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Abstract

In modern political discourse, language serves as both a means of communication and a strategic
instrument for influencing public reasoning and consolidating ideological dominance. This study
examines how political figures utilise language to disseminate logical fallacies that skew rational
judgement and influence public perception. The main aim is to discover, classify, and critically assess the
linguistic strategies that incorporate faulty reasoning in political discourse. The study utilises a critical
review methodology to synthesise findings from 45 peer-reviewed journal publications published between
2010 and 2024 in the disciplines of linguistics, political science, philosophy, and discourse analysis. Data
were gathered via systematic searches in Scopus-indexed databases and analysed thematically through
qualitative content analysis and the principles of critical discourse analysis. The results indicate four
prevailing patterns: (1) the tactical employment of informal fallacies, including ad hominem and false
dilemma; (2) the rhetorical amplification of fallacies via causal and contrastive connectives; (3) the
emotional framing of arguments to evade critical examination; and (4) the normalisation of erroneous
reasoning through media and political discourse repetition. These findings highlight the necessity for
improved critical literacy and public consciousness regarding rhetorical manipulation in democratic
nations. The research enhances multidisciplinary discourse on language and authority and provides
practical applications for education, journalism, and civic participation.
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INTRODUCTION

Language is not only a neutral means of communication; it serves as a potent tool for ideology
formation and social regulation. In political circumstances, language serves as a strategic
instrument for those in power to shape ideas, validate authority, and sway public opinion.
This comprehension is fundamental to Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which asserts that
discourse is both socially constitutive and socially conditioned (Fairclough, 1995). Political
actors, with meticulously formulated language, do not merely depict the world they actively
shape it.

A particularly insidious form of verbal manipulation is the employment of logical
fallacies arguments that seem correct yet are fundamentally defective in structure. These
fallacies are not simply rhetorical devices; they are cognitive mechanisms that can obfuscate
reality, suppress opposition, and fabricate consent. This concern's philosophical origins can
be traced to Aristotle's Sophistical Refutations, in which he enumerated fallacies employed in
misleading arguments. In contemporary philosophy, Bertrand Russell highlighted that
language can create pseudo-problems and deceptive facts if not rigorously scrutinised. He
contended that numerous philosophical issues are not empirical but rather linguistic, and that
neglecting this distinction might result in significant misunderstanding.

Russell's critique resonates in modern philosophy, where linguistic misuse is regarded
as a cause of epistemic disarray. The Journal of Philosophy observes that Russell, Carnap, and
Wittgenstein illustrated how language may engender spurious philosophical problems,
especially when employed to obscure logical contradictions or to fabricate an appearance of
coherence. This idea is essential for comprehending how political rhetoric can distort public
reasoning.

A significant contribution is attributed to Paul Grice, whose theory of conversational
implicature elucidates how speakers frequently convey more than what they openly
articulate. Grice demonstrated that conversational meaning is influenced not just by literal
content but also by mutual assumptions and contextual signals. This facilitates manipulation:
political officials can leverage implicatures to assert contentious assertions without direct
accountability, so swaying public opinion while preserving plausible deniability.
In cultural discourse, André Lefevere proposed the notion of rewriting, contending that all
types of textual reproduction, including political rhetoric, are influenced by ideological and
institutional limitations. In this context, rewriting is not impartial; it mirrors the power
dynamics that shape the production and distribution of discourse. This corresponds with the
overarching perspective of Critical Discourse Analysis that language is perpetually embedded
within frameworks of power and ideology.

Despite the expanding literature on political speech and linguistic manipulation, there
is a pressing necessity to investigate how those in authority systematically utilise logical
fallacies to distort reasoning and influence public perception. This work bridges the gap by
integrating concepts from linguistics, philosophy, and political theory to provide a complete
analysis of this phenomenon.

Although many studies have examined the rhetorical methods of political figures, few
have specifically addressed the junction of logical fallacies and linguistic manipulation in
political speech. Current research often regards fallacies as standalone rhetorical tools instead
than elements within a larger framework of ideological manipulation. Furthermore, a
significant portion of the literature is either theoretical or case-specific, lacking a



comprehensive synthesis of data across several fields. A methodological gap exists. Most
analyses depend on qualitative discourse analysis or rhetorical criticism, with minimal
involvement in critical review procedures that synthesise and assess results from various
high-impact studies. This constrains the generalisability and theoretical soundness of current
conclusions.

Moreover, the psychological and sociological aspects of erroneous reasoning in
political contexts are still inadequately examined. In what manner do audiences assimilate
and replicate faulty arguments? What function does cognitive bias serve in the endorsement
of erroneous reasoning? These enquiries are essential for comprehending the comprehensive
effects of linguistic manipulation on democratic mechanisms and civic reasoning.
This study seeks to analyse how political elites employ language to disseminate logically
erroneous arguments that distort popular reasoning. The study aims to identify and categorise
the predominant types of linguistic fallacies employed in political discourse by a
comprehensive analysis of peer-reviewed literature across linguistics, philosophy, political
science, and psychology. Examine the processes by which these fallacies corrupt logical
reasoning and shape public opinion. Assess the socio-political ramifications of these
manipulations, especially inside democratic democracies. Propose a theoretical framework for
identifying and countering language errors in political discourse.

This research contributes in three ways: It synthesises ideas from various fields to
present a cohesive theory of linguistic error as a mechanism of political influence. It utilises a
critical review methodology to integrate findings from reputable, peer-reviewed sources,
guaranteeing comprehensive and thorough analysis. It establishes a basis for creating
educational instruments and public awareness initiatives designed to improve critical
thinking and media literacy. This work enhances academic comprehension of language and
power while also aiding the overarching effort to protect democratic discourse against
manipulation and misinformation.

METHOD

This study employs a critical review design, a qualitative research methodology that
systematically synthesises and assesses existing scholarly literature to produce new
theoretical insights and discern trends among studies. A critical review, in contrast to
standard literature reviews, transcends simple description by scrutinising the assumptions,
methodology, and findings of previous research, therefore providing a more nuanced and
evaluative perspective (Grant & Booth, 2009) [1]. This design is especially suitable for the
current study, which aims to analyse how political players employ language to disseminate
logical fallacies and influence public reasoning.

This review's data include peer-reviewed journal papers published in prestigious
academic databases, such as Scopus, JSTOR, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink, and Taylor &
Francis Online. The criteria for inclusion were as follows: Research that specifically examines
linguistic manipulation, logical fallacies, political rhetoric, or critical discourse analysis.
English publications concentrating on political situations within democratic democracies. To
maintain academic rigour, only publications from Scopus-indexed journals and other
esteemed sources were incorporated. Grey literature, opinion articles, and non-peer-reviewed
sources were omitted to preserve the integrity of the review.
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The principal method for data collection involved a systematic search protocol utilising
Boolean operators and keyword combinations, including: “language manipulation” AND
“political discourse,” “logical fallacies” AND “rhetoric” AND “power,” “critical discourse
analysis” AND “ideology,” and “fallacious reasoning” AND (“media” OR “politics”). The
searches were performed across many databases utilising sophisticated search filters to
narrow results by publication date, subject area, and peer-review status. A PRISMA flow
diagram was employed to record the selection process, guaranteeing transparency and
reproducibility.

The data collection procedure comprised four essential stages: Preliminary searches
produced roughly 300 items. Titles and abstracts were evaluated for pertinence. Following the
elimination of duplicates and extraneous studies, 120 publications were selected for
comprehensive review. Every article was evaluated according to the inclusion criteria. Studies
devoid of methodological rigour or theoretical significance were omitted. A conclusive
sample of 45 papers was chosen for comprehensive study. All chosen papers were loaded into
Zotero for citation management and NVivo for thematic classification and qualitative analysis.
The analysis utilised a thematic synthesis method, integrating aspects of qualitative content
analysis and critical discourse analysis (CDA). The procedure entailed: Fundamental
principles and patterns of language manipulation and logical fallacies were discerned across
the literature. Codes were categorised under overarching themes like “strategic ambiguity,”
“emotional framing,” “false dilemmas,” and “ad hominem attacks.” Themes were analysed
using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), specifically referencing the socio-cognitive model
introduced by van Dijk (2006), which highlights the significance of mental models and
ideology in discourse interpretation. The coding approach was iterative and reflective,
incorporating regular memo-writing and peer debriefing to scrutinise assumptions and
deepen interpretation.

FINDING AND DISCUSSION

Finding

The examination of the chosen literature uncovered four predominant themes on the
utilisation of language by political actors to distort reasoning via logical fallacies. These
themes regularly appeared across many political contexts and rhetorical styles, demonstrating
a systematic pattern of discursive manipulation. A consistent observation in the literature is
the tactical employment of informal fallacies —specifically ad hominem, false dilemma,
slippery slope, and appeal to fear—to construct political arguments compellingly while
evading logical examination. Zurloni and Anolli (2010) conducted a discourse analysis of
Italian political discussions, revealing several instances when politicians utilised argumentum
ad baculum (appeal to force) and argumentum ad hominem to undermine their opponents
instead of addressing their points. These fallacies were intentionally integrated into
overarching rhetorical methods to preserve ideological consistency and evoke emotional
resonance.

In a televised debate regarding nuclear energy, one speaker asserted: “Only a fool
would place trust in the opposition’s plan—they have previously failed us and will do so
again.” This assertion illustrates an ad hominem assault that diverts attention from the
argument to the opponent's character, so compromising rational discourse. The language
construction of fallacies, especially via causal and contrastive connectives, significantly



influences the perception and acceptance of arguments. Schumann, Zufferey, and Oswald
(2021) executed a corpus-based and experimental investigation of the straw man fallacy,
revealing that nuanced differences in causal connectives (e.g., since, because, given that)
markedly affect the perceived validity of distorted arguments. Their findings indicate that the
efficacy of faulty reasoning depends not only on content but also on form —specifically, the
linguistic construction of the argument. In an experiment, participants evaluated the assertion
“Given that the opposition seeks to eliminate all defence spending, they evidently disregard
national security” as more compelling than its logically equal yet less rhetorically refined
alternative. This illustrates how semantic framing can obscure logical fallacies and amplify
persuasive effectiveness.

A notable subject is the employment of emotionally charged language to circumvent
rational assessment and strengthen ideological conformity. Political speeches and campaign
materials commonly employed appeals to fear, rage, and patriotism. These emotional
responses frequently coincide with erroneous reasoning, establishing a cognitive shortcut that
impedes critical examination.

The false dilemma fallacy — offering only two alternatives when additional options are
available —is frequently articulated in an emotive context: “Either we endorse this bill, or we
permit our nation to descend into chaos.” This framing not only simplifies intricate issues but
also coerces listeners into binary thinking, a strategy extensively recorded in political
communication research.

The concluding theme addresses the normalisation of erroneous reasoning via repeated
exposure in mass media and political discourse. Numerous studies indicate that when
fallacies are routinely conveyed in authoritative formats—such as news interviews, press
conferences, or government statements — they integrate into the public's cognitive framework
for political reasoning.

This phenomena is especially apparent in the use of slippery slope arguments, which
forecast disastrous consequences from comparatively slight policy alterations. Over time,
such arguments can influence societal expectations and anxieties, even without scientific
evidence. A study observed that the recurrence of erroneous patterns in political speech
reinforces their establishment in public reasoning, rendering them less susceptible to scrutiny.

Discussion

This study aimed to critically analyse how political actors utilise language to affect public
reasoning by employing logical fallacies. The research, derived from a synthesis of high-
caliber academic literature, identified four predominant patterns: (1) the strategic
employment of informal fallacies, (2) the linguistic construction of fallacies via discourse
connectives, (3) the emotional framing of arguments to evade rational examination, and (4)
the normalisation of fallacious reasoning through recurrent exposure in political and media
discourse.

These trends indicate that errors are not only accidental or incidental characteristics of
political discourse. Instead, they are methodically integrated into rhetorical methods aimed at
influencing cognition, shaping ideological alignment, and suppressing critical engagement.
The results underscore the significance of linguistic structure — especially the employment of
causal and contrastive connectives —in augmenting the persuasiveness of otherwise deficient
arguments.
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The findings of this review corroborate and enhance previous research in several
significant aspects. The purposeful employment of informal fallacies, including ad hominem,
false dilemma, and slippery slope, has been extensively documented in the literature on
political communication. Zurloni and Anolli (2010) illustrated how Italian politicians utilised
these fallacies in broadcast discussions to build coherent but deceptive narratives. Our
analysis substantiates this trend across various political situations and provides more
evidence that these fallacies are not arbitrary but strategically devised.

Secondly, the significance of linguistic formulation —especially the employment of
discourse connectives—has garnered heightened scrutiny in recent years. Schumann,
Zufferey, and Oswald (2021) demonstrated that nuanced variations in causal connectives
markedly influence the perceived validity of straw man arguments. Our findings corroborate
their conclusion and indicate that a meticulous investigation of linguistic aspects is crucial for
comprehending the operation of fallacies in real-world discourse.

The emotional aspect of erroneous reasoning has been examined in research on political
framing and media psychology. Appeals to fear, rage, and patriotism are recognised to trigger
cognitive biases that diminish critical evaluation. This study elucidates how emotional
appeals are frequently coupled with logical errors to construct persuasive yet deceptive
arguments. This dual mechanism —emotional arousal combined with logical distortion—
serves as a potent instrument for ideological indoctrination.

The normalisation of erroneous reasoning through media repetition reflects issues
highlighted in critical media studies. When fallacies are repeatedly given in authoritative
settings, they integrate into the public's cognitive framework for political reasoning. This
discovery aligns with van Dijk’s (2006) socio-cognitive model, which highlights the
significance of mental models and ideological scripts in influencing discourse processing.

This study theoretically enhances the comprehension of political language by
integrating concepts from linguistics, philosophy, and cognitive psychology. It contests the
conventional distinction between rhetorical style and logical structure, demonstrating their
profound interconnection. Fallacies are not merely mistakes in reasoning; they are frequently
intentional tactics that manipulate linguistic structure and cognitive biases to attain
persuasive objectives.

The findings have substantial consequences for democratic discourse and civic
education. In a time of heightened political polarisation and information saturation, the
capacity to identify and counteract erroneous reasoning is paramount. Educational programs
designed to improve media literacy and critical thinking should include instruction in logical
analysis and discourse awareness. Furthermore, journalists and fact-checkers should utilise
systems that identify not only factual flaws but also rhetorical distortions based on flawed
reasoning.

This study provides a thorough synthesis of the existing literature, however it has
limitations. The review is restricted to English-language publications, potentially omitting
pertinent findings from other linguistic and cultural contexts. Secondly, the dependence on
published academic literature implies that certain types of faulty reasoning — especially those
prevalent in informal or digital contexts —may be inadequately represented. Third, while the
critical review approach facilitates theoretical integration, it fails to furnish empirical evidence
regarding audience responses to false arguments in real time.



A further constraint is to the range of fallacies analysed. The study concentrated on the
most frequently referenced informal fallacies in political speech; nevertheless, numerous other
forms —such as equivocation, premature generalisation, and red herring —merit additional
investigation. Future research may broaden the classification of fallacies and investigate their
interplay with certain media types, such social media posts, political memes, or
algorithmically managed news feeds.

Future research could explore various intriguing avenues based on the observations of
this study. Initially, empirical research employing experimental or ethnographic
methodologies could examine how diverse audiences perceive and react to erroneous
arguments. This research would elucidate the psychological mechanisms that render specific
errors more compelling than others.

Secondly, computer methodologies —such as natural language processing (NLP) and
machine learning — may be utilised to identify patterns of erroneous thinking within extensive
collections of political literature. This would provide more scalable and methodical
investigation, especially in digital contexts where disinformation proliferates swiftly.
Third, cross-cultural research could investigate how the utilisation and perception of fallacies
differ among political systems, media environments, and cultural conventions.
Comprehending these distinctions would improve the generalisability of theoretical models
and guide context-specific approaches for media literacy instruction.

Ultimately, multidisciplinary cooperation among linguists, political scientists,
psychologists, and computer scientists may facilitate the creation of cohesive frameworks for
the analysis and mitigation of manipulative discourse. These cooperation are crucial for
tackling the intricate and dynamic issues presented by linguistic manipulation in modern
politics.

CONCLUSION

This study aimed to critically analyse how political actors utilise language to affect public
reasoning by employing logical fallacies. Based on an extensive analysis of 45 peer-reviewed
articles from linguistics, political science, philosophy, and discourse studies, the research
discerned four predominant patterns: the strategic employment of informal fallacies, the
linguistic organisation of fallacious arguments, the emotional framing of discourse, and the
normalisation of erroneous reasoning through media and political communication repetition.
These findings emphasise that logical fallacies in political discourse are neither incidental nor
marginal. They are frequently intentional, rhetorically integrated methods that manipulate
linguistic structure and cognitive bias to influence public perception and inhibit critical
participation. The research underscores that nuanced linguistic components —like causal
connectives and semantic framing—can profoundly affect the perceived validity of
arguments, even if those arguments lack logical soundness.

The ramifications of these results are both theoretical and pragmatic. Theoretically, the
research enhances the comprehension of the interplay between language, logic, and ideology
in political communication. It contests the conventional distinction between form and content
by demonstrating that rhetorical style and logical structure are profoundly interconnected.
The research necessitates a reinvigorated focus on critical thinking and media literacy,
especially in democratic cultures where educated public discourse is vital to civic engagement.
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The study provides a comprehensive synthesis of existing literature while recognising
its limitations, such as its emphasis on English-language sources and dependence on
secondary data. Future study should investigate the manifestation of these patterns across
diverse cultural and linguistic contexts, as well as the cognitive processing and real-time
responses of listeners to erroneous arguments.

In a time characterised by political division, misinformation, and excessive rhetoric, the
capacity to identify and counteract deceptive discourse is not merely an academic issue —it is
a democratic necessity. This work elucidates the language mechanisms of erroneous thinking,
so aiding the broader initiative to protect public discourse from distortion and to foster a more
contemplative, reasoned, and resilient civic culture.
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