“'Oh, Katie': Psaki lets loose on Trump's new press secretary”

Jen Psaki is an example of a very weak speaker. She chooses language that is hurtful,
radical, and extreme, uses evil dialogue, and attacks women. She opens with logical fallacies.

There is a major difference between the two speakers. Katie Zacharia spoke in facts and was
very clear in her dialogue, which was respectful and kind the whole time. Psaki doesn't make
her case as a public speaker, but rather the case for why MS NOW has turned toward evil. |
would view this as a form of information warfare and the spread of hatred and evil against the
opposing party during a time when de-escalation should be the priority.

I'm going to take up some space here and lay out the fallacies for anyone who still believes in
honest news reporting and healthy dialogue. MS NOW is corrupted, and Jen Psaki shows us
why.

10 Biases, Logical Fallacies, and Rhetorical Attacks in Jen Psaki’s Commentary

1. Ad Hominem Attacks: Psaki repeatedly mocks Katie Zachariah’s speaking ability,
including her reading, stumbling over notes, and confusing her husband with the
president, rather than focusing exclusively on the substance of her performance.

2. Sarcasm and Ridicule: Comments such as “read all those words all by yourself” and
references to drawing a diagram are sarcastic put-downs that encourage the audience
to laugh at the individual rather than evaluate her arguments fairly.

3. Appeal to Ridicule: Psaki repeatedly portrays the briefing as a joke and describes the
performance as objectively funny. Humor can be effective commentary, but ridicule
does not independently establish that a person is unqualified.

4. Confirmation Bias and Partisan Framing: Psaki interprets the briefing through a
strongly negative political lens, emphasizing mistakes and unfavorable comparisons
while giving little consideration to alternative explanations or evidence that might
complicate her assessment.

5. Loaded Language and Emotional Appeals: Phrases such as “potentially fake
lawyer,” “off her rocker,” and “hacking away” at press freedom evoke suspicion,
contempt, or alarm. These expressions can influence the audience emotionally before
the underlying claims are fully established.

6. Guilt by Association: Psaki connects Zachariah’s performance to Donald Trump’s
administration, other Trump officials, and controversial decisions. Those associations
may provide political context, but they do not independently prove that Zachariah is
incompetent or unqualified.

7. Hasty Generalization: Psaki uses one short, approximately 14-minute briefing to
suggest that the press secretary may be unsuited for the job. A first performance can
reveal weaknesses, but a broader judgment requires more evidence over time.



8. Selective Evidence and One-Sided Framing: Psaki highlights stumbling, the
selection of conservative media outlets, and unanswered questions while offering
limited discussion of the administration’s possible rationale for its briefing format or the
circumstances surrounding the questions.

9. Appeal to Authority and Unverified Implications: Psaki cites unnamed White House
officials, reporting by news organizations, and a legal expert to reinforce her criticism.
These sources may be relevant, but the allegations about Zachariah'’s legal credentials
require verification before implying that she falsely represented herself as an attorney.

10.Straw Man Risk and Overgeneralization About Press Freedom: Psaki argues that
the briefing demonstrates a systematic attack on the public’s right to know. Restrictions
on press access deserve scrutiny, but the broader conclusion requires evidence about
specific policies, their implementation, and their effects. The commentary moves from
criticism of one briefing to a sweeping political indictment without fully establishing
every link in that argument.

Source: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= t1MsU9N-tE
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