
The fallacies of over simplification, blind belief, celebrity appeal and 
Correlation. 


The following appeared as part of a column in a popular entertainment magazine.

The producers of the forthcoming movie 3003 will be most likely to maximize their profits if they are willing to pay Robin Good several million dollars to star in it - even though that amount is far more than any other person involved with the movie will make. After all, Robin has in the past been paid a similar amount to work in several films that were very financially successful.

My Essay:

The argument claims that the producers of the forthcoming movie 3003 will be most likely to maximize their profits if they pay Robin Good several million dollars to star in the movie.  The author of this argument has come to this conclusion based on the fact that Robin Good was paid a similar amount for earlier films, which have been financially successful. Stated this way, this argument is weak and unconvincing.	Comment by Admin: you can add more sharp definitions   as highlighted. 	Comment by Admin: both weak and unconvincing 
The argument suffers from the fallacies of over simplification, ignoring the after effects, and correlation. 
Over simplification.
First, the argument assumes that casting Robin Hood in the forthcoming movie will make the movie financially succeed.  By assuming this the argument fails to consider the various factors that contributed to the success of his earlier films. The other films, for example, could have a better script, action sequence, or comedy, anything that the like of family audience and kids would love to watch. It can be a reason that Robin Hood acts natural when it comes to action movies but nothing was mentioned about the forthcoming movie ‘3003’, which can strengthen the claim that paying Robin Hood several million dollars can maximize the producers profits.

Ignoring the after effects

In addition, the argument also states that the amount to be paid to Robin Good is far more money than any other person involved with the movie will make. This means that the budget of the movie will increase by several million dollars atleast if the producers decide to cast the actor. This will have definitely impact the profits as the movie should perform way better than say if the actor is not cast in it. The argument does not consider other expenses associated with casting a big actor. An actor of such a stature would require a private dressing room and a private caravan to rest. So the producers will end up spending more than the actor’s pay.	Comment by Admin: at least 
Blind belief 

Finally, the argument concludes that producers are more likely to maximize the profits if they cast Robin Good. The argument fails to mention if the actor will have the lead role or a supporting role. People go to theatres to watch their favourite actor on the big screen. If their favourite actor only stars in a movie for few minutes, then not all people will watch the movie at a theatre as compared to when their favourite start is in the lead role. By missing this information, it is difficult to validate the conclusion that spending millions of dollars on Robin Good will actually maximize the profits for the producers.

In conclusion, this argument fails to compare the previous financially successful films with the forthcoming film by ignoring the various other factors that contributes to a film’s success. The argument could be strengthened if all the author mentions relevant information about the forthcoming movie.	Comment by Admin: Remove all 
"Past celebrity has no guarantee for future prosperity" - An old proverb 

My comments: 
Construction--- good,
Thesis -- good but make it more with special words as the fallacy of this or the flaw of that etc. 
flow   ---- free flowing  
content--- add some statistics or examples 
grammar or style errors -- negligible
conclusion --- best to conclude with a proverb  in a single sentence  that fits with the occasion.
Rating ----- 6. 
Well done, keep it up. 



