to the 
properties of the 
whole. Claiming 
that certain 
properties of the 
parts define the 
whole itself.

Melanie claims that since all 
of the individual parts of her 
computer monitor are 
lightweight, then her monitor 
itself is lightweight.

Division Arguing from the definition of the whole to the characteristics of the parts.
Bryan claims that his computer monitor is heavy, so its individual parts must be heavy as well. 

*Claiming this just does not make sense.



False 
Analogy

Comparing two 
things that are 
not similar.

David claims, "Nails are like 
employees. Just as nails must 
be hit on the head to make 
them work, so must your 
employees." (The head of a 
nail and the head of an 
employee are similar 
superficially, but not similar 
in the reality of the 
argument.) 

*Do not assume that because 
two objects share a similar 
property, then the objects can 
be compared with each other.

False 
Cause (post 
hoc, ergo 
propter 
hoc)

Arguing that 
simply because an 
event occurred 
earlier instantly 
suggests that it 
caused another 
event.

Bill argues that he got in his 
first car accident the day after 
Bush signed legislation to 
mandate speed limits and 
conclude that the new law 
must be responsible for his 
accident.



(cum hoc, 
ergo 
propter 
hoc)

Arguing that 
simply because 
two events 
occurred 
simultaneously 
suggests that they 
are related.

Sandra argued that she fell 
and broke her leg in Dallas at 
the same moment an 
earthquake occurred in 
California, so the earthquake 
must be responsible for her 
broken leg. 

*A person must be able to 
back up s/he cause and effect 
claims with facts, not 
coincidences.

Hasty 
Generalizat
ion 

Sweeping 
Generalizat
ion

Basing the 
goodness of a rule 
on only a few 
cases. 

Enforcing a rule 
even though a 
certain situation 
needs

Connie proposes a ban on 
alcohol after considering only 
its effects on alcoholics, rather 
than the entire population. 

*Always check statistics to 
make sure they have a 
generous sample size and are 
representative of the 
population. 

Shelby does not allow 
emergency vehicles to break 
the speed limit when 
necessary because



that rule to be 
bent.

speed limits apply to 
everyone, at all times. 

*An ethical argument is 
mindful of exceptions to rules.

Ignorance

Claiming that 
something is not 
true because it 
has not been 
proven.

Caitlin argues that ghosts do 
not exist because they have 
not been proven to exist, or 
that there is no Western 
Passage to the Indies because 
it has not been proven to 
exist.  

*This is kind of like a hasty 
generalization. A person must 
argue with the presence of facts 
and logic, not unreasonable 
assumptions.

Irrelevance 
(ignoratio 
elenchi)

Arguing a cause 
and effect that 
have absolutely 
no logical 
connection.

Ben argues for the passing of a 
health care bill based on the 
reasoning that it is good for 
everyone to have health care, 
without arguing that the 
actual bill will achieve that 
goal.



Non-
sequitur

Drawing 
conclusions from 
arguments that 
have no logical or 
reasonable 
connections with 
each other.

John argues that universal 
health care is good, so any bill 
that offers universal health 
care is good, regardless of its 
ability to reasonably achieve 
such a goal.  

*Context is very important. If a 
person is arguing about a specific 
bill, then s/he must argue the 
facts of the bill; if a person is 
arguing about universal health 
care in general, then s/he must 
argue about that.

Red 
Herring

Distracting 
readers from the 
real argument 
and making them 
pay attention to a 
less important or 
irrelevant issue.

Someone asks Joe about his 
views on school funding, and 
since Joe does not really have 
a valid opinion on the topic, 
Joe brings up his patriotism 
and claim that all patriots 
need to make sure schools are 
funded. (In this case, 
"patriotism" is the red 
herring.)  

*This is much like Irrelevance. 
Stick to the topic at hand.



Reification

Making an 
abstract concept 
into something 
concrete.

The concept of faith in God is 
not as reasonably concrete 
(touchable) as things like 
population statistics. So, in a 
debate over the validity of 
statistics about how the 
population of Ohio voted in 
the 2004 elections, it would 
be wrong to introduce the 
concept of faith in God as a 
tenant of Zues’ argument 
because the nature of the 
argument requires statistical 
facts, not theological proofs.  

*Be aware of the context of the 
argument. What is it requiring a 
person to argue? Facts? 
Statistics? Definitions? Ideas?

Special 
Pleading

Expecting special 
treatment of Sue’s 
argument for 
whatever reason.

Sue’s instructor gives her a 
failing grade on an 
assignment, and she 
automatically expects special 
treatment because of her 
perfect attendance, regardless 
of the lack of time she actually 
spent studying.  

*In the interest of equality and 
fairness, a person would want 
his/her argument to be treated the 
same way s/he would treat



another's argument. 

  

Straw Man

Misrepresenting 
an argument, 
attacking the 
argument, and 
then concluding 
that the argument 
has been proven 
wrong.

A certain politician disagrees 
with some of the wording of 
the Patriot Act and will not 
sign it until his concern is 
addressed. Alfred claims that 
since he will not support the 
passing of the Patriot Act, 
then he is obviously not a 
patriot and should be tried for 
treason.  

*Do not misrepresent what 
someone actually says, and be 
wary of assuming anything; 
disagreeing with a particular bill 
is not necessarily the same thing 
as committing treason.

tu quoque

Accusing other 
people of not 
practicing what 
they preach in 
order to avoid 
being held 
accountable for 
questionable/
wrong decisions.

Sarah: “Why can’t you stop 
smoking? What a disgusting 
habit!” 
Sam: “Well, I don’t see you 
trying to defeat your addiction 
to alcohol!”  

*This usually comes as an appeal 
for consistency, much like the 
fallacy of argumentum ad 
antiquitam.
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