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09/09/14 what is critical thinking?
· Critical thinking is different from mere thinking in the sense that thinking critically is trying to always keep our thoughts linked together in a way that one thought provides the support to the other. Link together and provide support to the next thought 
· Not about what you think, rather how you think.
· Systematic placing of our thoughts in order.
· Intellectual standards are: Clarity, accuracy, precision, relevance, depth.
12/09/14 Validity, Strength, Soundness and truth.
Premise indicator: because, for, in a view of the fact, given that, seeing that, as, due to the fact that, being that, since, assuming that, for the reason that, inasmuch as, as indicated by.
Conclusion indicators: thus, hence, it implies that, consequently, it follows that, as a result, which means that, it much be that, we can conclude that, so.
NO CONCLUSION-> NO ARGUMENT
1. Arguments are sets of statements some of which are called premises and other conclusions. The premises support the conclusion.
2. Ex of argument: My dog was sick last night (P) and that’s why (conclusion indicator) we had to pay a visit to the vet(C).
3. Ex of non-argument: last night we went to Babylon and we met our Moroccan friend who was wearing a leather jacket. I found that the leather jacket suited him well. My husband didn’t think so. But all in all we had a good time at Babylon. - Just describing a set of events. 
4. Arguments can be of any length, from one sentence to a whole book.
· Ex of one sentence argument: Stop picking your nose, it’s gross!- in other words picking one’s nose is gross(P) therefore you should stop picking your nose(C).
Truth: The statements which constitute the argument can be true or false (arguments are never true or false! Truth and falsehood are properties of the statements, not of the arguments!)
Arguments are Deductive, inductive, valid, invalid, strong, weak, and sound. (Statements can never be strong, sound, valid or invalid but the statement can be true or false)
Deductive arguments:
· Valid/strong and invalid/weak arguments. Deductive arguments
· A deductive argument is intended to provide logically conclusive support for its conclusion while inductive arguments are intended to provide only probable but not conclusive support.
· Most philosophical arguments are deductive. Scientific arguments could be both deductive and inductive
· Ex of a deductive argument: All dogs are animals. Benjie is a dog. Therefore, Benjie is an animal.
· Ex of inductive argument: Most birds can fly. Benjie is my green parrot. Therefore, it’s most probable that Benjie can fly.
Validity: Arguments that are valid and invalid are only deductive 
·  Valid arguments. Validity in the technical sense refers to the structure of the deductive argument not to its content. If the premises support the conclusion, then we have a (technically) valid argument. If there is a structure which turns the set of statements into an argument, then the argument is valid. 
· The premises, and the conclusion can be true, or they can be false. The falsehood of the premises doesn’t make the argument invalid!
· We can have true premises and a true conclusion, false premises and a false conclusion, or false premises and a true conclusion.
· However, if we have true premises, we have to get a true conclusion, otherwise the deductive argument is invalid.
· Valid arguments can have this structure: T,T…->T; T,F…->F:T,F….->f;f,f….->t
· Invalid arguments always have this structure: T,T….->f
· EX of a deductively valid argument with false premises and a false conclusion
1. All dogs have flippers. All cats are dogs. Therefore all cats have flippers. (true in logical way)
2. All fish read Russian novels. Goldie is my gold fish. Therefore Goldie reads Russian novels.
· Ex of deductively valid argument with false premises but true conclusion
1. Benny, my dog, is a cat. All cats are mammals. Therefore, Benny is a mammal.
2. Toronto is the capital of Canada. Canada is in North America. Therefore, Toronto is in North America.
· EX of deductively valid argument with true premises and a true conclusion:
1. Benny is a dog. All dogs are mammals. Therefore, benny is a mammal.
2. If abortion is taking of a human life, then it’s murder. Abortion is taking of a human life. Therefore, abortion is murder. 
· The common link between all of the shown arguments is that they are valid, in the technical sense of the word, even though that may feel counterintuitive. 
· EX of a deductively invalid or inductively weak argument :
1. If you don’t wear swim goggles, you can lose your contact lenses. Susan lost her contact lenses. Therefore, Susan must not have worn swim goggles.( the conclusion states that there basically only one option that this is certain that’s what happened but the premises allows for more options.
2. If Iva has horns, then she is mortal. Iva is mortal. Therefore, Iva has horns. 
16/09/14 Sound arguments
1. Sound arguments: for an argument to be sound it has to have a valid structure, that is the premises must support the conclusion, and they have to be true.
· Ex. Ottawa is the capital of Canada. Canada is in North America. Therefore, Ottawa is in North America.
Inductive arguments
i. If the argument is inductive, then we talk about inductively strong or inductively weak argument
ii. Strong inductive  certain.
19/09/14 
Types of definition:
1. Reportive definition: this is a dictionary, standard meaning of a word
2. Essentialist definition: essentialist definitions have to be understood as compressed theories. They refer to more abstract words or concepts such as good, love, philosophy.
3. Stipulative definitions: these definitions aim at more specific meanings of words, also, when we invent new words, we stipulate their meaning.
Methods of definition:
I. By genus-species. We specify the class of which the word/concept is a member of and then we distinguish it from the other members 0f the same class. (Ex. A “curette” is a spoon-changed surgical instrument used to remove tissue from a body cavity.)
II. Ostentation.  That is by pointing to the object( ex. The women to the left of your father wears blue pullover.)
III. By synonym.(Ex. “flat” means the same thing as “apartment”)
IV. By operation. When we specify when exactly word is applied and when it is not.(ex. A “genius” is everyone that scores more than 140 on a standard IQ test.
V. By context. When we specify the meaning of a word other than its standard meaning.( ex. “sound” argument in logic means that the premises which are true support the conclusion which as a result is also true)
Assessing definitions.
I. Reportive definitions can be too broad, too narrow, and both too broad and too narrow. 
Too broad reportive definition is when the defining phrase includes more than it should. (Chair is a four legged piece of furniture)
Too narrow reportive definition is when the defining phrase fails to refer to some things that are included in the reference (class) of the term.(ex. Triangle is a closed three sided plane figure which has equal angles(there’s multiple types of triangles))
Too broad and too narrow (triangle is a geometrical figure with equal sides and equal angles)
2. Reportive, essentialist and stipulative definitions can also be circular.  A circular definition is when the defining phrase includes the term that is being defined. (ex. A neonatologist is someone who specializes in caring for neonates)
3. Reportive, stipulate and essentialist definitions can also be Obscure. It happens when the defining phrase uses metaphorical or ambiguous language. (Ex. Informal logic is best defined as a travel guide to the world of correct reasoning.)
Analytic statements are true by definition, they are self-evident truths, tautologies, also called necessary truths. Very obvious
Contradictory statements are analytically false statements, they are false by definition. 
Synthetic statements are dependent upon the meaning of the word used. They might be true or false, but they are not true by definition. (ex. The computer screen behind me is white).
23/09/14 
Ambiguity and vagueness
· Are a result of the way that we use words and not a property of the words themselves
· An ambiguous statement is one that has two or more different but usually quite precise meanings.
· A vague statement is one that lacks precise meaning
· Ambiguity should be avoided whenever possible] vagueness is not something that should be avoided by all means. If we want to express a vague thought or when there’s no need for precision, vagueness is not something to be avoided
· REFERENTIAL AMBIGUITY. IT OCCURS WHEN THE REFERRING WORD OR PHRASE CAN BE INTERPRETED AS POINTING TO MORE THAN ONE THING
·   This may result in two things: either the other person is confused about which thing were referring to or the other person can believe that you’re referring to the wrong thing
· Distributive refers to ever object in a class of objects and collectively is when we refer to the class as a whole
· Grammatical ambiguity. It occurs when the grammatical structure of a sentence allows two or more interpretations and it is not clear from the context which meaning intended.
· Three types of ambiguity: referential, grammatical
30/10/14 Reconstructing arguments. 
i. Reconstructing arguments: Always try to identify the conclusion first. The conclusion is what makes a set of statements an argument. No conclusion, no argument. 
ii. Missing premises: Ex. the sopranos is the greatest series in the history of TV.
Reconstruction:  the sopranos is the most watched show. I’ve compared the show to others and this is the best.
iii. Explanations. When a statement or a passage is explaining why something is the case. We’re dealing with an explanation, NOT an argument. A fact followed by a statement. 
1. Arguments give reasons for accepting a claim while explanations don’t
2. With arguments, there is an intent to convince while with explanations this intent is missing. 
EX. I don’t love you any more because you always make fun of me.  
EX. I dislike smoking. It smells bad and makes my asthma worse
EX. we’re sitting in the dark because you forgot to pay the electric bill.
3. We’re not arguing anything (giving evidence, or trying to convince anyone that something is the case), were just explaining/ describing the cause.
Simple, T, V-arguments and complex arguments. According to hughes.
Simple: have only one premise and one conclusion. (Diagram is a line going from the premise down to the conclusion)
T- arguments: they have at least two premises and one conclusion. The premises, on their own, don’t provide support for the conclusion, they have to work together to provide support for the conclusion. That is why they are dependent on each other.  For them to be strong, both premises have to be true. IF one is false, then the argument is weak. (Diagram is the two premises connecting and then an arrow pointing down to the conclusion)
EX. (p1) Either Quebec has seceded from the rest of Canada or it is still in the confederation. (p2) Quebec has not seceded from the confederation (C) therefore, it is still in the confederation. 
V-arguments:  have at least two premises and one conclusion. Each of the promises, on their own, provide enough support for the conclusion. They are independent of each other. (On a diagram, both premises connect to the conclusion with a downward arrow but are not connect to themselves. 
EX. (p1) experimenting with any life forms is cruel and immoral. (p2) we would not tolerate cruel and immoral treatment of humans. (c) There ought to be a law prohibiting the use of animals in research.
Complex argument:  complex arguments are ones with Sub-conclusions. They can have one premise, one sub-conclusion and one main conclusion, or they can have a combination of a T and V arguments with one main conclusion. (In a diagram, the premise connects to the second premises which is also a sub-conclusion, which then goes to the conclusion. All in a downward arrow.)
EX.  We should go for a hike I the canyon this weekend. We need to exercise. So, let’s take a hike. (p1) we need the exercise. (p2) so, let’s take a hike. (c) We should go for a hike in the canyon this weekend.
Theories of truth and truth claims.
1. Correspondence theory of truth: Plato and Aristotle are founders: assets that every truth bearer is correlated to a possible fact. If the possible fact to which a given truth bearer is correlated actually obtains, the truth bearer is true: otherwise it is false. 
2. Coherence theory of truth: claims that the beliefs of a given individual are true to the extent that the set of all their beliefs is coherent(must fit with the rest of the beliefs)
3. Pragmatic theory of truth:
· Consensus theory of truth of CS Pierce: a true proposition is one which would be endorsed unanimously by all persons who had had sufficient relevant experiences to judge it
· Instrumentalist theory of truth: associated with William James and John Dewey: a proposition counts as true if and only if behavior based on a belief in the proposition leads, in the long run and all things considered, to beneficial results for the believers.
Types of truth-claims: empirical and non-empirical truth claims.
4. Empirical (based on experience) truth claims: can be verified or falsified. Not all empirical truth claim, however, can be verified directly. Types:
i. Particular: can be verified directly.
ii. General empirical: are not directly verifiable since they refer to a class of empirical facts. Two kinds of general empirical truth-claims.
1a. statistical general truth-claims refer to a class of objects/facts. Most people like cereal
2a. refer to all the objects/facts in one class. Even though most universal truth-claims cannot be verified directly, they can be falsified if there is a counter-evidence. Ex: all swans are white. 
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Types of truth claims
Empirical truth claims
1. Particular empirical truth claim
2. General empirical truth claim not directly verifiable since they refer to a class of empirical facts
· Statistical and universal. 
Non empirical truth claim: cannot be proved or disproved empirically. Almost all of them are non-empirical
Strategies for assessing arguments:
1. The criteria approach. There are three criteria that a sound argument has to meet.
i. Premises must be acceptable
ii. Premises must be relevant to the conclusion
iii. Premises must be adequate to support the conclusion (is the support adequate?)
Fallacies:
i. Acceptability of the premises.
1. Begging the question: suffers from circularity; the speaker assumes what shes trying to prove.
2. Inconsistency: when the argument contains implicitly or explicitly a contradiction, usually between two premises.
3. Equivocation. When the premises has two interpretations, one acceptable and one unacceptable and when the unacceptable is the one present in the conclusion
4. False dichotomy (bifurcation, false dilemma): presents you with a situation with an either/or situation when in fact there are more than two options involved. Ultimatum
· Ex. live free or die
· Ex. America: love it or leave it
· Ex. IF you don’t know bob Dylan, your knowledge of music is inadequate.
ii. Relevance of the premises. 
1. Appeal to pity: using one’s tough time or pointing to someone else’s difficult situation to win the argument
2. Appeal to force: any type of harassment falls within this argument
· Ex.  I believe the death penalty to e savage and it has no place in a civilized society. 
3. Appeal to popularity:
· Ex. thousands of students protested the bombing of Afghanistan. Perhaps you ought to rethink your support of the administration on this.
4. Appeal to authority
· Ex. john lennon was against the Vietnam war so it must have been a mistake
5. Appeal to ignorance: occurs when it is argued that something is the case simply because you cannot prove otherwise. “ if you can’t prove that I’m wrong, then I must be right
6. Appeal to person (ad hominem): it occurs when instead of dealing with issue at hand there is a personal attack or an attempt to discredit someone. the personal attach aims at a personal characteristic such as, age weight, height, gender, race, etc.(EX. the death penalty is savage and has no place in a civilized society, how would you know? You only went to HS 
7. Tu quoque: “you are another one" it occurs when you are trying to discredit someone because their actions don’t match their words. 
8. Straw man: it occurs when an opponent's position is presented as so extreme that its indefensible then were steered towards a more moderate position which immediately looks a more attractive alternative
9. Slippery  slope
04/11/14 logical fallacies, exercises.
Exercises
1. Of course, there’s a god! Throughout human history, every culture has had some sort of a religious belief.(appeal to popularity)
2. Marijuana should be legalized. After all, every country that fills its jails with kids smoking pot is crazy. (straw man)
3. This belief in intelligent design is a big mistake on your part. All of your teachers in the biology department think that this position is a crack- pot pseudo-science, and if they find out you believe in it you’ll get into trouble
4. Children in households that own a good encyclopedia are more successful in school than children in other households. Therefore, for the sake of your children’s education, you should buy an encyclopedia. 
5. The US shouldn’t undertake even tiny military operations in other countries. The way that it always happens is that such operations start out small, but then when objectives are not achieved, more troops are sent in, and this gradually leads to a bigger and bigger operation. 
6. In 1974 Massachusetts passed a law requiring a special license to carry a handgun; afterward handgun homicide dropped 50% and armed robberies dropped 35%. Regulating handguns reduces crime
7. Since the claim was made, decades ago, that taking large doses of vitamin C prevents colds, no confirming evidence for that claim has turned up in any large scale study. We can conclude, then, that the claim should not be believed.( appeal to ignorance)
8. Alcoholics sometimes demonstrate distorted judgment about their drinking: they decide that there will be nothing wrong with having a few more drinks. So, one way to reduce alcoholism is to get people to think more rationally about their drinking. 
9. Abortion is unjustified killing of a human being and as such is murder. Murder is illegal. So, abortion should be illegal.
10. Child molesters are inhuman. Therefore, they shouldn’t be granted any of the normal human rights because these rights are for humans. 
11. Either I keep smoking or I get fat. I don’t want to get fat, so I should keep smoking. 
12. Fred is trying to save money, so he won’t take a taxi; he’lll arrive by bus.(false dichotomy)
13. Freedom of speech is one of the most important civil liberty in our democracy. But there are those religious fanatics who advocate censorship of the media and punishment of those who utter heresy. Those people ought not to be allowed to advocate those views in public. (inconsistency)(contradiction)
14. Large scale polls were taken in Florida, California, and Maine and it was found that an average of 55% of those polled spent at least fourteen days a year near the ocean. So it can be safely concluded that 55% of all Americans spend at least fourteen days near the ocean each year
15. You had a great job and didn’t serve to lose it. I wish I could help somehow. I do have one idea. Now your family needs financial security even more. You need cash. I can help you. Here is a check for 100000. Just sign this standard sales agreement, and we can skip the realtors and all the headaches they would create at this critical time in your life. 
16. You should turn to channel 6. It’s the most watched channel this year
17. David: my father owns the department store that gives your newspaper fifteen percent of all its advertising revenue, so I’m sure you won’t want to publish any story of my arrest for spray painting the college. (appeal to force)
Deductive reasoning:
Missing notes!!
Four valid argument forms:
1. Modus ponens(affirming the antecedent)
P=>Q
P
Q
Ex. If it rains today, the ground will be wet. It rained today. Therefore, the ground will be wet. 
2. Modus tollens (denying the consequent)
P=>Q
Not Q
Not P
Ex. If Putnam is guilty, he is lying now. He is not lying now. Therefore, Putnam is not guilty. 
3. Chain arguments( Hypothetical syllogism)
P=>Q
Q=>R
P=>R
Ex. if taxes go up, inflation goes down. If inflation goes down, most people are better off. Therefore, if taxes go up, most people are better off. 
4. Disjunctive syllogism
PvQ
Not Q
P
Ex. Either Picasso was this century’s greatest artist or Klimt was. Klimts wisents. Therefore, Picasso was this century’s greatest artist.
Formal fallacies:
1. Fallacy of denying the antecedent. (the structure of the argument is what this is about)
P=>Q
Not P
Not Q
Ex. if Simpson is a black South African, she opposed to the apartheid. Simpson is not a black South African. Therefore, she did not oppose the apartheid. 
2. Affirming the consequent( opposite of modus ponens)
P=>Q
Q
P
Ex. if Petrie is an atheist, she opposes compulsory prayer in public schools. Petrie does oppose compulsory prayer in public schools. Therefore, Petrie is an atheist.
Exercises: Translate the following sets of sentences into the formal language of deductive logic by using the dictionary of symbols provided below.
1. If smiley’s new spy novel is a best seller, then he will be rich beyond his wildest dreams. If smiley becomes rich beyond his wildest dreams, he will buy his own island near Fiji. Therefore, if smiley’s new spy novel is a best seller, then he will buy his own island in Fiji. 
DICTIONARY: B for “smiley’s new spy novel is a best seller”. R for “he will be rich beyond his wildest dreams”. F for “he will buy his own island near Fiji”
B=>R
R=>F
B=>F
2. IF holey’s theory of why the universe is expanding was correct, then the universe had no beginning in time. Holey’s theory turned out not to be correct. Therefore, the universe had beginning in time. 
DICTIONARY: H for “Holey’s theory of why the universe is expanding is correct”. B For “the universe has beginning in time”.
H=> not B
Not H
B
DENYING THE ANTECEDENT, INVALID
3. Bill gates is either a fraud, or he is a genius. He is not a fraud. Therefore, he is a genius. 
DICTIONARY: F for “Bill gates is a fraud”, G stands for “bill gates is a genius”
FvG
Not F
G
DISJUNCTIVE SYLLOGISM
4. Max either killed all the people he said he killed or he is totally out of touch with reality. If he killed them all, he should be locked up in the provincial jail of Ontario. If he’s totally out of touch with reality, he should be locked up in a mental hospital. Therefore, Max should be locked up in a mental hospital.
DICTIONARY: K for “max killed all the people he said he killed”, R for “max is totally out of touch with reality. J for “he should be locked up in a provincial jail in Ontario”, M for “he should be locked up in a mental hospital”
5. If Aristotle was a more profound thinker than Wittgenstein, then there has not been progress in philosophy. Aristotle was the more profound thinker of the two. Therefore, there hasn’t been much progress in philosophy.
DICTIONARY: A for “Aristotle is a more profound thinker than Wittgenstein”, P for “there has been progress in philosophy”
A=> not P
A
Not P
AFFIRMING THE ANTECEDENT
6. IF she was involved in the bombing, she won’t testify at the trial of her lover. She won’t testify at the trial of her lover. Therefore, she was involved in the bombing. 
DICTIONARY: B for “she is involved in the bombing”, T for “testify at the trial of her lover”
B=> not T
Not T
B
AFFIRMING THE CONSEQUENT, INVALID
7. IF capital punishment deters murder, then the murder rate should increase when the capital punishment is abolished. The murder rate will not, in fact, increase once capital punishment is abolished. Therefore, capital punishment does not really deter murder.
DICTIONARY: D for: capital punishment deters murder”, I for “the murder rate should increase when the capital punishment is abolished”
D=> I
Not I
Not D
MODUS TOLLENS, VALID
8. All cats are animals. All dogs are animals. Therefore all cats are dogs. 
DICTIONARY: C for “one is a cat”, A for “one is an animal”, D for “one is a dog”
C=>A
D=>A
C=>D
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Inductive reasoning: Inductive arguments, unlike deductive arguments, do no guarantee (the truth of) their conclusions. 
· The strength of the inductive arguments does not come from their structure, as is the case with deductive arguments. 
· The premises in inductive arguments provide on probable truth for the conclusion. 
· Inductive arguments, then, can never be sound arguments.
· Inductive arguments can be weak or strong.
· Inductive reasoning extrapolates on what we know, using our current knowledge to arrive at conclusions which are not deductively implied by the premises.
· In other words, inductive reasoning allows us to arrive at genuinely new knowledge.
· The certainty in inductive reasoning is achieved empirically(through experience)
· Inductive reasoning rests on the assumption that nature is uniform. What does that mean?
The uniformity of nature: all events in nature conform to generalizations that can be verified directly or indirectly via observation.
Uniformity of nature is understood temporally (the future will resemble the past) and laterally ( across different phenomena in the same time frame).
 This assumption is useful to us, even though it’s not always accurate
Types of inductive arguments:
i. Arguments by analogy
· Probably the most creative inductive argument
· The use of analogies: we learn about something new by comparing it to something we are already familiar with. 
· E.G, consider the analogy between baseball and the legal system of penalty: “three strikes out”.
· When we make an analogy we compare two things/ phenomenon which are similar in more than one way.
· If the similarities are relevant and a sufficient number, we have a case of strong analogy where the analogy provides support for the conclusion.
· The parts of analogy( you don’t have to know them)
1. Subject case: that about which we are drawing the conclusion in the analogical argument. The subject case is always to be found in the conclusion
2. Analogous  case which is that with which are familiar and which we use to make the analogy
3. Target feature which is the feature of the subject case. 
·  To evaluate whether an analogy is a strong or a weak one, we have to compare the number of relevant similarities and the number of relevant dissimilarities. 
· If the relevant dissimilarities outnumber the similarities, then the analogy is weak.
· Also, a weak analogy will be an analogy whose similarities and dissimilarities are irrelevant (trivial) ones.
Examples:
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]The universe is a complex system like a watch. We wouldn’t think that a watch can come about by accident. Something so complicated must have been created by someone. The universe is a lot more complicated than the watch, so it must have been created by a being who’s a lot more intelligent than us. 





