

Learning English through Debating


Using Questions in Debating

Learning Activity 1: Lead-in – “20 Questions” game

Rules of the game

· The class will be divided into two teams.

· The teacher will think of an object that each team has to guess – he / she will give you the category (e.g. person, place, thing).

· You will get clues from the teacher by asking him / her questions answerable only by YES / NO / MAYBE.

· Each team can ask a maximum of 20 questions.

· The team that guesses the object first gets a point.

How to win

The team that scores the most number of points in the time allotted or reaches the number of points decided by the teacher wins the game.

Learning Activity 2: Using questions to attack illogic

In every form of debating, there is a chance for each team to raise and deal with questions. You often ask questions to criticise the other team’s logic. 
When your opponent makes an illogical argument, you can attack it by asking a question. You can do this by first pointing out its underlying assumption and then questioning its logic. For example:

You have said that dogs love to run in the wind because they love freedom. (ASSUMPTION)  How does the second statement come from the first? (QUESTIONING THE LOGICAL LINK)
You have said that the pet trade has been growing and some species have become endangered. (ASSUMPTION) Can you prove that the pet trade is the reason why some species have become endangered? (QUESTIONING THE LOGICAL LINK)
From the above examples, we can see questions can be effectively used in a debate to:

· challenge false assumptions and point out bad logic
· seek clarification and demand proof / evidence / more information
PRACTICE – Identify the underlying assumption in each of the arguments below and then ask a question to criticise the logic.
1. Tigers cannot be tamed. Therefore, no wild animal can be tamed.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Parrots are similar to human beings. We know this because they can talk.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3. Kangaroos are easily tamed because they live in Australia.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
4. Horses cannot live in houses. This is how we know they are not pets.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
5. The dog my neighbour keeps bites people. This is how I know dogs are aggressive.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Learning Activity 3: Logical fallacies
A. Identifying and understanding logical fallacies

In debating, questions are more often a means of criticising the other side’s illogic than a means of getting information. However, if we wish to ask strong, critical questions, we need to identify the weak logic of the opponent’s arguments first.

The argument in the table below is illogical. What is wrong with it?

	Argument
	What is wrong with this argument?

	I failed in the test after seeing a black cat in the street. Therefore, seeing black cats brings bad luck. 
	Seeing the black cat may not be the cause of your failure in the test.


If an argument does not make sense, it contains a logical fallacy.
Logical fallacies are errors in reasoning. If you can spot the logical fallacies in your opponents’ arguments, then their arguments will be significantly weakened.  

The three steps of questioning illogic are as follows:

a. Identify and recap the problematic argument
b. Point out its logical fallacy
c. Formulate a question


PRACTICE 1 – Below are some faulty arguments. Match the arguments with their errors in reasoning. One has been done for you as an example.
	Argument
	
	Error in reasoning

	1. I’ve been robbed by a man, so all men are bad. 
	B
	A. Mr. Chan could have died from other causes. There is no proof that the number “4” is the cause.

	2. My doctor says that all Mercedes-Benz cars are good.

	
	B. Not all men are robbers.

	3. Mr. Chan died after buying an apartment on the fourth floor. Therefore the number “4” brings bad luck.
	
	C. The statement is made with no evidence. The reasoning is circular and fails to explain why all wild animals are dangerous.

	4. There are only two kinds of people: those who destroy the planet and those who protect it.
	
	D. The story you heard is not proven and could be rare or false.

	5. I heard from someone that we could die immediately after breathing in cigarette smoke.
	
	E. There is no evidence that your doctor is an expert in cars.

	6. I know wild animals are dangerous, because only dangerous animals are called “wild”.
	
	F. The age of the opponent has nothing to do with the issue discussed.

	7. My opponent is too young to understand the issue we are talking about. 
	
	G. There are more than two kinds of people – the world is not just black and white.


PRACTICE 2 – Below are definitions of various logical fallacies. Match the examples of faulty arguments in Practice 1 with the appropriate logical fallacy by writing the number of the example on the left hand column.

	Example
	Logical Fallacy

	        7           A. 
	Argument directed at the person. This is the error of attacking the character or motives of a person who has stated an idea, rather than the idea itself.



	_________   B. 
	False appeal to authority. This fallacy occurs when someone tries to prove something true by citing a person who may have no expertise or special knowledge in the given area.



	_________   C. 
	Circular argument. Circular argumentation occurs when a speaker tries to use the argument as a reason to justify itself. Oftentimes, the speaker equates two ideas without providing any proof or logical link.


	_________   D. 
	Hasty generalisation. This is the fallacy of making a sweeping statement and expecting it to be true of every specific case.



	_________   E. 
	After this, therefore because of this. This is the fallacy of assuming that A causes B simply because A happens before B.



	_________   F. 
	False dilemmas. Two options are given, while in reality there are more possibilities. A false dilemma is the creation of a misleading “either-or situation” where only two extremes are presented.


	_________   G. 
	Hearsay. In searching for evidence, people with no direct experience often state things as true by quoting information from someone. The information could have come from an unreliable source with no knowledge in the area.




B. Questioning fallacies
In debating, you often have to counter the fallacies you have identified by asking appropriate questions.
Below are some examples:
	Logical Fallacy and example
	Possible question

	Argument directed at the person:
You claim to understand animals, but you are not thinking straight.

	You are attacking me instead of my argument. How can you prove that no one is capable of understanding animals?

	False appeal to authority:
I know that tigers can be tamed because Angelina Jolie says so.

	Why do you quote Angelina Jolie? She is not an expert on tigers.

	Circular argument:

Young people are too young and therefore unable to make decisions.
	How can you put an equal sign between “young” and “unable to make decisions”? Could you provide evidence to prove no young people can make decision?


	Hasty generalisation: 
Teenagers nowadays are lazy and undisciplined because my 15-year-old cousin is playing TV games all day and never finishes his homework. 

	How do you know that all teenagers are as lazy as your cousin?

	After this, therefore because of this:

My uncle started playing football, and soon he had a heart attack. Therefore, football causes heart attacks.

	How can you be sure that football is the cause of your uncle’s heart attack? How can you rule out the possibility of other factors? 

	False dilemmas:

If we have no exams, then we have no standards in our schools. Do we take the easy path with no standards, or the difficult path to a good education?

	How do you know that there are only two paths? Is having exams the only way to maintain standards and a good education?

	Hearsay:

I’ve heard that tofu is good for the heart.


	What is your source of information? Why should we believe a statement given by someone with no expert knowledge of food and health?



To ask a question, you should include the following elements:
1. The point of the opposing team

2. The question to counter that point

Use the following sentence pattern to point out the weak logic and ask a question:

	You have said / argued / suggested that        (1)       .                (2)               ? 

Example: 

You have said that (1) you have been robbed by a man and all men are bad. (2) How do you know that all men are as bad as the robber? 



	ARGUMENT
	Error in Reasoning
	Question

	1. I’ve been robbed by a man, so all men are bad.
	Not all men are robbers.
	You have said that you have been robbed by a man and all men are bad. How do you know that all men are as bad as the robber?

	2. My doctor says that all Mercedes-Benz cars are good.
	There is no evidence that your doctor is an expert in cars.
	

	3. Mr. Chan died after buying an apartment on the fourth floor. Therefore the number “4” brings bad luck.
	Mr. Chan could have died from other causes. There is no proof that the number “4” is the cause.
	

	4. There are only two kinds of people: those who destroy the planet and those who protect it.
	There are more than two kinds of people – the world is not just black and white.
	

	5. I heard from someone that we could die immediately after breathing in cigarette smoke.
	The stories you heard are not proven and could be rare or false.
	

	6. I know wild animals are dangerous, because only dangerous animals are called “wild”.
	The statement is made with no evidence. The reasoning is circular and fails to explain why all wild animals are dangerous.
	

	7. My opponent is too young to understand the issue we are talking about. 
	The age of the opponent has nothing to do with the issue discussed.
	


Learning Activity 4: Identifying main arguments and forming questions
A. Identifying the main arguments in a debate

You will now watch a video of a debate on the motion “It should be illegal to tame wild animals as pets” in three segments. As you watch, underline the main arguments made by different sets of speakers on the transcript below: 

	Motion: It should be illegal to tame wild animals as pets
Segment 1

Chairperson: Welcome to today’s debate. My name is Derrick Stone, and I’ll be the chairperson. This is Michelle Raquel, who will be the timekeeper. Our questions are in the cup and we will draw now to determine the motion. We will now draw again to determine who will be the affirmative side.

Affirmative 2nd speaker: We are the Affirmative.

Chairperson: And you are the Opposition. The teams now have 30 minutes to prepare their arguments.

Chairperson: Welcome back. Our teams are now ready to debate. There are three speakers on either team. We will start with the captain of the Affirmative, followed by the captain of the Opposition. Then, the first speaker from each team, followed by the second speaker from each team. Each speaker will have 2 minutes. If they exceed 2 minutes, the timekeeper will call time. The adjudicator will determine the results of the debate. First, I would like to call on Simon Hung, the captain of the Affirmative.

Affirmative captain: Ladies and gentlemen, our topic is the destructive practice of capturing wild animals to keep as pets. My team says that this practice is so negative that it should be illegal.

When we say “wild animals”, we mean animals that normally live in nature, not tamed or domesticated. We do not consider a forest dog a wild animal, because we know dogs can be tamed. When we say “pet”, we mean an animal kept in a house, with people, as a companion. “Taming”, in other words, is the process of making a wild animal into a pet.

First, wild animals are always dangerous and they remain so for the rest of their lives. Dogs have special genes which allow them to be tame companions of people. Wild animals, on the other hand, have no such genes. A chimpanzee may be a pleasant companion for a while, but, then, can always become wild again.

Second, the capture of wild animals is a major problem for the preservation of wildlife. There is a true scene in Gorillas in the Mist, showing the bodies of the gorillas who died protecting a baby gorilla. Many times, other animals die as the poacher is trying to capture one alive.
Third, it is the nature of wild animals to desire freedom. They cannot be happy with us. Wild animals are not adapted to our society.

Taken together, ladies and gentlemen, these problems are so severe that the only good answer is to make the practice illegal. Thank you.

Opposition captain: Ladies and gentlemen, my opponent has identified two real problems and one false one. The first and second problems can be resolved by other means, and the last does not really exist.

My opponent has argued that wild animals are dangerous. Some are, certainly. There was a case in which a New York man bought a tiger and kept it in his apartment in a high-rise building. The tiger attacked him. But this case does not show that no wild animals should ever be tamed. What about rabbits? Guinea pigs? Mice? My opponent’s statement is not generally true.

Certainly, some kinds of animals are threatened with extinction. But can our opponents show that the pet trade is a real central problem? My opponent has mentioned a scene from a Hollywood movie, saying it tells a true story. But what kind of authority is a Hollywood movie? Where animals are genuinely threatened with extinction, the trade in these animals should be banned. In many cases it is already banned. 

Finally, my opponent has offered a strangely circular argument that wild animals desire freedom. How do we know they desire freedom? Well, they desire freedom because they’re wild. What makes them wild? Well, they are wild because they desire freedom. We don’t need a solution for this problem because it’s not a problem at all. Thank you.
Segment 2

Affirmative 1st speaker: My opponent accepts that two of the problems we have identified are real. I will show that a blanket ban on taming wild animals is really the only solution we have. I will also show that the third problem is real.

With the first example, my opponent is confusing categories. She brings up rabbits and mice. But these are not pets. We define pets as animals kept in a house or apartment as a companion. Rabbits and mice are not pets because they are normally kept in cages. What animals can be pets as cats and dogs are? Matthew Liebman of Michigan State University writes, “Because they are by definition less domesticated, wild animals have needs that far exceed their owners’ capabilities.”
In the second example, my opponent argues that not all animals are at risk of extinction. That is true now, but extinctions can happen very fast. Many animals go extinct in the same pattern as that of exotic pets in rich countries.

Finally, do animals love freedom? My opponent says this is just a game with words, but I think it is a matter of experience of animals. They love to run; they hate to be kept in cages. Thank you.

Opposition 1st speaker: My opponent has just redefined the word “pet” to suit the argument she wishes to make. In ordinary usage, we would say that a rabbit is a “pet.” 

Rather than arguing over the meanings of words, we should talk about overall safety in keeping animals. It can be dangerous to keep a dog, if you don’t train the dog properly. My opponent makes a false division of “wild” and “tame”. Our opponent says dogs are not wild animals, but sometimes they attack. Some dogs really are wild, while some “wild animals” can be domesticated. A couple named Adamson have tamed a lion. How can such a complex distinction ever be written into law? 

My opponent says that many extinctions follow the rise in popularity of exotic pets. Here she is committing a very basic logical error. The extinctions may have followed this rise in popularity, but how do we know it was the cause?  Human population increased in the same period, so that would drive these other two elements up.

The distinction between “wild” and “tame” is a problem, then. Although people may buy wild animals as pets, we do not see that this is a cause of extinction.
Segment 3

Affirmative 2nd speaker: My opponent suggests that dogs can be wild and lions can be tame. She says our proposed law is problematic as it allows people to keep some aggressive animals as pets, but not wild species that are safe. Well, the law can only concern itself with the general case. We allow people to keep dogs, but there are laws requiring people to ensure that dogs do not threaten people. If even dogs sometimes attack people, how can it be safe to keep wild animals? Most dogs can be kept safely. Can we say the same for most lions?

Will this law create some wrong distinctions? Yes, but that is the nature of laws. Laws make illegal some behaviour that is acceptable as no law can foresee all human reality. The question is whether such a law would overall improve the world. My answer is that it would. 

As for extinctions, my opponent claims that we have no evidence that the trade in exotic animals contributes to extinction. One report suggests that the trade in exotic animals contributes to extinction. Another report suggests that the importation of exotic animals as pets into the US is worth 10 billion dollars for 650 million animals. These are large numbers in a world where some species are numbered only in thousands. It is quite credible that the taming of wild animals contributes greatly to their extinction.
Opposition 2nd speaker: My opponent says that laws are just always inexact. That seems like an excuse for a poorly designed law. Laws can be exact. My opponent says that all laws create injustice. Yet already, licences are required for people to keep animals that might be dangerous in Hong Kong. Those who want to keep a wild animal as a pet would carry the cost, so the government would pay nothing. Our opponents suggest that it is impossible to create just laws, but it is not impossible. It only requires thought and precision.

We are not suggesting that all animals should be available for sale. It is true that species have come close to extinction in the past. Yet today, there are millions of scientists and volunteers creating a very complete picture of the animal population of the world. Today, how can we not know when a species is coming close to extinction? There are ways of getting a species listed as endangered. There is an international treaty for this. This treaty covers an agreed list of species that must not be traded, anywhere. If there are defects in this list, then surely my opponents would do better to improve the treaty, get other animals on the list, rather than preventing ordinary people from carrying out perfectly legal activities.




B. Formulating questions on the sample debate

You can challenge the arguments of your opponents by asking questions. Study the two examples below and learn how to form questions. The class will then be divided into groups of four with half of the groups assigned to be the Affirmative team and the other half the Opposition. With your group members, complete practice 1A and 2A if you are on the Opposition side and 1B and 2B if you are on the Affirmative side. 
	1st Example

	Argument of 

Affirmative captain
	:
	Wild animals are always dangerous and they remain so for the rest of their lives.

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Opposition team
	:
	Not all wild animals are dangerous. Do you believe that non-violent animals, like deer and koalas, would be dangerous to humans?

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: There are some wild animals that are non-violent, like deer and koalas).


	2nd Example

	Argument of 

Opposition captain
	:
	My opponent has offered a strangely circular argument that wild animals are wild because they desire freedom.

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Affirmative team
	:
	While you disagree with our argument that wild animals desire freedom, do you think that wild animals want to be kept in cages?

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: Wild animals definitely desire freedom as they don’t want to be kept in cages.)


For Opposition team:

	Practice 1A

	Argument of 

Affirmative 1st speaker
	:
	We define pets as animals kept in a house or an apartment as a person’s companion. Rabbits and mice are not pets because they are normally kept in cages.
	

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Opposition team
	:
	
	

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: Rabbits and mice are kept as pets for many years. It is normal to keep rabbits and mice in cages, just like keeping goldfish in fish bowls.)
	


For Affirmative team:

	Practice 1B

	Argument of Opposition 1st speaker
	:
	Although people may buy wild animals as pets, we do not see that this is a cause of extinction.

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Affirmative team
	:
	
	

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: If the opposing team believe the popularity of keeping exotic pets is not the cause of the extinction of wild animals, they should tell us what the real causes are.)
	

	
	
	
	


For Opposition team:

	Practice 2A

	Argument of 

Affirmative 2nd speaker
	:
	The law can only concern itself with the general case.
	

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Opposition team
	:
	
	

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: If laws could only concern itself with the general case, that means no law can be fine and just enough to protect people.)
	

	
	
	
	


For Affirmative team:

	Practice 2B

	Argument of 

Opposition 2nd speaker
	:
	There are ways of getting a species listed as endangered. There is an international treaty that covers an agreed list of species that must not be traded.
	

	
	
	(

	Question to ask by Affirmative team
	:
	
	

	
	
	(Possible rebuttal: Most people do not know there is such an agreed list of endangered species.)
	

	
	
	
	


Learning Activity 5: Formulating answers
When the opposing team has spotted a fallacy in your argument and ask you a question, you should prepare to counter it.
Points to note when answering questions:
· Before the debate, think about the questions that might be asked and the best way to answer them.

· Stay calm and answer the questions to the best of your knowledge.

· Assert your ideas and do not be led away from your assumptions.

· Never intimidate others when answering questions.

· Elaborate the points you have made with more supporting details and examples.
· Prepare the answers using the examples or information collected before the debate.
PRACTICE – In groups, you will be assigned as either the Affirmative or Opposition team. In debating the motion “It should be illegal to tame wild animals as pets”, your team has been asked the following questions. Refer to the handout on ways to tackle your opponents’ questions and come up with appropriate answers. 

For Affirmative team:

Question 1A:

	Your argument:
	It is the nature of the wild animals to desire freedom. They cannot be happy with us. Wild animals are not adapted to our society.

	Question raised by your opponent:
	You have mentioned that all wild animals desire freedom, with which we don’t agree. Wild animals include birds, fish and lizards. Are you arguing that fish and lizards love freedom? How do you know this?

	Your answer:
	


Question 1B:

	Your argument:
	Many animals go extinct as the practice of keeping exotic pets becomes increasingly popular in rich countries.

	Question raised by your opponent:
	My opponent has said that the extinction of wild animals is caused by the rise in popularity of keeping exotic pets. The extinction of some wild animals may have coincided with this rise in popularity, but how can you prove it is the cause?

	Your answer:
	


For Opposition team:

Question 2A:

	Your argument:
	Laws can protect endangered species and safeguard the public from attack by wild animals.

	Question raised by your opponent:
	You have just argued that law can be adequately targeted to protect endangered species and safeguard the public from attack by wild animals. Can you point to a major success in lawmaking that has the fineness you are looking for?

	Your answer:
	


Question 2B:

	Your argument:
	My opponent has offered a strangely circular argument that wild animals are wild because they desire freedom.

	Question raised by your opponent:
	You have denied that animals love freedom, but animals do have feelings and we can see their mood. Have you ever felt the happiness or the pain of a dog or cat?

	Your answer:
	


 Suggested approaches to tackling questions

(1)  Providing additional details or information to support your case

Example:




The answer given here allows the Affirmative team to provide additional information to clarify the solution it proposes. The criteria for expelling students are more clearly laid out in the answer, which greatly enhances the feasibility of the proposed measure.
(2)  Providing an example to strengthen your case

Example:




The speaker explains why more lenient measures such as education and counselling are not as effective by pointing out the grave consequence of not punishing the bullies severely and giving an example of a victim who committed suicide after being bullied at school. 
(3)  Challenging the assumption made by the opposing team

Example:




The speaker answers the question by challenging the opposing team’s assumption that removing the bully from school means putting an end to bullying. He / She points out that the only effective way to solve the problem of bullying is through instilling correct values in the bullies and helping them to mend their ways.

(4)  Playing down the importance of the issue raised by the opposing team while clarifying the team’s stance

Example:




The speaker refuses to submit to the opponent’s twisted interpretation by rejecting it and clarifying his / her team’s line of argument. 

(5)  Shifting the burden of proof to the opposing team
Example:




The speaker does not press on with the issue of whether more teachers’ attention can effectively solve the problem of bullying. Rather, he / she shifts the burden of proof to the opponents by asking them to prove whether expelling the bullies from school can more effectively improve their behaviour.
(6) Agreeing partially with the opposing team’s argument but pointing to other possibilities
Example:




The speaker first concedes that bullying may still happen even after every effort has been made to create a loving environment. However, he / she maintains that keeping the bullies at school and helping them to improve their social skills is still a better solution to the problem of bullying.





































































































































































































































opposition’s rebuttal





It is true that bullying may still happen even after we try every possible way to create a loving environment that does not support bullying. However, it is still better than expelling the bullies.





It is found that bullies inflict harm on others because they lack social skills and do not know how to get along with people. It is therefore better and easier to help the bullies to improve their social skills at school than to expel them and send them back to their troubled homes.





QUESTION ASKED BY THE AFFIRMATIVE SIDE





What do we do when in spite of all our love and good intentions, one student acts like a wolf among sheep and bullies others?





opposition Argument





Expelling the bully is not the best way to prevent bullying. It is better to create a loving environment that does not support bullying.





affirmative’S ReButtal





My opponent doubts whether more love and attention from teachers will improve the social skills and behaviours of the bullies. Can you prove that expelling them from schools and depriving them of contact with their peers can more effectively improve their social skills and stop aggressive behaviour?





Affirmative Argument





Bullies misbehave because of poor self-esteem and the lack of social skills. It is therefore more important for teachers to spend time teaching them how to interact with others and manage their emotions.





QUESTION ASKED BY THE OPPOSITION SIDE





My opponent believes that bullies will be good if teachers spend time teaching them social skills. You seem to suggest that we should award the bullies with more care and love. Are you encouraging them to misbehave for more teachers’ attention?








OPPOSITION’S REBUTTAL





My opponent has twisted our ideas and put words into our mouth. Did we say that we should just hug bullies and then the problem would be gone? What we said is that schools should use proven methods to prevent bullying before it begins, and this is the best way to deal with bullying.





QUESTION ASKED BY THE Affirmative SIDE





My opponent suggests that a loving classroom environment is an effective deterrence to bullying? Do you really believe by giving the bully a hug, everything will be fine? 





OPPOSITION Argument





Experts in education have suggested many activities, such as role-plays, can prevent bullying before it begins. Studies have shown that such activities can promote a peaceful, loving and respectful classroom environment that does not support bullying.





OPPOSITION’S REBUTTAL





My opponent assumes that removing the bully from his / her school means bullying is stopped. This is wrong because it is highly likely that the bully will continue his misdeed in another school or harass the victims outside school.





Schools should strive to rectify the bullies’ misbehaviour by instilling correct values in them. This approach, though taking more effort and longer time, is the most effective as it can get to the root of the problem.





QUESTION ASKED BY THE affirmative SIDE





It might take years to change the character of a person. Can you deny that punishment, such as expulsion from school, is much more effective in stopping bullying?





OPPOSITION Argument





To effectively combat bullying, schools should educate youngsters to be loving and respectful to others.








AFFIRMATIVE’S REBUTTAL





If the bully is not severely punished, it can lead to very serious consequences. Just as our captain mentioned in his speech, the victims may even commit suicide. An example is the suicide of Phoebe Prince, a girl living in Massachusetts. She hanged herself after suffering months of bullying from her schoolmates. This tragic incident illustrates why a zero-tolerance measure, such as expelling the bully, should be in place.








QUESTION ASKED BY THE OPPOSITION SIDE





Don’t you think other methods like educating and counseling the bullies are more appropriate than expelling them from schools and not giving them any chance to improve?








Affirmative Argument





We all agree that bullying is bad. But what is to be done? Our team believes that school must take strong action, like expelling the bully from school, whenever bullying happens.





affirmative’S REBUTTAL





It is true that we cannot expel students whenever there is a fight. We suggest that teachers only expel students when they see the inequality of the fight themselves, or when all witnesses agree that the fight is so unequal as to be bullying.





QUESTION ASKED BY THE OPPOSITION SIDE





These are children we’re talking about, and when there is a fight among school children, the fight will always be in some way unequal. Should we expel a student every time when there is a fight?








Affirmative Argument





Bullying is an unequal attack on another student. We argue that the acts of bullying are so bad that the only effective way to deal with them is to expel the bully from the school.





QUESTION


You believe that seeing black cat brings bad luck. How can you prove this is the cause of your failure in the test?





LOGICAL FALLACY


Seeing the black cat may not be the cause of your failure in the test.





Affirmative Argument


I failed in the test after seeing a black cat in the street. Therefore, seeing black cats brings bad luck.
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