Critical Thinking Chapter 1:
•Scientific Revolution: Galileo Galilei, Isaac Newton
•Rene Descartes: Wrote Meditations, Cogito ergo Sum (I think therefore I am)
•Baruch Spinoza: Wrote the Ethics, identity of God and nature; god is nature, nature is god.
•The Questions Philosophy asks: 
•What is happiness?  What is justice? How should we live?  
•Epistemology:
•Are there limits to human knowledge? 
•Can we understand the world as it really is, objectively, or must we always be bound by our subjective beliefs and interests? 
•Is objective knowledge possible, or is everything relative to individual persons, cultures or time periods? 
•Metaphysics:
•Does God exist?  
•Is the will free?  
•Is everything that exists made of matter? Is there such a thing as soul or mind? 
•Logic:
•science that studies the relationships between premises and conclusion. 
•Critical Thinking:
•The application of logic to arguments in ordinary language applied logic.

•The Method of Philosophy:
•Reasoned argument
       Method:
•Does God exist?  How should we live?
•Does God exist? How should we live?
•Reasoned argument
Alternatives:
•Emotion
•Artistic imagination
•Tradition, authority
•Revelation
•The Ontological Argument
Anselm
· 1033 – 1109 A.D.
· Became Archbishop of Canterbury
The Project
· Faith and reason
· Can what be known on the basis of faith be demonstrated by reason?
· Anselm is “seeking to understand what he believes.”
· He also refers to this as “Faith Seeking Understanding.”
· Anselm believes that God exists; he knows this on the basis of faith.
· Can he demonstrate that God exists?
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•The Basic Concepts of Critical Thinking:
Ex.
Proposition -> Socrates is a man
Command -> Be a man, Socrates
Questions -> Is Socrates a man?
Expression of Violations -> Oh, that Socrates were a man

•Law of Excluded Middle:  Every statement must be true or false and the negation must be opposite. True statement, false negation/False statement, true negation. 
•Law of Non-Contradiction: impossible for a statement and its negation be true at the same time. (Can’t say something is true, and deny the same thing.)  
•Consistency: property of a group, set, or statement that states it must be consistent at the same time
	Example One: Consistent Set:  		Socrates is mortal.
Socrates is a man.

Example Two:  Inconsistent Set:		Socrates is mortal.
							Socrates is immortal.
	
•Negation: the opposite of what a proposition is stating. 
•Counterexamples to Deductive Arguments: Deductively valid argument is that there is no counterexample which breaks the rule that premises of that argument are true and the conclusion is false
Example:  The following argument can be shown to be invalid by finding a counterexample:

All humans are mortal.		Counterexample:  	All dogs are animals.	
All women are mortal.					All cats are animals.
Therefore, all women are humans.				Therefore, all cats are dogs.	

•Inference: a support for another thought. A supports the truth of B
•Inference Indicators: words that indicate that one thought is intended to support another though. Therefore, so, hence, since, thus, implies, because, consequently, because, given that. Etc. 
•Statements(Assertions/Propositions): a set of words used to make a claim that can be true or false. (If it can’t be true or false it isn’t a statement.)
•Argument: a set of statements that claims that the premises support it. (Group of statements has logical relationships of inference.)
•Set: propositions combined together.
	•Sets of propositions can either consistent or inconsistent. (Only if all statements are true at the same time.) 
•Premises: statements that are part of a set that support an argument.
•Conclusion: the end idea being proved. 
•Standard Form: To write an argument in standard form, we line up the premises, draw a line under the last premise, and then write the conclusion.
	EX. 	All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.
Socrates is mortal.
•Logical Strength: a property of argument which involves inference, or the claim that the premises support its conclusion. (The premises does not need to be true, we assume is is true.)
1) When the premises really do support the conclusion, the argument is logically strong.
2)When they do not really support the conclusion, the argument is logically weak.
•Degree of logical strength:
             •Deductive Arguments: the premises guarantee the truth of the conclusion.
	1)Disjunctive Syllogism: Either you had p or q. 
	EX.
	Either you had white milk or you had chocolate milk.
	You did not have white milk.
	Therefore, you had chocolate milk.
2)Reductio ad Absurdum: Proving a statement to be true by assuming it to be false, then deriving a contradiction from that example.
Ex.
 P1: Socrates is an Olympian God.	  
P2: Olympian Gods are immortal.
P3: Socrates died in 399 B.C.
C1: Therefore, Socrates is immortal (by P2) and mortal (by P3) .	(CONTRADICTION!)
C2: Therefore, the statement “Socrates is an Olympian God’ is false. (By Reductio ad Absurdum)
Explanation: The Law of Non-Contradiction: contradictions cannot be true.  Therefore, any proposition that implies a contradiction cannot be true.

If everyone lived his or her life exactly like Jesus lived his life
The world would be a beautiful place!
Explanation: We first assume the premise is true: if everyone lived his or her life like Jesus lived his, the world would be a beautiful place.  If this were true, we would have 7 billion people on this earth roaming from town to town, living off the charity of others, preaching about God (with nobody listening). Without anyone creating wealth, there would be nobody to get charity from -- there would just be 7 billion people all trying to tell each other about God.  After a few weeks, everyone would eventually starve and die.  This world might be a beautiful place for the vultures and maggots feeding on all the Jesus wannabes, but far from a beautiful world from a human perspective.  Since the world cannot be both a beautiful place and a horrible place, the proposition is false.
3) •Enthymeme: argument in which conclusion or one of the premises has been left unstated. 
	Example One:  Premise Unstated		(All men are mortal.)				
Socrates is a man.                             	
Therefore, Socrates is mortal.	

Example Two:  Conclusion Unstated		All men are mortal.
							Socrates is a man.	
							(Therefore, Socrates is mortal.)	
4) •Sorites: connected series of arguments in which the conclusion of one argument serves as the premises in another argument. 

•Inductive Arguments: the truth of the premises makes it reasonable to hold the conclusion is true, but does not provide an absolute guarantee. 
Ex. Inductive: Author has been a moderate social drinker for 20 years
	   No one has known him to get drunk
	   Therefore, he won’t get drink at the party tonight. 
•Three properties with assessing the logical strength:
        1)Truth: property of statements, never inference. 
        2)Logical strength: property of inference, never statements. (Refers to the connection     
            between the premises and the conclusion.)
        3) Soundness: property of an argument as a whole. (Always keeps the question of strength   
            separate from the question of truth when dealing an argument.)
1) Is this a logically strong argument?
2) Are the premises true?
•Ontological Argument: God is something than which nothing greater can be thought. Existence in reality is greater than existence in the mind alone. Therefore, God exists in reality. 
•Counterfactual Arguments: at least one premises are a counter factual statement, 
•Ex. If Hitler had invaded Britain in 1940 he would have succeeded, because at that time the Germans had military superiority.
•Critical thinking Skills: 
1) Interpretive Skills (Understanding)
2) Verification Skills (True or nah?)
3) Reasoning Skills 
•Normative Principles: function as standards for assessment or guides for action.
Republic: up to Bk. 1 327a-332c 

•Cephalus:  the tradition, the gods, and values set down by Hesiod and Homer that are now being questioned; old values 
 
• “He was sitting on a sort of cushioned chair with a wreath on his head, as he had been offering a sacrifice in the courtyard.” (328c)
Significance: Cephalus does not doubt the tradition, but carries it on faithfully and enthusiastically.
•Socrates asks him what it is like to be old.  Is it difficult?
-Cephalus is more than happy to tell him what he thinks: If people are moderate and contented in their character, old age is only moderately difficult, but if they are neither, any age is hard to bear.

•Here is where we learn about Cephalus’ traditional views about the afterlife.
-As the Homeric tradition asserts, in the afterlife, people are rewarded and punished for what they have done in this life.
-Cephalus notes that as people grow older and are nearing the ends of their lives they fear what will happen to them in Hades.
-They examine themselves, asking if they have been unjust to anyone.

•Cephalus most values his money.
-Helps in avoiding being unjust either to other humans or to the gods themselves.
-It can do a lot to save us from having to cheat or deceive someone against our will.
-Not have to worry about dying while owing a sacrifice to a god or money to a person.

•Socrates Questions Cephalus
-Cephalus’ Definition
Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts.  (331c)
We can symbolize this proposition as p
Testing Cephalus’ Definition

-Socrates examines the definition and the concepts it involves. 
-He says:
-You talk of repaying debts, giving people what they are owed, and of telling the truth.
-Lets examine this for a minute.	
-Is p true?

-Socrates will refute p by means of Reductio ad Absurdum.
What if a man lends weapons to a friend when he is sane, and then asks for them back when he is out of his mind? That is, what if what is owed, or your debt, is a weapon, and the person to whom you owe it has gone insane?

-Obviously, it would be unjust to give a weapon to someone who is insane.

-Why? Someone could be harmed.
-Assumed: justice is not harmful.
-Furthermore, if that person demanded to know the whereabouts of the weapon, you should not tell them.  
p
Derive a contradiction: q & ~q
Conclusion: p is false (By Reductio ad Absurdum: Law of Non-Contradiction)
Conclusion: ~p is true (Law of the Excluded Middle)
•Socrates shows that Cephalus’s definition leads to a contradiction.
The Law of Non-Contradiction
Furthermore, any proposition that implies a contradiction cannot be true.
As a result, it is false that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts.
Therefore, as Socrates concludes, “Then the definition of justice isn’t speaking the truth and repaying what one has borrowed.” (331d)

If the proposition, “Justice is paying your debts and telling the truth” is false, then its negation, “It is not the case that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is true.
If p is false, then ~p is true
Why?
The Law of the Excluded Middle or Bivalence

Conclusion
Therefore, the statement “It is not the case that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is true. (Because of the Law of Excluded Middle)
Reductio ad Absurdum

Premise 1: Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts.  (This is Cephalus’s definition.) 
Premise 2: Justice is not harmful. (Unstated premise: The argument is, therefore, an enthymeme.) 
Premise 3: Telling the truth and paying your debts is harmful. (In the case of the insane man and his weapons.)
Conclusion 1: Therefore, justice is not harmful (by P2) and justice is harmful (by P3). (CONTRADICTION) 
Conclusion 2:  Therefore, the statement “Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is false. (By Reductio ad Absurdum; because of the Law of Non-Contradiction) 
Conclusion 3:  Therefore, the statement,“It is not the case that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is true. (Because of the Law of Excluded Middle)


[bookmark: _GoBack]Polemarchus’s Definition
Justice is benefiting friends and harming enemies. 
But!!!
Has already agreed with Premise Two: Justice is not harmful.

Polemarchus’s Definition
Conclusion of the discussion with Polemarchus:
Polemarchus’s definition is rejected.
It has, after all, been agreed that justice is not harmful.
What happens to the tradition now?
What is the benefit of justice?
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