CAUSAL FALLACIES
See 323-326, and also one of your handouts on this: on causal fallacies: post hoc, confusing cause and effect, and ignoring common cause, and causal oversimplification (i.e., that the effect is owing to more than one cause), genuine but insignificant cause (more than one cause, but the cause cited is dwarfed by a bigger cause(s)). 

[1] What causal fallacy is likely being committed here? Very briefly explain. [1] 
The results of surveys conducted by a typewriter company indicate that college students who own typewriters are, on the average, better students than college students who do not own typewriters. So, if you want to succeed in your college studies, you should get a typewriter. Causal oversimplification 
	Arguably, owning a typewriter is not the ultimate guarantee that a student will succeed in their college studies. A typewriter may offer some advantage to student but there are other factors such as having peace of mind and working hard that are required for a student to succeed, but may not have been covered by the scope of the survey. 

[2] What would it mean to say that this is a case of overlooking a common cause? Very briefly explain.

People who live next door to hydro-electric towers are more likely to develop cancer. Yep, it’s the fault of the darn electric power lines!  

	It is yet to be fully proven that hydro-electric towers actually cause cancer. Still, as a standard procedure, hydro-electric companies relocate people who live in close proximity to power lines to protect them from any danger. Consequently, it is not the companies’ fault that some people may get cancer because of living in close proximity to the danger zones. In any case, power lines are not human beings that have an ability to knowingly make people sick. 

[3]. What would it mean to say that the coach is committing the fallacy of confusing cause and effect? Carefully answer with reference to the causal claim just given. 
A football coach who is trying to bring his team out of a slump studies the statistics of past games. His research on several teams over a number of years shows that many more passes and attempted passes are almost always made by the losing team than by the winning team. From this information, the coach infers that he can make his team win by restricting the number of passes they throw. 

	Although competition statistics show that losing teams have a higher number of completed and attempted passes than losing teams, the coach is wrong in wholly attributing this factor to his team’s run of poor performance since correlation does not imply causation. Instead, the coach should examine the specific issues that have caused his team’s poor performance. Indeed, factors such as injuries on important players, dreadful finishing, indiscipline and lack of confidence may be the actual causes of his team’s poor run. As such, attributing the problem to a wrong cause and making a hasty generalization on the effect of passing may not solve his team’s problems. 
 
[4] 

The pandemic is showing signs of slowing worldwide. And that was to be expected per what’s called “Farr’s Law,” which dictates that all epidemics tend to rise and fall in a roughly symmetrical pattern or bell-shaped curve. Ebola, Zika, SARS, and AIDS all followed that pattern. So does the seasonal flu each year. Peaks for covid-19 have already been reported in China, South Korea, and Singapore.

Importantly, Farr’s Law has precious little to do with human interventions such as “social distancing” to “flatten the curve.” It occurs because communicable diseases nab the “low-hanging fruit” first (in this case the elderly with comorbid conditions) but then find subsequent victims harder and harder to reach. Until now, more or less, covid-19 has been finding that low-hanging fruit in new countries, but the supply is close to running out. While many people assume that the draconian regulations implemented in China are what brought the virus under control, Farr’s Law offers a different explanation. … 
When the coronavirus epidemic ends and the public-health zealots inevitably slap themselves on the back for having prevented the nightmare scenarios they themselves cooked up, don’t buy it. This isn’t to say that thorough hand-washing several times a day and not sneezing and coughing in others’ faces won’t help: It will. [However, it is not primarily these social practices and quarantine that will bring an end to the “pandemic” but rather the fact that the virus will run out of “low-hanging fruit”.]—Michael Fumento, “Sweet Hysteria”
When government officials brag about how their efforts saved the day, because after the quarantine measures the spread of the virus declined, which causal fallacy are they committing—the post hoc or the causal oversimplification? Briefly explain.
	The government officials are wrongly justifying the effectiveness of the quarantine measures by simply stating that after the measures were introduced, new infections declined. The post hoc fallacy assumes that one event must have caused a later event simply because it happened after the other. However, according to Farr’s Law, the epidemic would have reached its peak and start to decline with or without the quarantine measures. 

[5] Again, what is the possible causal fallacy here? Briefly explain.

Smith: Covid-19 has taken away a lot of people in the state of Louisiana. It can happen here, too!
Jones: Well, here is not there. British Columbia is not Italy. And North Dakota is not Louisiana. You’re overlooking some pre-existing conditions in the population of Louisiana, which are higher than the national average. Some 97% of those killed by COVID-19 in all of Louisiana in the last month had a pre-existing condition, according to the state health department. Diabetes was seen in 40% of the deaths, obesity in 25%, chronic kidney disease in 23% and cardiac problems in 21%.
What causal fallacy has Smith committed, if what Jones is saying is true? If you think there is more than one causal fallacy committed here, then point it out. In any case, be sure to explain your answer. 
Hasty generalization 
Smith assumes that population in their county resembles that of Louisiana and that Covid could cause the same devastation as it did there. However, every population has different characteristics s and the stated facts about the victims of the pandemic in Louisiana proves that they were more vulnerable to the disease. 

Ignoring a common cause
The cause of several deaths witnessed in Louisiana is attributable to the underlying health conditions such as Diabetes and cardiac problems, which made them vulnerable to Covid 19. The population of other states may be different and therefore the population may not witness much devastation as Louisiana. 

………………………………………………………………………..

Burden of proof question 
The following case requires you to decide where the burden of proof belongs. You must decide WHO is making a claim, which side is asserting something special, and who is entitled to claim that they are relying on accepted beliefs and are not asserting anything that requires special proof. 

The defendant Joe Sly is charged with burglary. He is accused of burglarizing the home of Sam Citizen on the night of October 1, 2017, between the hours of 9:00 and 11:00 P.M., while Sam was at the movies. Sly offers as an alibi the testimony of Crandall Crook, who testifies that on the night of the burglary the two of them were playing cribbage at Crook’s apartment from 8:00 P.M. straight thr0ugh until after midnight. Unfortunately for Sly, on cross-examination the district attorney inquiries into the history of Mr. Crook and discovers a lengthy record of burglary and perjury convictions. As you and the other members of the jury settle yourselves around the jury table, one member of the jury begins the deliberation with the following remarks: 
Well, we won’t be long here, will we? That’s the flimsiest alibi I ever heard. I don’t believe a word of what Crandall Crook said. He’s lied before, and he was lying again. Since we obviously can’t accept the defendant’s alibi, the defense does not have a leg to stand on. And that’s the end of it. 

Has your fellow juror committed an illicit appeal to ignorance? Yes or No? Answer with reference to the above instructions. Answer thoroughly, with precision please. 
	Sam Citizen, the plaintiff, is making the claim that Joe Sly burglarized his house. The plaintiff has the burden of proof to show that Joe Sly, the defendant did it. The defendant is asserting something special because he is considered innocent until proven guilty even though he is relying on an unreliable witness as an alibi. The jury is entitled to claim that they are relying on accepted beliefs and are not asserting anything that requires special proof and are justified to reject the accept the defendant’s alibi owing to his past record of perjury. Although Crandall Crook has a previous history of perjury, he might have adequate evidence that indeed they were together with Joe Sly at the time of the robbery and that the latter did not commit this particular crime. However, the juror has already developed a biased opinion on Mr. Crandall before the submission of credible evidence to ascertain that he was not with Mr. Sly at the time of the robbery. 
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