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Abstract

A fallacy is a kind of faulty reasoning that undermines the credibility of an argument on a
logical level and paves the way for the argument to be exposed as being invalid. It is a flaw
in reasoning that contravenes one or more of the five main criteria of a good argument.
These criteria encompass the argument’s structure, relevance, acceptance, sufficiency, and
rebuttal. It is argued that fallacies abound in debates, especially in religious ones. This paper
examines this negative issue in terms of the critical pragmatic approach. It addresses the
following questions: What are the types of fallacies that are made in religious debates? What
are the pragmatic strategies used to convey fallacies in the data under study? This research
analyzes two religious debates to answer these questions. The first is between a Muslim and
an atheist figure, while the second is between a Christian and an atheist. This study utilizes
Damer’s (2013) classification of fallacies as well as Searle’s theory (1976) and Grice’s
Maxims (1975). A variety of conclusions have been reached. Firstly, the fallacy makers
employ different types of fallacies to win the argument; they employ the fallacies of elusive
normative premise, wrong reasoning, and ignoring the counter-evidence. Secondly, similar
pragmatic strategies are utilized to convey fallacies in the two debates. Various speech acts
appear in the data, like stating, commanding, and criticizing. In terms of rhetorical devices,
the fallacy makers employ hyperbole and rhetorical questions.

Keywords: Arguments, critical pragmatics, fallacy, pragmatic strategies, religious
debates
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1. Introduction

Constructing a sound argument is vital in religious debates as debaters
seek to convince the audience of the truth or prevalence of a specific
belief system. Religious debates offer a unique chance to examine the
impact of language on arguments and beliefs. In this context, language
serves as a powerful means to persuade, form opinions, and shape
beliefs about the nature of existence. However, fallacies may
characterize the argumentation in such kinds of debates. Fallacies have
captured immense interest since they are deeply rooted in social,
cultural, political, and religious contexts.

The widespread presence of erroneous reasoning in religious
discussions diminishes the credibility and validity of arguments. It is
essential to recognize how fallacies are effectively communicated,
especially in debates that engage with public belief systems. Many
individuals are not aware of how persuasive techniques and rhetorical
strategies can obscure flawed reasoning in debates pertaining to
religious ideologies.

This study critically examines fallacies in religious debates through a
critical pragmatic lens. It aims to investigate the types of fallacies and
their pragmatic manifestations in the data under investigation. Critical
analysis aims to highlight any negative social issue to raise public
awareness.

This study is likely to be useful for researchers who specialize in
pragmatics and critical studies, as well as those interested in
argumentation in religious discourse. It investigates fallacies from a
critical pragmatic perspective in a new kind of genre that has not been
examined before (i.e., religious debates), to the best of the researchers’
knowledge.

2. Fallacies Conceptualized
Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1983, p.1) state that argumentation is

defined as “a verbal, social and rational activity aimed at convincing a
reasonable critic of the acceptability of a standpoint by putting forward a
constellation of propositions justifying or refuting the proposition expressed
in the standpoint”. Argumentations are mostly characterized by fallacies. “A
fallacy is a mistake in an argument that violates one or more of the five criteria
of a good argument, but it may violate a criterion in several different ways,
all of which share some standard features with other violations of that same
criterion” (Damer, 2013, p. 52). Fallacies are seen as an essential aspect of
daily life since individuals use them in their daily interactions (Abdulmajeed
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& Yunis, 2019). Abbas et al. (2024) claim that fallacy is a strategy that
characterizes political debates. The use of fallacies in religion is crucial due
to the sensitivity of this aspect in our lives. Beliefs are sacred to all people. In
religious debates, convincing the audience often has a greater significance
than persuading the opponent.

2.1 Criteria for Identifying Fallacies
Many scholars have investigated fallacies after Aristotle (Van Eemeren and

Grootendorst (1983), Toulmin et al. (1984), Walton (1994), Johnson (2000),
Tindale (2007), Freeley and Steinberg (2008) and Damer who examined
fallacies in his book entitled “Attacking Faulty Reasoning: A Practical Guide
to Fallacy-Free Arguments,” with its editions of (2009) and (2013). This
study makes use of Damer’s (2013) model for recognizing erroneous
arguments. Damer (2013) identifies five criteria of a good argument. It must
have a well-formed structure, premises relevant to the truth of the conclusion,
premises acceptable to a rational individual, premises that offer sufficient
justification for the truth of the conclusion, and premises that provide an
effective rebuttal to all expected criticisms of the argument. He states that a
fallacy usually contravenes one or more of these five criteria for strong
reasoning. He identifies five essential criteria of fallacies as follows:

1. Fallacies that attack the Structure Criterion

2. Fallacies that attack the Relevance Criterion

3. Fallacies that attack the Acceptability Criterion
4. Fallacies that attack the Sufficiency Criterion
5. Fallacies that attack the Rebuttal Criterion

These main types are further realized by subtypes. They are outlined below
by the prevalent ones in the data of this study.

2.1.1 Fallacies that Violate the Structural Criterion
Damer (2013, p.32) explains that any argument should avoid including a

premise that assumes the truth, makes the same claim, or makes a claim that
resembles the conclusion’s claim. This type of fallacy consists of two main
types: fallacies of improper structure (such as begging the question and the
elusive normative premise fallacy) and fallacies of deductive inference (such
as denying the antecedent and false conversion).
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2.1.2 Fallacies that Violate the Relevance Criterion
Damer (2013, p.33) argues that “a premise is considered irrelevant if its
acceptance provides no evidence for, has no bearing on, or has no connection
to the merit of the conclusion”. This type of fallacy contains different
subtypes: those of irrelevant premises (such as drawing the wrong conclusion
and using the wrong reasons) and those of irrelevant appeals (such as
appealing to irrelevant authority and manipulating emotions).

2.1.3 Fallacies that Violate the Acceptability Criterion
According to Damer (2013, p.35), any argument is considered fallacious in

terms of acceptability if it depends on premises that fail to meet the criteria
for being acceptable. There are different types here: fallacies of linguistic
confusion (such as equivocation and ambiguity) and unwarranted assumption
fallacies (such as faulty analogy and fallacy of composition).

2.1.4 Fallacies that Violate the Sufficiency Criterion

Damer (2013, p.39) explains that if an argument depends on little, biased,
and crucial evidence, it may result in an insufficient, fallacious conclusion.
This type of fallacy can be divided into two groups: fallacies of missing
evidence (such as an insufficient sample and arguing from ignorance) and
causal fallacies (such as causal oversimplification).

2.1.5 Fallacies that Violate the Rebuttal Criterion

According to Damer (2013, p.40), an argument is considered a fallacious
rebuttal criterion if it fails to offer a convincing counter to all anticipated
criticisms brought against it or against the views it supports. There are
several different types of this fallacy, like the fallacy of counter-evidence
(such as denying counter-evidence and ignoring counter-evidence), the ad
hominem fallacy (such as abusive ad hominem and poisoning the well), and
the fallacy of diversion (such as straw man and red herring). Out of all these
various types of fallacies, the following are of relevance to this study. They
are illustrated in Figure 1 as follows:
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Figure (1)
Types of the Fallacy
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3. Critical Pragmatics (CPs)

The critical pragmatic approach examines the social functioning of language
to understand it and to pay attention to its various uses and manifestations
(Verschueren, 1999, p. 320). Mey (2001, p.316), who originally introduced
the term, claims that “critical” denotes a “reflective, examining stance
towards the phenomena of life”. It is a critical reflection that depends on
dissatisfaction with a specific state of affairs. Critical pragmatics is “an
analytical methodology that examines critical issues to see how the
pragmatic theories are utilized to reflect ideologies” (Mehdi, 2020, p. 123).
In this paper, a fallacy is viewed as an ideology that is activated in
argumentation to reflect language abuse rather than language use. Fallacy
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makers try to manipulate their arguers due to the ideology they adopt. CPs
is akin to critical discourse analysis and critical stylistics in adhering to a
specific stance that opposes the negative issue under scrutiny, i.e., fallacies
in this research work (Nashim & Mehdi, 2022). Critical pragmatists think
that the use of fallacies represents a critical issue that needs to be securitized
to understand how people often use and manipulate language to achieve their
persuasive aims. There are basic concepts in doing a critical pragmatic
analysis of any kind of discourse, which are stance and reproduction. Stance
is defined as the “public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through
overt communicative means of simultaneously evaluating objects,
positioning subjects (self and others), and aligning with other subjects,
concerning any salient dimension of the sociocultural field” (DuBois, 2007,
p. 163). The stance that this paper adopts is the anti-fallacious stance, where
using fallacies in argumentation is viewed as negative. It needs to shed light
on and be exposed for others to be aware of. Reproduction is a mechanism
or procedure that can offer alternatives to expressions or statements that are
viewed negatively (Muhammed, 2018, p. 89). There are a variety of
alternatives that can be used to reduce or avoid negative expressions. These
may involve the use of hedging, adding words or phrases, modifying words
or phrases, deleting words or phrases, asking a question, or completely
avoiding the negative expression.

4. The Pragmatic Representation of Fallacies

Pragmatics is defined as the examination of how individuals utilize language
in communication (Mey, 2001, p.6). It is the study of meaning not as
generated by the linguistic system but as conveyed and manipulated by
participants in a communicative situation. Two theories have been chosen
to determine how fallacy is conveyed in the religious debates under
investigation. These are the speech act theory of Searle (1976) and Grice’s
Maxims (1975).

4.1 Speech Acts Theory

Austin’s (1962, p. 101) essential idea about the theory of speech acts is that
saying is equivalent to performing an action. Searle (1976) develops his
classification of speech acts as illocutionary acts. He outlines five macro-
categories of such acts: representatives or assertives where the speaker
shares information about the truth(such as affirming), expressives where the
speaker conveys feelings or attitudes(such as criticizing), commissives
where the speaker commits doing an action, (such as promising), directives
in which the speaker encourages others to take action (such as requesting),
and declarations where the speaker’s utterance bring about an external
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change (such as declaring war) (pp. 17-22). Usually, the first four are more
likely to be activated in analyzing religious or political discourse (Mehdi and
Al-Hindawi, 2018, p.6).

4.2 Grice’s Maxims

Grice (1975, pp.45-47) argues that individuals cooperate when they take part
in conversation. He introduces the cooperative principle, which is the
direction of the talk exchange in which the speaker must provide an
appropriate conversational contribution at the right time. Cruse (2000)
clarifies that since conversations are guided by cooperative principles, they
are not just a collection of disconnected words generated randomly. Four
fundamental maxims are proposed to reflect cooperation in interactions:
quantity, quality, relevance, and manner. Any violation of these four
maxims may result in figurative use of language like metaphor, hyperbole,
or rhetorical questions (Hadi & Mehdi, 2023, p. 25). It is worth mentioning
that a fallacy maker is never cooperative and he never adheres to Grice’s
principles because in presenting his fallacious argument, he is violating the
maxim of manner as he is not truthful.

5. Analytical Framework

This research synthesizes an eclectic model for critically examining fallacies
in religious debates. This model serves as the basic apparatus for
qualitatively analyzing the collected data. It is explained as follows: fallacies
are manifested via language. Due to its criticality, it is investigated in terms
of CPs. First, types of fallacies are identified by representing standard forms
of the argument. The data are extracts taken from religious debates that have
been examined to explore the manifestation of fallacy. Then, the pragmatic
theories that are used to issue the fallacious argument are explained.
Fallacies are manifested via some pragmatic theories. These are speech acts
of Searle (1976) and Grice’s Maxims (1975). The fallacious utterances need
to be reproduced by offering various alternatives. This can be achieved via
employing the mechanism of CPs, which involves reproduction. It uses
hedges, adding, modifying, or deleting a word/phrase, as well as using a
question form, and total avoidance. It aims to minimize or avoid the fallacy.
The aforementioned components of the model are schematized in Figure 2
below:
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Figure (2)
The Analytical Framework of Fallacies in Religious Debates
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6. Data and Analysis

This section focuses on the practical part of this study and discusses the data,
its collection, description, and analysis.

6.1 Data Collection

Two religious debates are chosen for the analysis. The first is entitled “Islam
or Atheism: Which Makes More Sense?” and the second is “Does God Exist.
They are chosen as being characterized by fallacy. Moreover, they have
high rates of views on the Internet due to the sensitivity of the topics. They
employ fallacies to persuade others, defend their beliefs, and divert attention
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from flaws in their argument, especially when these arguments are difficult
to defend rationally. They are put under investigation in terms of the critical
pragmatic paradigm.

6.2 Data Description
A summary of two religious debates is presented below.
1. The Debate between Tzortzis and Krauss

The debate is entitled “Islam or Atheism: Which Makes More Sense?”. It
took place in a London auditorium in 2013. It includes two main debaters:
Hamza Tzortzis, who is a British Muslim debater, philosopher, and activist
known for his Islamic education, and Lawrence Krauss, who is an American
theoretical physicist and cosmologist. Tzortzis focuses on two main aspects
in his argument: the origins of the universe and the nature of the Qur’an
discourse. In contrast, Krauss concentrates on the scientific explanation of
the universe, the critique of religious beliefs, and the concept of nothingness.

2. The Debate between William Lane Craig and Christopher Hitchens

The debate is entitled “Does God Exist?”. It occurred in 2009 at Biola
University. It includes two main debaters: William Craig, who is an
American philosopher, theologian, and Christian apologist, and Christopher
Hitchens, who is a British-American author, journalist, and public
intellectual. Craig focuses on the cosmological argument; the universe
began to exist; therefore, it has a cause (God), and the resurrection of Jesus.
On the other hand, Hitchens focuses on the problem of evil, the critique of
religious claims, and science and naturalism. Craig is more persuasive and
presents a philosophical approach, while Hitchens employs rhetorical power
and his argument lacks a direct engagement with Craig’s claims.

6.3 Data Analysis

The fallacy is identified in four extracts from the two debates. Under the
critical pragmatic paradigm, utterances are examined as units of analysis.
The data are analyzed qualitatively in terms of the analytical framework
developed by the research. Fallacies are underlined in the extracts under
examination.

Extract (1)
Krauss: “Is homosexuality wrong?”

Tzortzis: “In the Islamic tradition, it is a sin.”

Krauss: “Homosexuality is perfectly natural in all animal species. It occurs
with _a 10% frequency. There are qood evolutionary reasons for
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homosexuality. So why would God, who thought it was a sin, make it natural

among all species? 10% of sheep are in long-term homosexual relationships.

Why would a God create sheep, who do not have a soul and cannot even
think about it, to be homosexual?”’.

Analysis of Extract (1)

To prove that homosexuality is not a sin, Krauss uses many premises. If we
convert his argument to a standard format, it would look like this.
Homosexual behavior is natural (premise). It is natural in all animal species
(premise). Good evolutionary reasons for homosexuality are there
(premise). God makes it natural among all species (premise). Then,
Homosexuality is not a sin (conclusion).

The faulty reasoning in this argument can be attacked via the
counterevidence method of attacking faulty arguments, which attacks its
acceptability. Homosexuality is not a natural behavior because the natural
thing is that species are created as male and female. Moreover, Islamic
traditions consider it a sin for human beings, not animals. The phrase “all
animal species” said by the fallacy maker alludes to human beings as part of
being animals, where there is a manipulation of the intended meaning. The
claim that God makes it natural among all species is invalid since
homosexuality has only been observed in some species, not all. Moreover,
the 10% ratio is related to sheep, and it does not apply to all creators, if we
assume that it is correct and real, as Krauss claims to support his argument.

The framework of his argument is that naturalness implies moral approval,
which is precisely the issue being contested. He commits the fallacy of an
elusive normative premise. The normative conclusion—that God should not
condemn homosexuality or that it is irrational for God to create something
“natural” and then deem it sinful—rests on an implicit normative premise,
such as: whatever is natural must be morally acceptable. A morally perfect
God would not design natural inclinations that He subsequently condemns.
These moral assumptions remain unstated and undefended, yet the entire
conclusion relies upon them. Regarding the criterion of relevance, Krauss’s
core argument depends on the premise that the natural occurrence of
homosexuality in animals means it must be morally acceptable. He commits
the fallacy of wrong reason, which depends on irrelevant premises; just
because something occurs in nature does not imply its moral right (e.g.,
aggressiveness and infanticide also occur in nature). As a result, he violates
the relevance criterion. Furthermore, he commits the fallacy of false analogy
by invoking sheep. Krauss introduces an irrelevant comparison to the moral
responsibilities of humans under Islamic law. The premise that sheep’s
behavior can exemplify human ethics is neither logically nor theologically
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valid within the context of Tzortzis’s argument, which is grounded in the
divine commands of ethics in Islam. As a result, he violates the acceptability
criterion. The sufficiency criterion is violated since Krauss employs the
assertion that “10% of sheep engage in long-term homosexual relationships”
as adequate justification to challenge a complete religious moral framework.
This evidence is insufficient to support the claim that homosexuality is
ethically acceptable or that God should not forbid it. He neglects to address
theological answers (e.g., the distinction between existence and command).
He commits the fallacy of unrepresentative data. He presents a percentage
that is not necessarily consistent across species. He generalizes this
percentage across the animal kingdom, which is unscientific. He neglects to
consider whether natural behavior in animals ought to have normative moral
implications for humans, resulting in an inadequately substantiated
conclusion. The rebuttal criterion is also violated as Krauss does not
explicitly address Tzortzis’s theological assertion that, in Islam, moral
rightness is dictated by divine commands rather than by natural occurrence.
He commits the fallacy of the straw man. He diverts the debate from the
fundamental assertion to biology and animal behavior, distorting the
theological rationale. Through the employment of rhetorical questions and a
tone of incredulity (“Why would God make sheep gay?”), He circumvents
the religious rationale and fails to provide a substantive counterargument to
the religious framework.

According to Speech Acts Theory, Krauss employs a representative SA of
stating when he says that “Homosexuality is perfectly natural in all animal
species. It occurs with a 10% frequency.” He argues that homosexuality
occurs naturally in all animal species. He presents claims grounded in
empirical observation.

Regarding Grice’s Maxims, Krauss employs a rhetorical question, “Why
would a God who thought it was a sin make it natural among all species?”,
to present a naturalistic critique in a religious debate. He violates the maxim
of relevance, shifting the debate from religious doctrine(sin) to biological
occurrence (animal behavior). CPs claims that to reproduce Krauss’s
utterances without fallacies, deletion can be used with hedging. The
utterance “Homosexuality is perfectly natural in all animal species” can be
reproduced as follows: “Homosexuality can be natural in some animal
species”. Moreover, hedges can be used: “Could it be worth reflecting on
why a God would create sheep, who do not have a soul and cannot even
think about it, to be homosexual?”
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Extract (2)

Tzortzis: “The Quran challenges its readers to bring one chapter like it,
highlighting its unique literary form.”

Krauss: “But literary uniqueness can be subjective. Many texts throughout
history have been deemed unique, vet they still reflect the cultural context

of their time.”

Tzortzis: “The Quran contains verses that align with modern scientific
understanding, such as embryology.”

Krauss: “But those interpretations are often vague. Just because a text can
be interpreted in a way that seems to fit science does not mean it was

intended as a scientific document.”

Analysis of Extract (2)

The fallacy maker argues that the Quran is not unique by saying that literary
uniqueness is subjective (premise). Many texts have been regarded as
unique, but they still reflect their cultural context (premise). Then, the Quran
is not unique (conclusion). To support his point of view regarding the
uniqueness of the Quran, Tzortzis presents the scientific perspective of the
Quranic texts. This idea has been confronted by another fallacious argument
by Krauss. He claims that Quranic texts that align with science are often
vague (premise). Interpreting religious texts to fit science does not imply
that they were meant as scientific publications (premise). Therefore, the
scientific alignment of the Quran does not necessarily set it as unique
(conclusion).

Regarding the relevance and acceptability criteria, Krauss presents the
notion of subjectivity and cultural context, which does not immediately
counter the particular challenge presented by the Quran’s unique literary
structure. He diverts attention to widespread doubt without addressing the
fundamental claim. It interrogates an alternative category (the subjectivity
of uniqueness) rather than examining if or how the Quranic challenge may
be addressed. As a result, he violates the relevance criterion. Krauss violates
the acceptability criterion. He suggests that due to the ambiguity of
interpretations, they are either invalid or misleading. This generalization
lacks definite evidence. He does not explicitly tackle how and why the
embryological references in the Quran are incorrect; instead, he depends on
the assumption that the interpretations are ambiguous. He commits the
fallacy of ambiguity. He employs the term “vague” without illustrating
which interpretations are vague and why. Regarding the criterion of
sufficiency, Krauss assumes that “Just because a text can be interpreted in a
way that seems to fit science does not mean it was intended as a scientific
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document.” He commits the fallacy of arguing from ignorance. He suggests
that the Quran is being misinterpreted to align with scientific principles
without making this claim covertly. This suggests manipulation without
providing definitive evidence. As a result, he violates the sufficiency
criterion. Regarding the rebuttal criterion, Krauss disregards Tzortzis’s
arguments on the Quran’s literary distinctiveness and scientific alignment
(e.g., embryology), instead repeating criticisms without directly addressing
such claims. As a result, he violates the rebuttal criterion.

Here, Krauss performs a representative speech act of stating. He believes
that literary uniqueness is subjective and not a definitive criterion for
divinity. He also believes that ancient texts are unsuitable for answering
evolving scientific questions. In terms of Grice’s Maxims, Krauss breaches
the quantity maxim by employing “many texts”. It is an overstatement trope
(hyperbole) to reinforce interaction and persuade the audience that the texts
are not a rare exception but a common pattern. CPs claims that to reproduce
utterances without a fallacy, hedges and modification can be utilised: “It
could be argued that literary uniqueness is to some extent subjective.
Possibly, many texts that have been considered unique throughout history
still appear to reflect the cultural influences of their respective periods.”

Extract (3)

Craig: “If God does not exist, then objective moral values do not exist. But
objective moral values do exist. Therefore, God exists.”

Hitchens: ] say that what is moral is what you decide you think is moral.
We are evolved primates; we are half a chromosome away from a
chimpanzee, and it shows. But we can, by conscious reasoning, discussion,
moral suasion, and without any supernatural authority, work out what is
right and what is wrong. We have to. because if we do not. we are lost.”

Analysis of the Extract (3)

Hitchens uses many premises to prove that God does not exist, and humans
establish morality without supernatural authority. Humans are evolved
primates, biologically close to chimpanzees (premise). Morality is not based
on supernatural authority (premise). Humans possess the ability to employ
conscious reasoning, dialogue, and moral persuasion to determine right and
wrong (premise). We must undertake this moral thinking independently
(premise). Then, morality may and should be established by humans without
dependence on any supernatural authority (conclusion).

According to Damer’s (2009) criteria, Hitchens violates the structural
criterion. He asserts that morality is established by rational thought rather
than divine authority. He commits the fallacy of inconsistency. He posits
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that we are evolved beings while simultaneously asserting that we must
depend exclusively on rational speech for morality. It may be self-
contradictory by neglecting the impact of evolutionary instincts on moral
judgments. Regarding the relevance and acceptability criteria, Hitchens
violates the relevance criterion. He invokes our biological beginnings to
form a perspective on morality. The evolutionary derivation of humans from
monkeys does not logically determine the existence or non-existence of
objective morality independent of God. It shifts the debate from moral
philosophy to evolutionary biology, which is not immediately relevant to the
normative question of what should be considered moral. He commits the
fallacy of genetic determinism. He attempts to explain or rationalize moral
standards based only on evolutionary proximity to animals. Although
evolution may explain our inherent tendencies, it does not justify normative
standards. This may confuse descriptive biology with prescriptive ethics.
Thus, relevance is violated. The acceptability criterion is violated. He
commits the fallacy of ambiguity. He employs terms such as “moral” and
“right” that require precise definitions, as ambiguity may result in varied
interpretations. Regarding the sufficiency criterion, his assertion that “But
we can, by conscious reasoning, discussion, moral suasion, and without any
supernatural authority....” Lacks sufficient evidence. He tries to prove that
reasoning alone is sufficient for establishing moral truth. He commits the
fallacy of insufficient evidence. He does not present a philosophical
grounding or explanation of how reasoning replaces divine command
theory. He derives a conclusion regarding moral thinking from a restricted
number of cases or personal experiences, which may result in premature
generalizations of human moral capacities. The rebuttal criterion is also
violated. Hitchens fails to acknowledge the influence of religious or cultural
moral frameworks, which may present substantial difficulties to the
assertion that morality is exclusively a secondary product of human
reasoning. He commits the fallacy of ignoring the counter-evidence. He does
not tackle the role of religious or cultural moral framework. He also commits
the fallacy of ad hominem. He attacks the character of those who hold them
instead of tackling the substance of the claims.

According to the Speech Acts Theory, Hitchens performs a representative
SA of stating “I say that what is moral is what you decide you think is moral.
We are evolved primates; we are half a chromosome away from a
chimpanzee.”” He believes that the nature of mortality is subjective and
determined by individual judgment. He also conveys his belief or scientific
claim about human evolution. He conveys factual information to support a
naturalistic view of human nature. He issues a SA of the commanding. He
implies that we should engage in reason and moral suasion instead of
depending on supernatural authority: “But we can, by conscious reasoning,
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... work out what’s right and what’s wrong”. He also uses a directive SA of
command in this utterance: “In fact, we have to, because if we don’t, we are
lost.” He commands the audience to adopt a rational approach to morality.
In terms of Grice’s Maxims, Hitchens employs rhetorical tropes in this
utterance, “We are evolved primates; we are half a chromosome away from
a chimpanzee”. He uses a metaphor to compare humans to chimpanzees. He
violates the quality maxim to emphasize our biological closeness. He
implies that our morality is not divinely instilled but evolved. In this
utterance, “Half a chromosome away from a chimpanzee,” He violates the
quantity maxim. It is achieved by using (half) to exaggerate the situation to
influence the audience. He exaggerates the smallness of the difference for
rhetorical effect, even though humans and chimpanzees are genetically
similar. CPs claim that to reproduce utterances without a fallacy, hedge can
be used: “We might be considered evolved primates, possibly sharing close
genetic links with chimpanzees”, and addition can be used: “We are evolved
primates, sharing many biological traits with chimpanzees, yet we also
possess unique cognitive and moral capacities.”

Extract (4)
Hitchens: “The idea of hell is sadistic and morally repugnant. | could never

worship a god who sends people to eternal torment.”

Craig: “Disliking a doctrine doesn’t make it false. The existence of God
isn’t dependent on whether we find His actions emotionally satisfying.”

Analysis of the Extract (4)

The fallacy maker argues that he could never worship a god who sends
people to eternal suffering by stating that the idea of hell entails eternal
suffering (premise). Eternal pain is horrible and morally repugnant
(premise). A morally repugnant doctrine is undeserving of worship
(premise). Therefore, he concludes that he could never worship such a God
(conclusion). This argument appeals to emotion and subjective moral
standards, which may not serve as a rational basis to assess the theological
coherence or truth of a doctrine.

According to Damer’s (2013) criteria, Hitchens violates the structural
criterion. He presents a personal belief without offering a premise that
logically supports his conclusion. His reasoning posits that the moral
repugnance of hell undermines the existence of a God who would create it.
The conclusion depends on an absent normative premise, such as: “Any god
who allows eternal suffering is unworthy of worship,” or “Eternal
punishment is always unjust and morally unacceptable.” However, Hitchens
fails to state or defend this normative assumption, even though his
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conclusion depends entirely on it. This is the fallacy of the elusive normative
premise since the move from “eternal suffering exists” to “God is not worthy
of worship” is not logically valid unless one accepts the unstated moral
assumption, which should be stated and defended. Hitchens’ emotional and
moral assessment of hell is not rationally relevant to the truth of God’s
existence. He commits the fallacy of appeal to emotion. As a result, he
violates the relevance criterion. Regarding the acceptability criterion, his
premises depend on subjective moral evaluations (“sadistic,” “morally
repugnant”) that lack broad acceptance in logical or empirical contexts. The
sufficiency criterion is violated. Hitchens fails to present sufficient evidence
or arguments refuting the presence of God, relying instead on his emotional
response to the notion of hell. His assertion is predicated exclusively on his
ethical evaluation, which may not be universally acknowledged. He
commits the fallacy of insufficient evidence. He does not support his
conclusion with sufficient theological and philosophical arguments. The
rebuttal criterion is also violated. Hitchens commits the fallacy of ignoring
the counter-evidence. He fails to engage with counterarguments, including
theological explanations of hell, the idea of justice, or divine mercy.

According to Speech Acts Theory, Hitchens performs a representative SA
of stating. He asserts a belief about the nature of hell and reflects his moral
stance, committing to its description as cruel. He utilises a directive SA of
criticizing in this utterance, “sadistic and morally repugnant.” He criticizes
the idea of hell and reveals his moral disgust by expressing his attitude
toward the doctrine of hell. He also employs commissive SA. He commits
himself to a future action (not worshiping such a god). In terms of Grice’s
Maxims, Hitchens utilises a metaphor to compare the idea of hell with
sadism. He violates the quality maxim, suggesting cruelty and enjoyment of
others ‘suffering. In this utterance, “Eternal torment,” Hitchens violates the
quantity maxim. It is achieved by using it (eternal torment) to exaggerate the
situation to influence the audience by expressing it as unending suffering,
making it intensely dramatic. In terms of CP mechanisms, reproduction
suggests using hedge and modification to reduce the fallacy in the above
extract. The reproduced one is “The idea of hell could be viewed by some
as morally troubling”, “I might personally find it difficult to worship a god
whose doctrine involves eternal punishment.” The reproduction mechanism
also suggests the total avoidance of the entire extract due to its context.

7. Conclusion

This study examines the fallacies underlying two religious debates. It has
reached the following conclusions: Firstly, pragmatic strategies are utilized
to convey the fallacy in the two religious debates. Representative speech acts
of stating, commanding, and criticizing are used. Stating presents religious

Zina Esam Awad &) Email. zina.isam2303@coeduw.uobaghdad.edu.ig 69
http://jcoeduw.uobaghdad.edu.iq/index.php/journal



mailto:zina.isam2303@coeduw.uobaghdad.edu.iq
https://jcoeduw.uobaghdad.edu.iq/index.php/journal

September, 30, 2025 [Vol. 36(3)] Journal of the College of Education for Women
P-1SSN: 1680-8738; E-ISSN: 2663-547X iliall 4 jilf 4318 Aldaa
claims as logical issues rather than beliefs, while the commanding speech
act encourages the audience to dismiss religious faith, and the criticizing
seeks to challenge the authority of religious texts. Secondly, the fallacy
makers often employ various fallacies to highlight negative aspects of their
beliefs. The fallacy of elusive normative premise allows them to make
judgments without clearly stating the underlying beliefs, assuming the
audience shares them. The genetic fallacy undermines opposing views by
focusing on their origins rather than content, appealing to audiences
concerned with supernatural origins. The fallacy of using the wrong reasons
involves supporting conclusions with irrelevant arguments. The argument
from ignorance fallacy is employed to address deficiencies in metaphysical
understanding. Debaters employ it to reinforce faith-based beliefs by
suggesting that the lack of disproof equates to proof. Lastly, ignoring
counter-evidence fallacy includes ignoring or omitting relevant evidence
that contradicts one’s perspective, which can create the appearance that there
is no significant evidence against it. Acknowledging counterarguments may
weaken their rhetorical position or unsettle believers. Thirdly, in terms of
rhetorical devices, the fallacy makers employ hyperbole and rhetorical
questions to boost the shortcomings of their competitiveness. These three
stages are encapsulated inside the mechanisms of CPs, which involve stance
and reproduction. The last one is accomplished by providing alternatives for
the utterances that represent the fallacy. Thus, the research questions have
been answered.
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