Philosophy Lecture One 
How do we know what's true?
Two Approaches:
1. Truth-centric approach:  trust reliable sources of true beliefs
1. The error-centric approach: avoid reliable sources of false beliefs
 
Both approaches have long, distinguished histories. They make very different assumptions about the human mind and it's capacity for accurate thought.
 
The Truth-Centric Approach
 
Rene Descartes (1596-1650) advocates for this approach.
Our senses can mislead us, but our minds never will. 
Start trusting your intellect, not your sense.
 
One and the same bucket of water will feel cold to someone with warm hands, and warm to someone with cold hands. How do we know the true temperature of the water?
 
We measure it - we apply our mathematical knowledge. 
 
Mathematical truths are known clearly and distinctly. (he was a mathematician)
If we use them, and only them, to understand the world, we will never go wrong!
 
 
The Error-Centric Approach 
 
Francis Bacon (1561-1626) advocates for this approach.
Pessimistic thinking: Human thinking is deeply flawed and must be constrained by what we can carefully observe. 
 
The human mind is a warped mirror: it reflects the world, but imperfectly.
If we know a mirror's imperfections, we can get a better idea of what it's reflecting.
 
If we know what kinds of errors/mistakes that our minds are prone to, we can be careful to avoid and correct them. 
 
We can't avoid making errors. If we don't look carefully, we're not going to find them. And the errors that hurt us the most are the ones we make.
 
Bacon was right!
Which of these approaches is better?
How optimistic should we be about the minds ability to grasp the truth? The answer depends on where we think our minds came from.
 
Where did they come from?
 
The uncontroversial answer until one hundred and fifty years ago. It was designed and created by god. It takes a mind to create a mind.
 
The argument from design
William Paley's (1742-1805) argument from design
A watch is a complex machine that fulfills a purpose.
 
Therefore, it must have been intelligently designed. The many parts of a watch could not have come together by chance. 
Human things are complex
 
The argument by analogy
 
The human eye does the same thing, it is complex that fulfills a purpose.
 
The human mind is even more complex than the eye, and serves even more purpose - it is capable of understanding things both seen and unseen.
 
Therefore... It must have been intelligently designed by god.
 
If our minds were created by an all-knowing, all powerful god, then we have grounds to be optimistic about it's powers. Why would god give us faulty minds?
 
This view developed in earnest during the enlightenment. The result was a new science that relied on careful observation and mathematical interference rather than traditional authority.
 
God created the world according to natural laws that can mathematically expressed and empirically tested.
The book of nature was written in the language of mathematics. God gave us capable minds of reading the book of nature. By reading it, we get to glimpse into the mind of god.
If we follow the intellectual light of god, we will arrive at the truth, and come to know it's author.
 
Then came another explanation for the purpose driven complexity of living things...
The Origin of Species.
Evolution:
The species of living things that we see now were not designed and created by god 6000 years ago. They evolved over thousands of generations through the process of natural selection. The theory of natural selection:
 
· Competition for survival
· Differential fitness
· Reproduction and inheritance 
· Mutation
 
Natural Selection is an error-centric approach.
Eyes evolved during the Cambrian period (540-480m years ago)
 
The emergence of predation.
Seeing organisms are most likely to eat, and less likely to be eaten, than no-seeing organisms.
 
Why should we believe this?
· Fossil records 
· Radiometric dating
· The eye itself:
 
If the eye was designed by a creator, then it was badly designed.
And what about the human mind/brain? The brain has grown in million of years.
The most drastic structural changed occurred in regions of the brain responsible for planning, communication, and problem solving: the prefrontal cortex.
 
If the human brain evolved, we would expect it to suffer from a number of deficiencies, just as human eyes do. Does it, YES!!!
Our minds evolved to keep us alive and procreating, not to perfectly grasp the truth. Knowing the truth isn't always conductive to survival. On the other hand, being grossly and habitually mistaken is detrimental to survival.
Our minds are like our eyes: they fulfill their function pretty well, most of the time, but not always. 
 
The good news is that the errors aren't random, but systematic. If we recognize when and why we make them, we can take steps to fix them.
 
The biggest problem with our mental deficiencies is that we don't know we have them.
We are blind to our blind spots because our minds will cover them up, like our visual blind spots.
 
The Error-Centric Approach
 
We can't avoid making errors. If we don't look carefully, we're not going to find them. And the errors that hurt us the most are the ones we make.
 
Bacon was right!
 
How can we limit our mental deficiencies.?
 
· Find them
· Learn techniques to avoid them
· Repeatedly practice those techniques
· Seek feedback - especially negative feedback
 
Really effective thinking is not visionary, but revisionary.
Your goal should not be to do things perfectly, but to do things better
Learn from your mistakes and know your limitations!
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