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and in the Media 
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With the rise of digital media and social media networks, media literacy has become increasingly 
important. We encounter an unprecedented amount of information every single day. One way we can 
become more media-literate is by using critical thinking skills to analyze media content, considering 
aspects like bias, underlying messages, and the intent behind the creation of some of the information. 

One of the ways we can do this is by learning how to recognize logical fallacies and bad-faith arguments 
when we hear them.  

The most common technique used by Donald Trump in his speeches is called the “Gish Gallop”, or the 
“Firehose of Falsehood.” It’s used in Project 2025 as well, which I realized after I found myself struggling 
to address within five paragraphs the lies contained in a single sentence of the document. 

https://whatdoesproject2025say.com/


Written by E.T. Parker. Visit my website at https://whatdoesproject2025say.com for more information. 
 

The Gish Gallop is a purposeful rhetorical approach which involves flooding a conversation or 

debate with a large number of false or misleading statements in rapid succession. This strategy 
overwhelms the listener or opponent, making it difficult or even impossible to fact-check each claim in 
real time, or even after the fact. 

Trump engages in this style of rhetoric almost every time he opens his mouth. In a debate, he lies so 
confidently and so often that it’s impossible for an opponent to address every single lie in the time 
allotted. Each individual claim might be easily debunked, but the sheer number of falsehoods makes it 
difficult to address them all. 

The audience is bombarded with so much information that it becomes hard to separate the truth from 
the lies. Fact-checkers, journalists, or opponents trying to correct the falsehoods are faced with an 
impossible task of addressing all claims simultaneously.  

There is also a time and effort disparity at work here. It’s fast and easy to make a false claim. Fact-
checking requires much more time and effort. Each individual lie requires research, evidence, and 
explanation to debunk, whereas the misinformation can be delivered without any regard for the truth, 
context, or nuance. Even if some false claims are debunked, many of them may still stick with parts of 
the audience, especially if those claims reinforce existing biases. The volume of lies also helps 
misinformation faster than corrections can be issued.  

“A lie gets halfway around the world before the truth has a chance to 
get its pants on.” – Winston Churchill 

The reason this technique is effective, is that people have a limited capacity to process information, and 
when they’re presented with too many claims at once – especially conflicting or false ones – their ability 
to critically evaluate each one diminishes. When confronted with numerous false statements, the 
audience might start to feel that “the truth is somewhere in the middle”, even when it’s not. 

This tactic works by creating doubt and eroding trust in credible sources or facts. Constantly fact-
checking every lie becomes exhausting for the audience and the fact-checker. People may give up trying 
to discern what’s true and accept some misinformation by default. In a debate or discussion, the person 
using this technique may appear knowledgeable or confident simply because they have presented more 
information, regardless of its accuracy. Audiences sometimes mistake quantity for quality. 

Fact-checkers have it especially hard – they have to choose and prioritize which claims to debunk, 
knowing that they can’t address all of them. This often means that some falsehoods go unchallenged, 
giving them room to spread (and sometimes creating the assumption that because the claim went 
unchallenged, it must be true.)  

While lies can be simple and emotionally charged, the truth is often more complex and nuanced, 
requiring longer explanations. The truth also rarely appeals to emotion, another effective rhetorical 
technique. This makes it harder for debunkers to be as quick or effective as the original propagandist. 
Also, if fact-checkers focus only on the most egregious claims, they may be accused of cherry-picking or 
being biased, even though their capacity to check everything is limited.  

This rhetorical style is not an accident. The writers of Project 2025, and Donald Trump, are hoping that 
the audience becomes too exhausted and confused to be able to call them out on all of their lies.  
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Here are some other rhetorical techniques used in Project 2025 and throughout the media, and how to 
recognize them as logical fallacies when you hear them. (This is not a comprehensive list of logical 
fallacies, only those commonly used in political rhetoric.) 

Appeal to Emotion. This involves persuading an audience by triggering emotional responses like 

fear, anger, pity, or joy. This is 100% the technique behind anti-immigrant sentiment. 

“They’re eating the dogs.” 

“They’re not humans, they’re animals.”  

“They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists.” 

“They’re poisoning the blood of our country.” 

All of these have been said by Donald Trump. The second one is an additional technique called 
dehumanization. He’s helping you to believe that immigrants aren’t people, so you won’t feel anything 
when he inevitably hurts or kills them. In fact, you’ll even cheer it on.  

The fourth one is literally Hitlerian. The term “blood poisoning” was used by Hitler in his manifesto Mein 
Kampf, in which he criticized immigration and the mixing of races.  

"Until we learn that other lives are equally grievable and have an 
equal demand on us to be grieved - especially the ones that we've 
helped to eliminate - I'm not sure we'll really be on the way to 
overcoming the problem of dehumanization." - Judith Butler 
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Straw Man Arguments. This involves misrepresenting or oversimplifying your opponent’s 

argument to make it easier to attack. A common example of this is climate change denial rhetoric. 

“People who support environmental regulations hate capitalism and are 
therefore communists.” 

“People who advocate for climate action just want to destroy the economy and 
take away your jobs.” 

“People who support defunding the police hate the police and want to leave 
communities unprotected.”  

“Supporters of universal health care want the government to control every 
aspect of your life and take away your choices.” 

“Gun control advocates want to take away all your guns and disarm law-
abiding citizens.” 

“People who want to tax the rich are just jealous and want to punish success 
and promote socialism.” 

“Advocates of teaching CRT want to make white children feel guilty for being 
white.” 

You can see straw man arguments at work every single day on social media. What the propagandist is 
doing is taking a policy position – such as gun control – simplifying it to its most facile interpretation, 
then lying / misrepresenting what the argument actually IS.  
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The reality is that most gun control advocates are not seeking to eliminate gun ownership altogether, 
but are calling for common-sense regulations like universal background checks, closing gun show 
loopholes, and restrictions on certain types of firearms to reduce gun violence.  

The reality is that most advocates for climate change action are not aiming to harm the economy, but 
are instead calling for investment into renewable energy and sustainable practices that create jobs and 
protect the environment in the long term. 

 

False Dichotomies. This technique involves presenting only two options when more exist, while 

framing one as clearly better or worse than the other – an “either-or” scenario. A common example of 
this is war propaganda, like George W. Bush famously said, “you’re either with us, or against us.”  

One example that Project 2025 explicitly uses is this: 

“We must choose between protecting the environment or having a strong 
economy.”  

The truth is, it’s possible to promote economic growth while investing in sustainable practices. Clean 
energy industries, for example, boost the economy and create jobs while also protecting the 
environment. The debate doesn’t have to be an either-or; there are ways to balance environmental 
protection with economic prosperity.  

“If you want privacy, you have to give up security. If you want security, you 
have to give up privacy.” 

The truth is that privacy and security are not mutually exclusive. With well-designed policies and 
technologies, it’s possible to have security measures that protect citizens without unnecessarily 
infringing on their personal privacy.  
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“You’re either a patriot who supports the government and its actions, or you’re 
unpatriotic and hate America.” 

This is an extremely common example of a false dichotomy. Criticism of the government almost always 
stems from a desire to improve the country, not a lack of patriotism. In fact, many people (including our 
founding fathers) believed that holding governments accountable and advocating for change are 
essential aspects of true patriotism.  

 

One of the core tenets of Project 2025 that they advocate throughout the document is staffing the 
government with regime loyalists, who will not question anything they are told to do. They WANT the 
people to be servile to the president and never criticize him; standing by him right or wrong.  

Red Herrings. This rhetorical technique involves introducing an irrelevant-to-the-discussion at hand 

topic, in order to divert attention away from the real issue. A common example of this in U.S. rhetorical 
propaganda, which combines false dichotomies and red herrings, are politicians and pundits who say 
things like: 

“We shouldn’t take care of homeless people until we take care of our veterans!” 

Well, they don’t have any intention of doing either. They’re just using veterans as a convenient excuse 
not to do anything for the homeless.  

Trump engages in a form of this type of rhetoric a lot. To distract from one scandal (such as a terrible 
debate performance), he introduces something so outrageous (such as claiming that legal Haitian 
immigrants in Ohio are 1) actually ILLegal and 2) eating your pets), that the media feels they have no 
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choice but to talk about the new outrage instead, thus leaving less time (or no time) to focus on the 
original issue. 

Another Trumpian red herring is his claim that being punished for saying (falsely) that the election was 
stolen from him is an infringement of his free speech rights. The reality is, Trump isn’t being punished 
for lying. He’s being punished because speech informs conduct, and he took a lot of concrete actions in 
the service of that lie – the fake electors, inciting an insurrection, putting his Vice President in danger, et 
al. He’s potentially being punished for his actions, not for his speech.  

A red herring is used to divert the argument to another issue that the propagandist feels they have a  
better chance of winning, and is done with the intention to abandon the original, “unwinnable” 
argument.  
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Begging the Question / Circular Reasoning. This technique involves assuming the conclusion 

along with the premise while providing no evidence of it. It’s also harder to spot unless you know what 
to look for – we’re conditioned to put things together in a “cause and effect” manner. It makes us 
comfortable to mentally have everything make sense.  

A common political example of this is: 

“We need stricter voter ID laws because we need to prevent voter fraud.”  

The statement assumes that voter fraud is a widespread issue without actually providing any evidence of 
that. The “fraud” part is assumed rather than demonstrated. 

In reality, voter fraud is vanishingly rare1, but repeating these kinds of lies makes it more difficult for 
millions of eligible Americans to participate in elections, which is the goal of such rhetoric. The broader 
goal is that by getting more people to believe this lie, they’ll be more easily led to believe that an 

 
1 Weiser, Wendy R.; Waldman, Michael; Morales-Doyle, Sean; Sweren-Becker, Eliza. “The Myth of Voter Fraud”, 
The Brennan Center for Justice. (https://www.brennancenter.org/issues/ensure-every-american-can-vote/vote-
suppression/myth-voter-fraud) 
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election was “rigged” if the results don’t go their way. This kind of lie lays the groundwork for more 
claims of a stolen election. Project 2025 and the Heritage Foundation are at the forefront of pushing 
these types of lies, up to and including manufacturing false evidence of it. 2 

Some other examples of begging the question in current political rhetoric include: 

“People should be allowed to own guns because the right to own guns is 
fundamental.” 

This argument doesn’t explain why owning guns is fundamental (it’s not), and assumes the truth of the 
conclusion without providing any evidence. 

“God exists because the Bible says so, and the Bible is true because it’s the 
word of God.” 

This is the classic example of circular reasoning. The argument assumes that the Bible is true because 
God exists, and that God exists because the Bible says so, without providing any evidence for either 
claim.  

 

Hasty Generalizations. This involves drawing a conclusion based on insufficient or biased 

evidence.  

“I heard on TV a rumor that someone who may or may not be Haitian once ate 
a cat, so all Haitians are eating your pets.” 

“All immigrants are criminals because a few undocumented immigrants have 
committed crimes.” 

“Muslims committed the 9/11 terrorist attacks, therefore all Muslims are evil.” 

“Everyone on welfare is lazy and doesn’t want to work because I personally 
know someone who abuses the system.” 

 
2 Singh, Jasleen, September 10, 2024, “From the People Who Brought You Project 2025: Manufactured Evidence of 
Voter Fraud”, The Brennan Center for Justice. (https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/analysis-
opinion/people-who-brought-you-project-2025-manufactured-evidence-voter-fraud) 
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“All police are corrupt because there have been high-profile cases of police 
misconduct.” 

That last one also relies on anecdotal evidence to make its point. Anecdotal evidence refers to informal, 
non-scientific observations or personal stories used to support a claim or argument. 

For example, if someone claims, "My grandfather smoked his whole life and lived to 
95, so smoking isn't harmful," they are using anecdotal evidence. While that might be true for 

the individual, it doesn’t change the overwhelming scientific consensus that smoking significantly 
increases health risks. 

Hasty generalizations can be particularly harmful in political rhetoric because they often contribute to 
the spread of misinformation, reinforce stereotypes, and exacerbate divisions within society. It’s 
important to recognize when such faulty reasoning is being used to avoid drawing conclusions based on 
insufficient or biased evidence. 

 

In conclusion, understanding common logical fallacies—such as straw man arguments, false 
dichotomies, circular reasoning, and hasty generalizations—is crucial in navigating the complex world of 
modern media. These fallacies can distort public discourse, manipulate opinions, and prevent thoughtful 
debate on critical issues.  

Media literacy empowers individuals to critically evaluate the information they encounter, recognize 
flawed reasoning, and make informed decisions. In an era where misinformation spreads rapidly, 
cultivating the ability to analyze media content and question the validity of arguments is essential for 
fostering a well-informed and engaged society. By sharpening these skills, we can contribute to more 
productive, respectful conversations and hold those in positions of power accountable for the quality of 
their rhetoric. 
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