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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION TO CRITICAL THINKING 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

I. Critical Thinking 
 

This is a book about reasoning and how to do it 
better.  It is a book about critical thinking (from 
Greek kritikos, “skilled in judging”).  Critical thinking 
is thinking that is careful, precise, and rigorous in 
following the rules of good reasoning in order to 
arrive at better judgments, conclusions or decisions 
(or suspension of judgment when there is 
insufficient evidence). These rules of consistency 
that guide good thinking are called logic.  Logic is a 
set of rules that guides reasoning when it is 
successful.  One of the most basic forms of 
reasoning is called argument.  An argument is a 
form of reasoning in which we take one or more 
statements that we are more sure of (premises) 
and use their logical connectedness to another 
statement to provide support and thus increase the 
believability for that other statement (the 
conclusion). 
 
Example:   
Premise: Barack Obama is a constitutional scholar 
(a known fact),  
So, our new president is much more likely to 
understand the constitution than George Bush did 
(intermediate conclusion).   
Therefore, (final conclusion) Obama will not violate 
the constitution as much as George Bush did. 
 
Implied but unstated premises would be:   

A) All people who are constitutional scholars are 
more likely to understand the constitution than 
those who are not.  
B) Those who understand the constitution better, 
violate it less.   
C) George Bush was not a constitutional 
scholar. 
D) George Bush violated the constitution 

 
These assumed premises operate in the logic even 
though not stated.  Without them, there are logical 
gaps that make the argument incapable of 
supporting the conclusion.  However, if the stated 
and assumed premises are true and the logic that 
connects these statements is strong, which it would 
appear to be, then the likelihood of the truth of the 
conclusion is increased.  Notice that the conclusion 
above is not

conclusion more likely. 

 guaranteed and could be false.  But if 
the premises are true, because they are logically 
related to the conclusion, then they would make the  

 Critical thinking can be applied to anything 
that matters to us.  We reason about everything 
from what to have for lunch, to the meaning of life.  
Virtually every human activity involves critical 
thinking skills:  We reason when we solve 
problems, make decisions, judge someone’s 
character, explain events, write poems, balance a 
checkbook, predict the weather, make discoveries, 
invest in the stock market, interpret works of art, or 
repair an automobile engine. 
 The point of critical thinking is to get to the 
truth and make good judgments.  To succeed, we 
need to distinguish and avoid the things that can 
impede or prevent this, for example, avoid common 
fallacies (errors in judgment, see Chapter 7) avoid 
holding beliefs unsupported by evidence and good 
reasoning, and be able to distinguish rhetoric from 
reason.  Rhetoric is the persuasive use of 
language to influence the thoughts and actions of 
listeners.  It is an appeal to emotion and habit, not 
reason.  Rhetoric includes the style, manner, and 
charisma with which someone communicates.  
Rhetoric is an important part of communicating that 
can help get our ideas across to others, but in itself 
should never lead us to believe anything anymore 
than the type of suit an orator wears should make 
us believe what he says.  Demagoguery, which is 
poisonous to a democratic republic, is largely based 
on appeal to emotions, such as fear and 
resentment that can lead us into making poor 
judgments.   

As we shall see in Chapter 4, critical 
thinking is a fundamentally interpretative or 
hermeneutical skill. It is therefore a self-correcting 
open-ended process, a process by which we can 
evaluate not only information and truth claims, but 
also our goals, and thinking itself.  Good reasoning 
can help to undo previous poor judgment and 
belief.  It can be used to determine facts as well as 
to make value judgments.  There are, of course, 
limits to reason.  But reason can also determine 
what these limits are.  Critical thinking is NOT a 
process in which any opinion is as good as any 
other.  Such relativism is an impossible and self-
refuting view as are any appeals to absolutism, as 
we shall see in Chapter 2. 
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Meta Level Vs Performance Level1

In this text we will distinguish between performance 
or actual practice of the skills involved in critical 
thinking and what will be referred to as meta level 
issues.  Meta level issues are issues regarding 
what we believe and understand about reasoning.  
If our beliefs about reasoning are false and 
confused and our attitudes are negative, then our 
desire and willingness and therefore our ability to 
reason better will be adversely affected.  In this 
chapter the essential skills will be described and 
explained (meta level).  Then some of these skills 
will be practiced in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 
(performance).  Chapters 1, 2 and the first half of 
Chapter 4 will deal primarily with meta level issues, 
that is, an attempt to understand critical thinking 
and its value. 

 

 
What Critical Thinking Requires 

A) Critical thinking requires a set of skills
B) It requires

.  
 creativity

C) It requires certain 
  

attitudes and beliefs

D) It requires 

 that 
promote the development and use of these 
skills.  (Meta level issues). 

purpose and a point of view

A. The Skills 

 from 
which things matter.  (Meta level issues). 

The primary critical thinking skills are:  
1.  ability to interpret meaning clearly. (Chapter4) 
2.  ability to verify statements.  (Chapter 2)           
3. ability to follow rules of logical consistency, 

recognize logical relevance, and identity, the 
ability to analyze, and evaluate logical structure 
or connectedness (Chapters 3, 5, 6, 7).  

These skills are mutually dependent and usually 
follow an order that makes them more efficient: 
1) Interpretation: Before we can decide if a claim 

or piece of information is true or not we must 
clarify the meaning of what is being asserted, 
and interpret and understand the context in 
which it has its force.  People often waste a 
great deal of time arguing about and disagreeing 
over matters whose key terms are ill defined, 
such as “human being”, “person”, “baby”, or  
“rights” in the abortion debate, for example. 

2) Verification: Once we have achieved sufficient 
clarity for our purposes and understand what is 
being asserted, we must decide if the claims we 
are concerned with are reliable (true).  The truth 
of a claim depends upon both its meaning and 

                                                 
1This distinction was used by John Mullen, Hard Thinking, Lanham, 
Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield, 1995, pp.1-24. 

the supporting evidence (see the section on 
“truth” in this chapter and in and Chapter 2).   

3) Reasoning skills include the ability to recognize, 
analyze, and evaluate the structure or form of 
reasoning, such as explanations and various 
types of arguments, to see if the logical 
connectedness is sufficient to warrant what we 
are claiming.  We want to know whether and to 
what degree our claims and beliefs are 
warranted (logically and evidentially supported).  
A great deal of energy and time is wasted due to 
not recognizing what is more or less relevant to 
an issue.  Logical analysis can reveal this. 

  The form of a piece of reasoning, refers to 
the logical relatedness of the statements 
involved regardless of its subject matter or 
content.  The form of a piece of reasoning must 
conform to certain rules of inference called 
logic.  In the case of an argument, to be able to 
give any support to its conclusion or in the case 
of an explanation, for an hypothesis to really 
provide any explanatory power, there MUST be 
logical consistency.  Logical consistency means 
the three laws of thought must not be violated 
(see Laws of Thought in Chapter 1).   

It is extremely important to recognize that 
issues concerning the form of a piece of 
reasoning are entirely distinct from issues about 
the truth or facts regarding what is being argued 
or explained (Content).  Both proper form or 
logic AND issues of content (meaning, truth, 
facts) are necessary to good reasoning.  Failure 
to recognize this distinction and that logical form 
and truth/verification must be dealt with quite 
differently leads to inefficiency and unnecessary 
conflict and disagreement.2

It is sometimes easy to establish what is 
true, other times it is very difficult or impossible.  
It is often easier to find logical flaws, if we know 
how, than to go through very difficult verification 
processes. When it is difficult to determine the 
truth, the skill of assessing logical consistency 
(correct form) would come first to see if the 
reasoning involved is correct.  If the reasoning is 
flawed, reliable or true claims would be useless 
for supporting our conclusions.  

 

People often believe wrongly that if they 
have the facts, then their conclusions must be 
right.  But even if they have the facts, their 

                                                 
2This distinction between form, logic, or structure, on the one 
hand, and truth, meaning, and content, on the other, is crucial 
and will be central to the entire course.  GET CLEAR ON IT 
NOW!!! 
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reasoning (the logic used) must also be correct.  
If their reasoning is poor, then having correct 
information or facts has no value whatever.  So if 
we find a logical flaw, we can stop and not even 
consider the facts involved.  First, the argument 
must be revised so it works.  Then the issue of 
the facts becomes centrally important, but only 
then. 

 
These skills of critical thinking (interpretation, 
verification, and reasoning) work together and if 
one is lacking, the others will not be sufficient for 
arriving at good judgments and conclusions.  You 
could be the greatest military strategist (reasoner), 
but without correct and sufficient reconnaissance 
(information) you would not be able to arrive at a 
reliable plan of action.  As a doctor, you could have 
a correct description of symptoms and a related 
history of a patient as well as a working model of 
medicine and a system of medical procedures, but 
be unable to draw proper conclusions about the 
symptoms if you do not reason well enough.  The 
TV show “House” is about an eccentric doctor who 
nonetheless has great diagnostic skills that depend 
upon both critical thinking and creativity, our next 
topic. 
 
B. Creativity 
Creative thinking is seeing things in new ways, 
making connections that were not seen before.  
Critical thinking is a highly creative activity that 
requires seeing new connections between 
information and recognizing the implications (logic) 
of these connections.  It is not a “mechanical” 
process.  At its best it is the interplay of 
imagination, inspiration, and careful precise 
interpretation, analysis, and evaluation.  However, 
our very attitudes about critical thinking and the 
creativity involved play a central role in whether 
these skills every emerge in a significant way or 
not, out next topic. 
 
C. Attitudes and Beliefs About Reasoning: 
1. Proper Attitude 
The development and use of critical thinking skills 
depends largely on recognizing their value and 
limits and our willingness to carry them out.  
Whether we have the proper attitudes and beliefs 
about reasoning (meta level issues) is largely a 
matter of how well our parents, teachers, role 
models and society in general have contributed to 
the development of our critical thinking skills which 
requires a positive attitude toward developing these 
skills.  Whatever our situation is in this regard, once 

we begin to achieve genuine liberty and autonomy 
in our lives and see how crucial critical thinking is to 
us, we begin to become our own mentors.  It 
requires well developed critical skills to get to that 
point where we take mature responsibility for 
ourselves and continue to develop the skill 
necessary for this.   Without this, genuine freedom 
is not possible.   
 
2. Misconceptions about reasoning and its value 
are common.  If you have not practiced thinking or 
being well-informed enough to recognize what huge 
advantages there are in this, if you find it difficult to 
sustain the effort and patience it takes to think 
clearly and consistently and to be informed, and 
worse, if you have a fear that knowledge and 
reason will expose your deeply held beliefs as 
unreasonable, then you will not be very motivated 
to engage in critical thought about them.  You will 
not be able to recognize good reasoning or proper 
use of information in your own or other people’s 
thinking.   

An example of a common misconception 
about reasoning is that we cannot subject people’s 
values and feelings to reasoning and judge them as 
better or worse, as more or less appropriate or 
inappropriate, that we can only reasonably argue 
over facts, but not over matters of value because 
values are “too subjective” or “too difficult” to argue 
about.  Some go so far as to say feelings can never 
be wrong, they “just are.”  Fortunately, no one really 
operates on this basis much and we do use reason 
to judge people’s values and feelings.  Yet people 
often use this rhetoric and seem to believe it.  It is 
up to psychologists to investigate and explain why 
people believe such falsehoods.  But showing that 
such beliefs about reasoning, values, and feelings 
are false is not at all difficult to show as we will in 
Chapter 2.   
 
3. Reason and Emotion  

a) Emotion can interfere with good 
judgment, but emotion and reason are not enemies.  
We reason because things matter to us, which 
means we feel something and are motivated 
(moved) to assess things and take action.  We are 
fundamentally passionate beings for whom good 
reasoning is often crucial to our success and even 
our survival.  

b) Reason serves our goals and wants.  
However unclear they may be, it is largely our goals 
and desires that motivate us to reason toward their 
attainment or satisfaction.  
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c) Cognition and emotion:  Cognitive states, 

such as beliefs and attitudes are intimately 
connected to our emotions.  What you believe to be 
true has a great deal to do with how you feel.  If you 
believe that I have wronged you, you may feel 
resentment, anger, desire for revenge, etc..  But if 
you discover that your belief is wrong, your feeling 
is altered from anger to chagrin and 
embarrassment or a feeling of guilt at having 
wrongly accused and judged.  Critical thinking is 
crucial to either avoid or undo unwarranted and 
inappropriate feelings.  However, people often tend 
to hold on to their feelings and try to justify them 
even when they are shown that the beliefs these 
feelings are based on are not warranted.  They use 
critical thinking in the narrow sense to protect 
instead of to change their beliefs and feelings.  
They may be clever at this, but ultimately it cuts 
them off from any integrity and the pursuit of 
emancipation from the fears that drive their narrow 
perspectives and prejudices to begin with.   A 
critical thinker in the best sense avoids or 
overcomes these problems much more successfully 
than an uncritical person. 
 
 
 
 
  

D. Purpose & Point of View 
Critical thinking is not merely having knowledge or 
information, nor is it logic.  It is the skill of logically 
assessing (applying rules of consistent inference 
to) adequate relevant information and using the 
results effectively and appropriately according to 
some recognized and understood purpose. These 
are issues that neither logic nor the mere 
possession of information can decide.  What is 
missing in both cases is a point of view from which 
things matter and from which reasonableness itself 
can have its force and significance for us.  Logic 
and information do not determine anything by 
themselves.  They are useless without a purpose, a 
meaningful context, and a point of view or 
perspective from which things have significance 
and value.  Purpose, significance, and value are 
always open to critical re-evaluation.  So there is a 
mutual relationship between coming to have 
meaningful awareness of the world and oneself 
through language and culture and the development 
of the capacity to think critically.  It is within this 
context of family life and the general culture that 
critical thought emerges.  The question is to what 
extent this development of critical thought moves us 
beyond the narrow self-interested habits instilled by 
family and cultural tradition.  That is our next topic. 

Critical Thinking: Broad and Narrow 
We can think of critical thinking in a narrow sense 
and a broad sense.  The narrow sense means to 
use reason successfully, but for rather narrow 
ends.  In this sense, a person could still be very 
dogmatic and closed-minded, could reason very 
poorly or not at all about many things, and could 
just be clever about the narrow interests they have.  
Their habits, biases and assumptions remain 
unexamined.  To be a critical thinker in the broad 
sense is to be committed to a style of being in the 
world that is more responsible, engaged, alert, 
open and fair-minded, confident, and less self-
deceptive.   
 Being a critical thinker in the broad sense 
involves the ability to be objective.  All human 
beings judge things and they judge them from 
some standpoint that is undergoing constant 
change.  That standpoint is the horizon or limit that 
makes our awareness of anything possible at all.  
No one can have a point of view without these limits 
or prejudices.  But these necessary limits, if they 
operate uncritically are “prejudices” in the ordinary 
negative sense of this term.  A critical thinker in the 
broad sense is one who is more critically aware of 

his or her own prejudices, beliefs, and assumptions, 
so these horizons do not prevent judging things 
more reasonably and fairly. Being a critical thinker 
requires the ability and willingness to successfully 
subject one’s own views to critical scrutiny and an 
attitude of openness to other points of view 
motivated not by what is familiar or feels most 
comfortable, but by a desire to arrive at truth, 
understood as what is most well-reasoned at a 
given time.     

This ability to be objective has been called 
Mastered Irony (Kierkegaard’s term) because on 
the one hand we can never overcome having limits, 
a point of view, and biases. On the other hand, we 
can master these very conditions themselves as the 
context in which we challenge those very limits and 
remain alert to how they shape our view of things.  
It is a balance between the confidence that comes 
from developing our thinking skills, yet the humility 
of recognizing that our views are always fallible and 
subject to revision.  Mastered Irony is the ability to 
set aside your own beliefs and biases in order to 
judge something reasonably and fairly by appeal to 
evidence and reason, rather than habitual 
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unreflective cognitive and emotional habits and 
responses.  It is ironic because we cannot actually 
separate ourselves from our own point of view.  But 
this situation can be mastered by developing critical 
thinking skills and the attitude necessary to carry 
them out well.  This requires the ability and 
willingness to successfully subject one’s own views 
to critical scrutiny and an attitude of openness to 
other points of view, motivated not by what is 
familiar or feels most comfortable, but by a desire 
to arrive at truth which is the judgment that is most 
well-reasoned at a given time. The critical thinker is 
more objective and less susceptible to bias and  
fanatical closed-mindedness than the uncritical  

thinker who cannot recognize the difference.  One 
never overcomes one’s early development.  That is 
what gives us our entry into the world of meaning.  
To become more critically minded opens the 
possibility of moving beyond the boundaries of that 
cultural context to a more full humanity (See 
Appendix at the end of this text on Bildung). 
 Being a critical thinker in the broad sense  
leads to what Aristotle called phronesis or practical 
wisdom, wisdom in how to live a human life.  The 
ability to respond “at the right times, with reference 
to the right objects, toward the right people, with the 
right aim, and in the right way, is what is 
appropriate and best, and this is characteristic of 
excellence” (Nichomachean Ethics, 1106b21-3).     
 

 
II. Why Critical Thinking? 

1) Autonomy 
Good thinking is self-directed, self-correcting, and 
fosters:  
a) greater autonomy (self-governance) through 

being well-informed and being able to better 
judge and act on your options.  

b) self-defense against propaganda, misleading 
advertising, political rhetoric, etc..   

c) better communication with and understanding of 
others,  

d) a more adequate world view:  A critical thinker 
has an overall more consistent and well-
informed view of everything and how things 
hang together. This promotes further successful 
interpretation and keeps us in touch with 
facts/current information by which we can more 
successfully revise unreasonable beliefs, avoid      
poor judgments, undo bad habits, and become 
aware of previously unrecognized biases.               

 
2. Clarifying and Achieving Goals 
Human beings are beings to whom things matter, 
beings who have desires, needs, goals and a 
general, though often unspoken and unclear sense 
of meaning and purpose.  One reason why 
reasoning is important is because it not only helps 
us get what we want, but also helps us decide what 
we should want.  It helps us clarify, prioritize, and 
modify our goals in favor of something we deem 
better.  It helps us make better decisions about 
what to believe and what to do.   
 
3. Avoiding Unreasonable Beliefs 
We all have many beliefs about many things.  But 
many of these beliefs are held uncritically, that is, 
without good reasons.  Some of our beliefs conflict  

 
with others, that is, they could not possibly be true 
at the same time.  The more critically minded we 
are, the better chance we have of avoiding such 
inconsistencies in our thinking and therefore bad 
judgments, decisions, explanations, and 
unwarranted beliefs. 
 
4. The Necessity of Critical Thinking to An 
Ethical Life 
Often beliefs are not merely personal matters. 
Regarding beliefs that can or do have an impact on 
others, we have an ethical obligation to be critical 
thinkers. When we hold beliefs that have 
consequences for others, then we have an 
obligation to make sure our beliefs are justified by 
evidence and good reasoning.  The idea that each 
of us has a right to our opinions is simply false.  
There is no such right indicated in the constitution 
or any other document in our society.  When my 
opinions have a harmful impact on others, I have a 
right only to those beliefs that are well-reasoned. 
This is why there are laws against slander or libel 
that support the idea that we have no such right to 
any opinion whatever, especially if we write it or 
voice it and such that it has negative consequences 
for others.   

Critical thinking is the exercise of skilled 
judgment and is often crucial to our individual and 
collective well-being.  Being ethical involves a 
concern with the well-being of others, whether in 
terms of intentions, consequences or some 
combination of these or other factors.  Skilled 
judgment or the lack of it, insofar as it affects the 
well being of ourselves and others, is an ethical 
issue. 
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 Human life is an immensely rich and 
complex affair.  It is fundamentally social.  Without 
a social context, we would not survive, we would 
not learn a language, a way of life, and a 
meaningful context in which we have an identity.  A 
society is impossible without ethical relationships 
based on some shared standards or norms, mutual 
accountability, and trust.  Without ethical life there 
can be no society.  All human activity, including 
business and the conduct of warfare, occurs in this 
social/ethical context and can be critically evaluated 
from the ethical point of view.  To the extent that 
members of a society fail to participate ethically and 
ethical concerns do not operate in that society, that 
society ceases to be cohesive and viable.  But even 
with the best of intentions, without critical thinking, 
fairness and justice are threatened.  Our beliefs 
heavily influence our actions and our actions have 
consequences for others, so we need to make sure 
our beliefs are reasonably justified.  Beliefs are 
unethical insofar as they are the result of poor 
reasoning and/or poor information and lead to 
intentions, attitudes, and actions that have unfair, 
unwarranted, negative consequences for others. 
 Being critically minded is certainly not the 
only thing crucial to our well being that is necessary 
for living an ethical life.  We need ethical ideals and 
models to follow and a good upbringing in order to 
develop good character and optimize our chances 
of living an ethical life.  But critical thinking plays a 
crucial role in human life generally, and is 
necessary to living an ethical life.  The implications 
for education, politics, business, marriage, 
parenting, etc. are very great.  For example, it is 
part of an ethical life as adults to see that in 
addition to proper care and physical and emotional 
nurturing, children are given the critical thinking 
skills that are necessary to living an ethical life and 
necessary to achieving genuine liberty. 

An age old question for humans is the 
essentially ethical question, “What should I do?” or, 
put differently, “How should I live?”  This question 
presupposes the freedom to decide and act which 
in turn presupposes the ability to know and choose 
well among one’s options.  To be unaware of one’s 
options is tantamount to not having them.  To the 
degree that we do not have options, we are not 
free.  Likewise, to have options without the skills 
necessary to properly recognize and act reasonably 
on them is a serious limitation on one’s freedom.  
Freedom is an achievement in personal 
responsibility and skill, not a given.  According to 
our Declaration of Independence, we have an 

unalienable right to “life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness.”  We take these rights as givens.  
However, having a right to liberty does not mean 
that the actual exercise of liberty has been 
achieved.  The right to life does not guarantee that 
we will remain alive.  And, of course, in the very 
way it is expressed, the right to “the pursuit of 
happiness” does not guarantee happiness.  The 
right to life and the right to the pursuit of happiness 
are crucially dependent on not merely the right to 
liberty, but the actual accomplishment of liberty.  
This accomplishment is impossible without reason.  
The notion of liberty itself presupposes choice and 
choice presupposes reason, the ability to make 
good choices between options, as well as the 
awareness of these options to begin with.  A failure 
to develop one’s reasoning abilities precludes the 
exercise of genuine liberty.  This may sound odd at 
first because there is a great deal of confusion 
about what liberty or freedom is.  Liberty or freedom 
is not license, not merely acting on impulse, not 
merely doing what you feel like doing.  To do 
merely what you want when you want is not liberty 
at all.  It is to be a victim or slave of one’s 
impulses.  We all know that making long term 
commitments to excellence and achieving important 
goals takes discipline and perseverance.  This 
often requires saying no to impulses, which is an 
exercise of choice and therefore is an exercise of 
freedom.  Freedom is most centrally what we 
choose to do, not by mere impulse, but by 
considered judgment. If there is something called 
freedom at all, then it presupposes rational choice.  
Rational choice is a necessary (but not sufficient) 
condition for freedom.  Freedom can be 
distinguished as freedom from or freedom to.  We 
are sometimes motivated to gain freedom from 
something we find oppressive.  But freedom from 
what obstructs us or oppresses us is only genuine 
freedom when it arises in the context of a yearning 
for and the development of the capacities 
necessary to well-informed rational choice that 
makes genuine autonomy or responsible self-
governance possible.  Freedom is a challenge, not 
a given.  To live an excellent life, to really exercise 
liberty (not license) is an achievement.   
 Human life is more than merely a matter of 
survival.  The question of the quality of life, what 
counts as a good life, is central for humans.  For 
many people in past ages the question of what to 
do or how to live could not arise very powerfully.  
Their lives were governed by very fixed cultural, 
economic, and religious patterns that determined 
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for them what was proper to do or think.  If we  
appeal to social and religious habit and custom, we 
are trapped in divisiveness that can only uncritically 
and unfairly make others wrong and thus enemies.  
Ethics, to be truly rational and a product of human 
freedom and responsibility, must come from critical 
and humane thinking.  One need not appeal to a 
religious belief or cultural convention to recognize 
that slavery, genocide, torture, sexism, racism, 
murder, assault; fraud, deceit, and intimidation are 
all ethically objectionable. Whenever we base 
ethical conclusions on religious or cultural 
standards, we separate ourselves from those who 
hold contrary religious or cultural beliefs. It is 
critical, therefore, that we use shared ethical 
concepts and principles as guides in reasoning 
through common ethical issues.  Critical thinking 
can reveal such shared universal standards.  These 
standards are NOT absolute, because they are 
always open to further critical thinking and 
improvement.  But these well thought out standards 
can always provide a basis for shared reasonable 
and humane behavior. 
 With greater economic success and  
freedom from the necessity of spending most of  

one’s time surviving or serving the interests of  
others, a person or a culture achieves leisure time, 
time to devote to the development of higher human 
capacities, for example, to the development of art,  
philosophy and science which transform us and our 
world.  With leisure time comes the opportunity for 
greater freedom and the opportunity to develop the 
skills and knowledge to alter one’s destiny.  This 
requires choices and where there are choices there 
is always the question of critical judgment about 
what choices, what outcomes, and what ways of 
proceeding are best.  This should always include 
both considerations for oneself and others.  The 
question of how to live, how to use our higher 
capacities, is always central.  “Man does not live by 
bread alone.”  Mere existence is only a necessary, 
but not a sufficient condition for a human life.  To 
live a human life is to live a meaningful life in which 
valuing and the exercise of critical judgment is 
essential, especially with regard to what is good for 
ourselves and others; thus, the indispensability of 
ethics for human life and the indispensability of 
critical thinking, (i.e., good, responsible judgment), 
to an ethical life. 
  

 
III. Reasoning, Logic, and Truth 

A. Reasoning 
A central feature of critical thinking is reasoning. 
Reasoning is a specie of thinking and thinking is 
a specie of being conscious.  Not all 
consciousness is thinking and not all thinking is 
reasoning.  Much of human consciousness is not 
thinking, though it is usually accompanied by it.  
Sense perception and our emotional feelings are 
part of our consciousness, but they are not 
thinking.  Likewise, not all thinking is reasoning.  
There are many very important kinds of thought 
processes that are not reasoning.  For example, 
imagining, imaging, remembering, daydreaming, 
observing, some forms of meditation, etc., are 
forms of thinking that are not reasoning.   
 Reasoning is a very special kind of 
thinking that is rule governed.  As we have said,  
these rules are called logic.  When we follow 
rules of logic we think in a consistent manner 
such that we are warranted in holding the views 
we do or are warranted in arriving at new beliefs 
based on information we have, provided it is 
reliable and logically meaningfully relevant.   
 We use reasoning to argue, to 
demonstrate and support our claims and beliefs 
about the world.  We use reasoning to explain 

why things happen the way they do.  Reasoning 
includes making judgments as to whether 
something is true or not, making decisions about 
what to do, giving explanations for what takes 
place in the world, justifying our actions, and 
much more. 
 An argument is a form of reasoning in 
which there is a logical relation among 
statements that have concepts in common such 
that one statement, called a conclusion, is given 
support for its truth by one or more other 
statement called premises.  A statement is a 
claim in which a relation of something is made to 
some other thing by using concepts, proper 
names, descriptions, etc., for example, “Mary is a 
good critical thinker” relates a person (proper 
name Mary) to a predicate (is a good critical 
thinker) in which the skill of good critical thinking 
is attributed to Mary. Concepts are meanings 
that must be clearly defined in order to be used 
successfully in arguments.  We cannot clearly 
measure or draw conclusions about what we 
cannot define.   Making such connections and 
achieving such clarity are crucial ingredients in 
making well-reasoned judgments that serve as a 
basis for well-reasoned beliefs.  Well-reasoned 
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beliefs provide a better basis for living a life that 
is improved not only for ourselves, but for those 
around us. 
B. Argument versus Explanation 
We can also use reasoning to develop 
hypotheses that allow us to move from available 
evidence to justified beliefs about how things we 
did or did not directly observe actually happened.  
This is called explanation.  Consider the 
following two pieces of reasoning: 
 

1. Jim must be absent from school today.  
We have looked everywhere and no one 
has seen him. 
2. Jim is absent from school today.  
Yesterday he was sneezing and had a 
runny nose and red eyes.  He must be sick. 

 
The first is an inductive argument that attempts 
to support the claim that Jim is absent.   The 
second is an explanation that attempts to 
provide a hypothetical or possible fact (he is sick) 
to explain his an actual fact, namely his absence.  
Arguments and explanations both appeal to the 
laws of logical consistency.  The difference 
between an argument and an explanation are 
their goals:   

>an argument tries to show that 
something is true;  

>an explanation tries to show why 
something is true.   

In an argument we have not yet 
established the truth of the conclusion and are 
offering reasons in order to do so.  In the first 
example, we are trying to establish that Jim is 
absent by appealing to evidence.  In an 
explanation, we already take something to be 
true and then relate it to some other information 
in such a way that we can give an account of how 
the thing we are trying to explain came about.  In 
the second example it is already known that Jim 
is absent.  We are offering an hypothesis, based 
on other evidence we have, that explains that 
absence. 

The same basic issues are at stake in an 
explanation as in an argument.  Is the information 
we are appealing to in the premises and in the 
supporting facts in an explanation actually true?  
Given that they are true, do they adequately 
provide a basis to accept the conclusion in an 
argument and accept the hypothesis in an 
explanation?  In other words, is the argument or 
explanation logically strong?  Explanation will be 
covered in Chapter 7 (causality). 

C. Distinction between Logic, Reasoning, and 
Reasonableness 

To think critically is to use reason and to reason 
is to follow rule-governed patterns. These 
patterns or structures of consistent thinking are 
called logic. 
 Reasoning and logic are not the same. 
Reasoning is a psychological or mental process 
of following the rules of logic which aims at 
establishing truth regarding what is or ought to 
be.  It is something people do in the attempt to 
think logically in order to achieve some purpose.  
Logic is a set of rules that can be distilled or 
inferred from language and thought just as 
grammar can be inferred from language use and 
then in turn used to guide its success.  A 
computer is a logic machine.  It operates 
according to rules of consistency, i.e., logic.  A 
computer does not reason and is not reasonable.  
It operates logically, not reasonably.  Humans 
use logic.  A computer is a logical process.  It 
does not use logic.   
 Logic tells us when reasoning has been 
successful.  It tells us the difference between 
good and bad thinking.  The rules or laws of logic 
guide us in how to take information and move 
reasonably toward what to believe, what to do, 
how to understand something.  Logic as a 
subject of study is the study of the structure and 
principles of sound reasoning. 
 Reasonableness: To follow those 
patterns or rules consistently without deviation or 
error, given a context, purpose and the best 
relevant information available, is to be reasonable 
or logical.  However, the word reasonable has a 
broader meaning 
 "Reasonable" means thinking and acting 
in the most appropriate way we can given our 
goals, needs and wants, and the context 
circumstance or environment in which we are 
situated (physical, emotional, social, political, 
etc.).    
 Logic is a narrower term than reason.  To 
violate the rules of logic is to be illogical.  To 
violate the rules of logic when it is important to 
follow them to some conclusion is to be 
unreasonable.  Likewise, it could be 
unreasonable to be logical if our goal is 
something other than following the rules of 
consistency, for example, enjoying a beautiful 
sunset.  
 Being reasonable is determined by a 
broader context of our goals and wants.  The role 
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of logic in this can matter a great deal or 
sometimes very little.  
Conclusion: Critical thinking is not merely using 
logic to arrive at implications of good or true 
information.  It is an appeal to something 
broader: reasonableness.  This requires the 
larger context of our purposes and goals, which 
themselves are, of course, subject to critical 
evaluation. 
 
D. Logic and Truth 
1. Logic refers to the rules of consistency that 
guides good thinking and to the study of these 
rules.  The rules of logic can be judged 
independently of information and therefore 
independently of what we are reasoning about. 
Good logic depends solely on logical structure 
(form, rule-governed patterns).  Logic alone 
cannot provide truth.  It can be isolated in itself, 
just as the rules of grammar can be, such that it 
has nothing to do directly with the content, 
meaning or truth of what we are concerned with.  
Whether information we have is good or not 
depends upon experience, language, and 
interpretation.  However, if we begin with reliable, 
relevant, well-interpreted information, THEN logic 
can preserve this and inferences to new 
information can be achieved, merely by appeal to 
the rules of consistency.  Here are some very 
basic rules of consistency: 
 
The three laws of thought (Leibniz)3

1. Law of identity:   A is A.    
:   

2. Law of non contradiction:  Not both A and not-A.    
3. Law of excluded middle:  Either A or not-A 

 
These laws are implicit in much of our thinking 
and we are often intuitively aware when they are 
broken.  The value and fundamental nature of 
these laws will be discussed in the section on the 
value of consistency in Section E below. 
 
2. Truth:  The goal of reasoning is truth.   We do 
not reason merely for the sake of being 
consistent or logical.  Rather, we are consistent 
and logical because things matter to us.  Being 
consistent in our thinking in such a way that we 
can more effectively address what matters is the 
goal of reasoning.  Reasoning is aimed at 

                                                 
3 These laws are commonly attributed to Aristotle, but are 
not overtly stated in his works.  Our concern here is not the 
first distillation of these laws, but THAT they operate as 
implicit laws in our thinking.   

outcomes, results, even if it is thinking for its own 
sake.  We reason to come to know the truth 
about things for its own sake, i.e., knowledge for 
its own sake and we reason to find out what is 
true about what is best practically and/or morally, 
that is, what we should do and what the facts 
are that bear on this.  But these results or 
outcomes are themselves intelligible in the 
context of what we already believe is true about 
the world and ourselves.  We cannot escape this 
always already given situation of being in a 
meaningful context from which we can make 
sense of anything at all. 
 Human beings are fallible.  That is, they 
can be mistaken in what they believe.  We 
distinguish between knowledge and belief for this 
reason.  If you really know something today, it 
would be odd to say tomorrow that you were 
wrong.  You would say you believed it but were 
mistaken.  Certainly believing something does 
not guarantee its truth.  But to say we know 
something is to claim that we know what is true 
about it.  The question is, based on this 
distinction, can we ever say we know something, 
that we ever have the truth about anything in 
itself beyond our particular culture, language and 
circumstance?  Clearly, what we call truth does 
not depend merely on subjective beliefs 
(individual mental states of believing), but on a 
public context of verification.  But this itself is 
open to revision based on new evidence and 
better reasoning.  We must never lose sight of 
this basic condition of fallibility. 

Conclusion: Since the main goal of 
reasoning is to get to the truth, we must face 
squarely this age-old question about the nature 
of truth.  Chapters 2 and 4 we will examine this 
much more carefully and we will see that the 
issues of truth, meaning, language, and 
interpretation are integrally related and the issue 
of truth cannot be approached outside that 
context.   

For now, here are our first working definitions 
of Truth (that will be refined and modified in 
Chapter 2): 
1) A property of statements insofar as they are 

judged to be supported by the most reliable, 
relevant, sufficient, well-interpreted 
information.   

2) What we aim at but never possess in our 
attempt to genuinely understand.   
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E. The Value of Consistency 
The need for consistency (something that is in 
accord with a pattern) is necessary to human life 
and is a fundamental human value.   Human life 
is impossible without it.  We depend upon the 
consistency of nature to even survive.  We refer 
to that consistency as laws of nature.  We 
depend upon the consistency of thought to make 
better judgments and decisions about what 
matters to us.  We will go to great lengths in this 
text to develop skills of logical consistency and 
see that logical inconsistency is to be avoided, 
especially about things that matter to us.   

The reason logical consistency matters, is 
that in many cases, to be illogical is to invite 
undesired consequences, perhaps even disaster.  
For example, if you deviate from, are inconsistent 
with, or do not properly follow, a set of directions, 
a road map, a recipe, computer commands, etc., 
you will probably get consequences other than 
the ones you seek.  Even in something as 
complicated, subtle and variable as human 
relations, there are definite actions that are 
inconsistent with achieving whatever it is that you 
desire as an outcome.  It takes a lot of 
experience to get in touch with some of these 
subtleties.  But if we do not recognize certain 
patterns in how people generally react to things, 
how a particular person reacts or what the 
patterns of acceptable behavior are in a culture, 
we may get consequences other than those we 
would like.   
 To be logical is to think consistently and 
to recognize and avoid inconsistency when it 
matters.  Being logical is about getting what you 
want, reaching your goals, carrying out your 
purposes and of course recognizing when these 
desires and goals are themselves unreasonable.  
Since what you want changes, what counts as 
consistent with what you want also changes.  But 
consistency itself, i.e., logic, does not change.   

Reasoning requires A) rules of 
consistency (logic), something that is at stake or 
matters, a matter of concern and C) a context.  A 
change in context, new information, and better 
reasoning can change what and how things are 
important to us.  But the rules of consistency 
used to carry out our purposes, in so far as they 
are relevant, do not change.  There is nothing 
final about logic or any rules we follow, such as 
rules of grammar, but the fact that we follow them 
is an indication of their indispensability to 

intelligibility and meaning.  No limit is absolute, 
but limits are absolutely necessary to intelligibility. 
 We all have logical intuitions that tell us when 
things are not consistent with some pattern.  For 
example, if I were to tell you that I can jump over 
Mount Everest in a single leap, you would rightly 
reject this as inconsistent with known experience 
and the recognizable patterns of the way the 
world works based on our experience (the laws of 
nature).  But if I said “George is a bachelor who 
has been married for 4 years”, we immediately 
recognize by definition alone the inconsistency 
of being a bachelor and being married and would 
reject it as impossible or interpret it in a way that 
would relieve the contradiction (for example, he is 
married, but behaves as if he were a bachelor). 
 If you were given directions in order to go to a 
restaurant thus: go one mile, turn left, go one 
mile, turn left, and go 5286 feet then turn left and 
go one mile, you would probably object that 
either we are already there, in which case we 
don’t need the directions or if we are not already 
at my house such directions could never possibly 
get us there.   Our knowledge of the details of the 
world are irrelevant here.  The laws of logic alone 
tell us there is something wrong with the 
directions.   
 If you have handed a salesperson $10 for a 
$4 item and they give you $4 change, your ability 
in recognizing inconsistency will alert you to 
something that is both mathematically incorrect 
and economically disadvantageous to you. 
 You may recall Ralph Waldo Emerson's 
famous remark, "A foolish consistency is the 
hobgoblin of little minds, adored by little 
statesmen, philosophers and divines."  The key 
word here is “foolish” which means unreasonable. 
So Emerson’s negative sense of consistency 
implies closed-minded dogmatism and a habit of 
being consistent in an unreasonable way forever 
sticking to our guns no matter what contrary 
evidence we encounter.  This, of course, would 
be inconsistent with all the benefits of critical 
thinking we have discussed as a self-correcting 
process in which we are alert to issues of better 
evidence, better reasoning, overcoming bias 
guided by an attitude of fairness toward others 
and their points of view.  Emerson warned 
against dogmatism and the application of logic in 
ways that are unreasonable, what can be called 
mindless or thoughtless consistency.  That 
certainly is one of the greatest enemies to justice 
and living a better life.  Nietzsche, a great 
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admirer of Emerson, said, “it is not the courage of 
one’s convictions, but rather the courage to 
challenge one’s convictions that is a sign of true 
character.”  In other words, mindless consistency 

in one’s habits of conviction and belief are 
actually counter to living a flourishing human life, 
whereas reasonable open minded use of 
consistency is indispensible to it.   

 
IV. Well-Reasonedness 

A well-reasoned argument should at least 1) 
clearly state a final conclusion  2) develop 
premises that are true and that are logically 
relevant to the conclusion, 3) avoid fallacies of 
reasoning, and 4) neutralize any serious counter 
arguments to the final conclusion, or to any 
important premises or intermediate conclusions. 
The well-reasonedness of an argument is a 
relation between statements, the supporting 
premises and the conclusion they support.  The 
truth of a claim is a relation between a statement 
and what it describes in the world.   

In other words, well-reasonedness is a 
logical relationship between our best evidence 
and what that evidence warrants us in believing.  
Truth is the property of a claim or statement 
when it adequately describes the world.  Truth is 
what well-reasonedness aims at.  Our only 
approach to truth in this sense is through well-
reasoned belief.  This is an on-going 
achievement arrived at by an open-ended 
process and is only acquired through effort and 
honesty.   
 The Double Bind of Objectivity and Belief:  
We are motivated by our needs and desires to 
take the facts and limits of the actual world 
seriously into account in order to get what we 
want and need.  On the other hand, those wants 
and needs also motivate us to skew and arrange 

information, and variously interpret and 
manipulate the facts in order to arrive at 
interpretations that are most satisfactory and 
comfortable, in spite of their adequacy or truth 
value.  For example, the amount of evidence we 
use and how we arrange it can wind up 
supporting contradictory claims (which non critical 
thinkers wrongly take as evidence that 
everyone’s opinion is equally justifiable).  Subtle 
shifts in how we frame a question, which and how 
much data we use, the criteria we use for 
interpreting and judging are all ways that we 
determine the range and the apparent plausibility 
of interpretation.  Our desire to believe something 
has an enormous impact on what we wind up 
believing and we tend to arrange the data to suit 
both our wants and make them appear consistent 
with the facts of the world so that we can call 
ourselves “objective.”  A critical thinker is one 
who is aware of all this to a greater degree and 
therefore is more cautious, yet more confident 
about his or her conclusions.  We never escape 
this double bind of wanting to believe what is 
true, but at the same time wanting to be 
comfortable with those beliefs.  Unfortunately this 
is often only possible at the price of self-
deception and poor reasoning.  However, we can 
become more self-aware about this double bind 
and therefore be less trapped in it. 

   
V. Impediments to Critical Thinking 

The average person can become skilled at making 
good judgments, at critical thinking.  It is not a lack 
of being smart, a lack of some intellectual gift that 
prevents or undermines the development of 
reasoning skills.  Rather, it is a lack of learning and 
practicing critical thinking skills.  No skill can 
develop well without practice.  Our habits, our 
attitudes, our role models, and erroneous beliefs 
about reasoning can undermine the development of 
these crucial skills.  Unfortunately, not only do our 
schools fail to teach students how to think critically, 
but often foster uncritical beliefs about reasoning 
and instill bad habits.  At best, children are taught 
performative skills such as reading, writing, and 
calculating, but not critical thinking skill.  Children 
are naturally inquisitive and if they are taught at an 

early age (beginning around age 8 or 9) how to 
think well and are shown how thinking well is vitally 
important, it will become part of their lifestyle, a 
good habit that they engage in naturally without 
finding it threatening, foreign, or uninteresting. 
 
Why It Does Not Come Easy 
1) Bias and Haste: We have a natural tendency to 

make snap judgments and to be biased. The 
first has to do with how our brains work in  
perception and feeling and the second has to do 
with socialization. 

2) Simplicity: We like things to be simple, easily 
generalized and causally connected.   
a. We tend to ignore particularity that does not 

"fit" the pattern we are looking for. 
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b. We move much too easily from the particular 

to the general (fallacy of hasty generalization). 
c. We often attribute causal connections 

between merely correlated events that are not 
really known to be causally related, for 
example, wearing a crystal might be believed 
to cause good luck or good health. 

3) Laziness and irresponsibility are impediments to 
making good judgments.   

 
Each of these three types of impediment to critical 
thinking are briefly discussed below.  To address 
these issues properly it would take far more time 
and space than meets our purpose here, but we 
can get a basic idea from the following.  We will 
discuss some basic behavior determining factors 
related to our needs and our immediate sensory 
and emotional responses.  These often lead us to 
make snap judgments and oversimplifications that 
lead to unwarranted beliefs for which the activity of 
critical thinking provides a corrective. 
 
1. The Brain, Perception, and Limbic 
Responses. 
The human brain is very old and there are two 
basic types of built in survival responses to the 
environment: 1) perception and sensory pattern 
recognition and 2) pain/pleasure and emotional 
responses. 
 The way our brains work has been 
conditioned by millions of years of evolution for 
survival.  Quick sensory and emotional responses 
to the environment once meant the difference 
between life and death and often still do.  These 
ancient response functions of the brain had overall 
survival value, otherwise we would not be here. 
 There is a basic survival value to snap 
judgments and hasty over generalizations.  We 
must sometimes act quickly and often with too little 
information and understanding to make reasoned 
decisions.  We need to have information distilled to 
the point that it can provide at least a moderately 
good guide for our actions.  Our brains are 
“programmed” to simplify things due to the survival 
value this has.  If we took in all the perception, all 
the available information, and considered all that 
comes into our consciousness without greatly 
narrowing it down and excluding the vast majority of 
it, we would be utterly overwhelmed and paralyzed 
into inaction.  Thus, there is a certain efficiency and 
expediency to “boiling things down”, and an 
advantage to simplifying so we can act and get 
things done in order to improve our chances of 
surviving and getting what we want. 

 However, the development of forethought, 
strategy, and cunning enhanced our ability for 
survival and overcoming the challenges of nature, 
and eventually led to civilization and collective 
success in meeting these challenges.  Civilization is 
very recent in the scheme of things.  The brain is 
much older.  The ability for sensory pattern 
recognition and limbic emotional responses are 
automatic.  The order and security of civilization, on 
the other hand, require much time, patience, and 
abstract learning that has given humans 
tremendous advantages.  Our basic pattern 
recognition abilities and limbic responses are not 
sufficient.  Now we need much more sophisticated 
thinking skills to operate well in civil society with all 
its demands and complexities in order to enjoy its 
benefits.  The problem is that this tendency toward 
simplicity which has had great advantages also 
gets us into serious trouble when it is poorly and 
incautiously carried out.  As we will see, the 
question will be how well we do it and to see the 
advantages and the limits of such thought. 
  
2. Socialization:  Familiarity, Bias.  
Another major determining cause of human 
behavior and belief is socialization.  What we grow 
up with is what seems normal, familiar, appropriate, 
and comfortable.  It gives us orientation, meaning 
and a sense of purpose and identity.  We take it for 
granted and it is usually very difficult for us to 
challenge our own most comfortable, cherished 
assumptions and beliefs.  Critical thinking can be 
threatening to these habits and is very often 
avoided for this reason.  We have motives to avoid 
what is uncomfortable.  But being a critical thinker 
is to be committed to the pursuit of truth and well-
reasonedness and this may require us to examine 
and perhaps give up some of these cherished and 
comfortable assumptions and beliefs.  We all have 
such assumptions and beliefs and are naturally 
biased by what we have been socialized to believe 
and accept, but we are not all equally biased or 
locked into the prisons of our convictions.   
 To say that everyone is biased, as if that 
were something insightful, is really just an escape 
from the critical thinking required to realize a much 
more important insight: not everyone is equally 
biased.  Otherwise, the term “bias” would lose all 
meaning, since we could not distinguish it from 
“unbiased,” or more properly, “less biased.”  It is 
precisely this distinction that is one of the goals of 
critical thinking: to recognize one's own biases, 
compensate for them as much as possible in one's 
decisions and judgments and lessen their negative 
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and mindless impact as one develops more 
perspective and a more well-reasoned, more well-
informed world view.  With the crucial element of an 
attitude of openness to changing one's point of view 
and beliefs, these unexamined biases can become 
less prominent and controlling in our thinking.   
 
3. Efficiency and Laziness 
Efficiency also has survival value and is a basic 
motivating factor for human beings.  Humans have 
a limited amount of time and energy.  It is a basic 
value for us that it is better to get more done with 
less effort and in less time, such as washing 
windows or earning a living (unless the activity itself 
is of intrinsic value, such as playing music or 
playing a game for enjoyment, or washing windows 
as a therapy).  In our drive toward efficiency we are 
more or less successful, we work more or less hard 
or smart.  If we work smart we get the job done 
better in less time with less effort. When we 
succeed in getting the outcome we want with less 
time and effort we call it efficiency.  When we wind 
up putting out less time and energy without getting 
the result, we call it laziness.  Laziness is failed 
efficiency.  It is the same drive toward maximizing 
outcomes and minimizing effort and time, but 
without the results.  It simply minimizes the effort 
without getting things done.  Critical thinking 
requires effort and time.  We can either be efficient 
and devote the time and effort necessary to arrive 
at better more well-reasoned judgments or we can 
shirk this responsibility.  The responsibility, 
however, is unavoidable (see section IV The 
Necessity of Critical thinking to an Ethical Life).  
The question is whether we work smart because we 
have developed good critical thinking habits, or 
merely work hard with less good results because 
we have not developed the skills necessary, or 
whether we shirk the responsibility altogether and 
are lazy
 

.    

How To Make It Easier and More Fun  
A. Efficiency, Habit, Skill  
Habit is very efficient.  It saves us from an 
enormous amount of mental effort having to 
consciously think of everything we are engaged in.  
Skill comes from practice or repetition and 
becomes habit.  Imagine if driving never became 
habitual how much extra energy and effort it would 
take to always drive pretty much like we did the first 
couple of times we drove a car.  With practice we 
develop skills and habits that serve us well.  This is 
true with almost everything we do.  It is very 
efficient and allows us to free up our mental activity 

to focus on fine tuning what we are doing.  
However, if our habits are developed improperly, 
this can interfere with further skill development and 
if our habits of belief are poorly developed and are 
not corrected, this can lead to very inappropriate 
perspective and poor judgment. 
 Habit, which can be the greatest enemy of 
critical thinking can also be its greatest ally.  
Making critical thinking a habit makes it become 
less "work" and more fun and interesting, 
something you enjoy doing (though not all the 
time!).  It becomes a natural or habitual response to 
the challenge of life.  It improves our self-esteem 
when we are more capable and more responsible 
 Critical thinking does not merely mean 
working "hard," but working "smart," being alert 
and putting forth effort where it pays the most.  The 
satisfaction one gets from the benefits of being a 
successful critical thinker, in most respects, far 
outweighs the cost in time and effort.   
 The activity of critical thinking provides us 
with a way to refine and correct the basic 
physiological and socialized subjective responses 
we have so we are more objective, but also so that 
we don’t fall victim to the idea that what we believe 
is itself objectively true. Critical thinking is an on 
going self-correcting activity, something we choose 
to do, if we are genuinely committed to truth, 
fairness, justice and other ideals that we often hold 
up as noble goals. 
 
B. The Relation of Perception, Feeling, & 
Thinking 
Human beings have two basic kinds of immediate 
responses: perception and feeling, what David 
Hume called immediate impressions.   
>Perception includes taste, sight, smell, touch, and 
hearing.  Through our senses we can perceive 
shape, size, location, etc. and this in turn, together 
with memory, is part of what makes pattern 
recognition possible.  We all have the capacity to 
re
>

cognize familiar things. 
Feelings 

>

of physical pain and pleasure and the 
various emotions are also responses.  They are not 
something we do.  We do not choose to feel things, 
though we can make choices and do things to 
which we have emotional responses.  For example, 
I could choose to listen to a piece of music or take 
time to reminisce and then have emotional 
responses to the sound or the memories.  

Reasoning, on the other hand, is something one 
does.  It is an activity.  Pain and pleasure and 
emotion are not activities.  They are responses. 
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 Perception, feeling, and thinking are 
inextricably intertwined and mutually dependent.  
Our perceptions are shaped by what we believe, 
what we feel, and what we expect or anticipate.  
There are no “immaculate perceptions,” as 
Nietzsche says.  Perceptions are not innocent, not 
merely perception of the facts.  Facts themselves 
are what we have judged to be true. There are no 
“facts in themselves.”  What the facts are is 
influenced by what we value and what we value is 
shaped, in part at least, by our needs.  Our basic 
needs have to do with basic survival and with basic 
appetites, such as hunger, with pain and pleasure, 
and with emotional needs.   All these things shape 
our thinking and our beliefs.  There is a world, but it 
never comes uninterpreted.  It is always interpreted 
through our needs and values.   
 Beliefs, in turn, are shaped by what we 
perceive and what we feel.  But our beliefs are 
often wrong or inadequate because they are not 
warranted by the evidence and/or are not 
reasonable in other ways. 
 There is a difference between the relation of 
immediate perceptual and felt responses to our 
beliefs and the relation of emotion to belief.  
Emotions are not like experiencing a perceptual 
pattern, a bodily appetite, pain, or pleasure.  Anger, 
love, grief, fear, etc. are all belief or judgment 
based.  They all involve judgments about how 
things are and what is important.  If the beliefs 
change in a relevant way, the feelings can cease to 
exist.  If you are grieving over a lost loved one in 
the belief they are dead and find out they are still 
alive, your grief vanishes.  If you hate someone for 
a wrong they did to you and find out that they did 

not do it, or your perspective changes so that you 
consider the wrong to be trivial, the feeling is 
obliterated.  A change in my beliefs does little to 
change the feeling of hunger, pain, or pleasure, 
though it can certainly change how we undergo 
these.  As we said, thinking is not a response.  It is 
something we do.  Feeling, pain/pleasure, and 
pattern recognition are responses.  Critical thinking 
is essential for avoiding or correcting beliefs that 
lead to inappropriate and unwarranted limbic-
emotional responses.  How we interpret and value 
the world that arises in perception and feeling is a 
complex linguistic social process.   

Conclusion: In contrast with perception and 
limbic responses, the ability to reason and judge 
does not come as naturally.   It requires education 
and civil society.  It must be learned and the ability 
to judge well in our best interest often has to 
override our impulses.  This is what largely sets us 
apart from other species, the ability to reason and 
judge.  But to do it well is not easy and automatic 
like sensory pattern recognition.  Yet it is what 
ultimately gives us an edge for survival and far 
more significantly, leads to all the riches of our 
humanity: art, science, literature, philosophy, and 
ethical understanding.  The overall collective ability 
of humans to judge well will determine the future of 
humans as a species.  We can alter our brain 
chemistry and even our genetic make up by the use 
of reason (science).  But science only shows us 
how things work and what we can do.  It does not 
tell us what we ought to do.  That is a matter of 
good judgment that lies beyond science, a central 
issue that we shall address in Chapter 2.   

 
VI. More Impediments to Good Reasoning4

                                                 
4See John Mullen, Hard Thinking, Lanham, Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield, 1995, pp. 8-17. 

 

 

A. Some Misconceptions 
Here are a few examples of misconceptions that 
adversely affect our ability to reason:   
1. “Argumentation is a contest, the point of which is 
to defeat and/or humiliate your opponent.” 

More appropriate view: Argumentation at its 
best is a cooperative enterprise where the 
participants contribute their best efforts to arriving 
at the truth (well-reasoned conclusions supported 
by sufficient evidence and logically sound 
arguments.  The uncritical thinker will be frightened 
of or critical of such “confrontation.”  Critical 

thinkers will find it to be an interesting opportunity 
to improve their own and other’s views. 
2.  “Complicated issues, especially about values, 
cannot be addressed or settled by reasoning.” 

More appropriate view: Any issue that can 
be thought about can be addressed through 
reasoning, some more easily and successfully, than 
others.  Whether it is a value issue or a factual 
issue has no bearing on whether and how easily it 
can be argued.  Some factual and some value 
issues can be easy, while others can be difficult 
and complicated.  Often, the uncritical thinker 
cannot distinguish factual from value judgments, let 
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alone argue effectively about them.  The critical 
thinker can distinguish facts and values, 
understands the relationship between them, and 
can succeed in arguing to improved views in either 
domain. 
3.  “The way to judge an argument is to measure it 
by its rhetorical success, that is, whether it 
impresses and persuades an audience.” 

More appropriate view:  The rhetorical 
dimension of argumentation is not unimportant, for 
example, use of humor, expressiveness, clear and 
pleasing delivery, etc..  However, such rhetorical 
elements  should be distinguished from and should 
never overshadow or replace well-reasoned 
argumentation.  The uncritical thinker will often be 
persuaded by rhetoric alone.  The critical thinker 
will not. 
4.  A good exchange between opposing views is 
defined by the level of enthusiasm involved.  

More appropriate view: It can be exciting 
and fun to talk about things without significant 
argumentation taking place.  The uncritical thinker 
cannot tell the difference and judges success on 
how enthusiastic the exchange was or how good or 
bad he or she feels after the encounter.  The critical 
thinker can distinguish feeling and thinking and 
knows when significant argumentation has occurred 
as well as when poor or no reasoning has occurred. 
 

B. Problems about Belief 
To believe something is to choose to be committed 
to it as true.  Since our beliefs are often so 
important, we need to be alert to when they are 
inappropriate, not warranted, or should at least be 
questioned or suspended until we have good 
reasons for holding them.  There are many ways 
we hold to our beliefs that are not rational, or 
supported with reasons or evidence.  Here are a 
few: 
1. Ways of Arriving at Belief Without 

Reasoning: Reason Substitutes 
Examples

a.  what your society or subgroup believes. 

 of Reason Substitutes: Believing 
something on the basis of: 

b. what your leader, parent, minister, doctor, 
teacher, etc., tells you. 

c. what has been traditionally believed. 
d. what you would like to believe. 
e. surface common sense. 
f.  whether it agrees with your cause or not. 
g. whatever appears in the newspapers or in 

your favorite one. 
h. what the majority believes. 
i. the opposite of what the majority believes. 

j. whatever is comfortable. 
k. your established beliefs. 

 
2.  Ways of Avoiding Challenges to Beliefs           

a. Cognitive Dissonance. Motivation for 
avoiding challenges to our beliefs: A major 
problem for human beings is that they are often 
very attached to their beliefs, especially ones 
that operate at the core of their world view.  
One’s world view is the overall way one sees the 
world and how the entire system of beliefs we 
have is oriented and connected by our core 
beliefs.  Our core beliefs, the ones we most want 
to be true, could be any number of beliefs, for 
example, that our spouse loves us, that our 
government is humane in its policies, that God 
exists, that the world is made of material stuff, or 
that someone we respect and trust is honorable, 
fair and dependable.  When these beliefs are 
threatened or undermined, we may experience 
cognitive dissonance.  Cognitive dissonance, 
as this musical metaphor suggests, is something 
that does not “sound” right, is “dissonant.”  The 
word cognitive refers to our mental states and in 
this case our beliefs.  Cognitive dissonance is 
the experience we may have when our important 
or core beliefs come into conflict with the facts or 
with other core beliefs and both cannot be true 
at the same time.  The common response is to 
deny the facts or to rationalize them, explain 
them away.  Since to believe is to choose and 
commit oneself to a belief, we often choose to 
believe what pleases us and disbelieve what 
threatens us or causes us pain.   

 
3. Argument stoppers: ways of avoiding 
reasoning, a response to argumentation that ends 
rational debate in order to protect our beliefs. 
  a) Examples

1) I have a right to my opinion 
 of Argument stoppers:  

2) What’s true for you is true for you and what’s 
true for me is what’s true for me 

3) What’s true for you may not be true for 
everyone. 

4) That’s your truth, but not mine 
5) It’s all subjective anyway. 
6) Truth is in the eye of the beholder 
7) It’s all just a matter of belief. 
8) It’s all just a matter of semantics. 
9) Who’s to say? 
10) Threatening bodily harm to someone in 

response to a reasoned challenge to your 
beliefs. 
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  b) Three common forms of argument stoppers 
that are aimed at avoiding the use of reason: 
      i) Relativism: The belief or claim that truth 
depends upon what an individual, or group, or 
culture believes.  Individual relativism is also 
called subjectivism.  The individual relativist 
claims that only she can decide if what she believes 
is true.  A cultural relativist claims that only a 
member of a belief system, group, or culture can 
understand and argue about what they claim is 
“true for them.”  Such a person often claims that if 
someone is not a member of the group or system 
of belief, then that person cannot reason about 
statements that are held to be “true” within that 
belief system or group. (Why relativism is not a 
believable view is discussed at greater length in 
Chapter 2.) 
     ii) Misplaced tolerance:  
None of these promote tolerance, but they do get in 
the way of critical thinking: 
1. Accepting relativism because you wish to be 
tolerant. 
2. Being tolerant toward poor reasoning.   
3. The belief that it is rude, intolerant or bad 
manners to contradict someone else’s beliefs.   
3. The belief that criticizing someone’s views is an 
attack on that person rather than just on his or her 
views.   
4. The belief that questioning or criticizing 
someone’s views is merely trying to impose your 
values on them. 
     iii) Fanatical Closure: Closing off one’s mind to 
rational inquiry out of fear of losing one’s beliefs.   
Fanaticism is not a matter of what is believed but 
how and why it is believed.  A fanatic is motivated 
by fear because he has a weak hold on his beliefs 
and therefore refuses to subject them to 
questioning.  A critical thinker is confident of his or 
her beliefs but is also willing to change them when 
it is reasonable to do so.  A fanatic refuses to 

change his or her beliefs but is not very confident 
about those beliefs.  Examples of beliefs that are so 
obviously false that they require fanaticism to even 
believe: religious cultists and racists.   Most 
fanatical closure is in defense of ordinary beliefs 
that a person does not know how to defend well.  
Fanatics typically are sheltered and reinforced by 
associating in groups and rarely are loners, a 
common misconception about fanatics.  Fanatics 
are not psychotic loners.  The unibomber was often 
mistakenly called a fanatic.  He was a politically 
disgruntled, highly intelligent, psychopath.  Fanatics 
generally are not psychopaths.  They are weak 
people who are followers and can’t think for 
themselves (though they usually think when they 
spew out their religious or political message that it 
is their own). 
 
4. Naive Pragmatism: This is a problem in which 
(irrational) pragmatic value, or the usefulness of a 
belief to our goals overrides epistemic value, 
which means its truth value.  Epistemic value is the 
believability of something on the basis of evidence 
and reasoning

 

.  Naive pragmatism is a reason 
substitute where epistemic value has been 
subordinated to or eliminated in favor of the 
usefulness of a belief for achieving some goal.  A 
common form of this is when someone has or 
thinks he has a righteous goal, for example, 
protecting human rights, or protecting “national 
security”, and believes that this makes him right 
and that he is therefore justified in his beliefs on 
this basis (often when they conflict with the facts).  
This often leads to a biased selection of facts 
choosing only those that support a belief, ignoring 
or rejecting whatever is in conflict with that belief.  
This is called confirmation bias, meaning we only 
look for and believe what supports our beliefs, and 
reject or avoid what makes us feel uncomfortable.  

 
VII. Quick Overview of Some Key Terms 

Argument: A group of two or more statements in 
which one or more can be used to support belief in 
another or others. 
 
Argumentation: The process of using true 
statements (premises) from which we can make 
inferences to other statements (conclusions) we can 
then hold as true.  Argumentation is an on-going 
process that is open to new evidence, creativity, and 
better reasoning. 
 

Claim: a statement or proposition that asserts 
something that can be true or false.  Claims may be 
based on various forms or reasoning, such as 
argumentation or explanation or not supported at all, 
in which case they are mere opinions. 
 
Concepts: Meanings, for example, ideas that group 
together things that can be referred to by their 
similarities or shared properties, such as house, 
person, dog, number, evil, nobility, justice, apple pie, 
etc..  Concepts are the “glue” of arguments. They 
make claims or statements have a connection to each 
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other such that they constitute an argument   If 
propositions have no concepts (referents) in common, 
they cannot constitute an argument. 
Concept Words: words that represent or stand for 
concepts  
 
Conclusion: The statement(s) in an argument that 
receives the logical support thereby increasing its 
believability. 
 
Content of an Argument: What an argument is 
about. (Compare with Form of an Argument) 
 
Critical Thinking: From the Greek kritikos, which 
means skilled in judging.  To think critically is to judge 
whether a claim is believable or not on the basis of 
what is reasonable.  It involves careful, close, precise 
assessment or consideration of information, 
circumstances, etc., in order to arrive at better 
judgments, conclusions, or decisions (or suspension 
of judgment when there is insufficient evidence).   
 
Education5

    

: from Latin educare, means the total 
lifelong process of bringing forth the basic capacities 
of a person.  This includes the capacity, for example, 
to experience beauty, love, joy, humor, creative 
expression; the ability to set goals and reasonably 
govern one's life by means of various skills, including 
the ability to think critically. The ideas of education 
and schooling should not be confused. (See Preface 
p.vi)   

Form of an Argument: The structure or logic of the 
argument that can be evaluated independently of the 
truth value of the content 
 
Logic: The rules that tell us when reasoning has been 
successful.  Logic is a standard by which we can 
distinguish the difference between good and bad 
thinking.  The rules of logic guide us in how to take 
information and move reasonably toward what to 
believe, what to do, and/or how to understand 
something. These rules can be distilled or inferred 
from language and thought just as grammar can be 
inferred from language use and then in turn used to 
guide its success.  Logic as a subject of study is the 
study of the structure and principles of sound 
reasoning.  
 
Mastered Irony: The ability to be objective, to set 
aside your own beliefs and biases in order to judge 
something reasonably and fairly by appeal to 
evidence.  It is ironic because we cannot actually 
separate ourselves from our own point of view.  But 
this situation can be mastered by developing critical 
thinking skills and the attitude necessary to carry them 
out well.  This requires the ability and willingness to 
successfully subject one’s own views to critical 

                                                 
5 See Preface and Appendix I: Bildung 

scrutiny and an attitude of openness to other points of 
view, motivated not by what is familiar or feels most 
comfortable, but by a desire to arrive at truth which is 
the judgment that is most well-reasoned at a given 
time. The critical thinker is more objective and less 
susceptible to bias and fanatical closed-mindedness 
than the uncritical thinker who cannot recognize the 
difference. 
 
Mere opinion:  A belief that lacks reasons to support 
it. 
Premise:  The statement(s) in an argument that 
is(are) supposed to already have some credibility and 
give logical support to the conclusion. 
 
Reasoning: The psychological process of attempting 
to follow the rules of logic to achieve some purpose.  
When intellectual integrity is involved, the process 
aims at establishing truth regarding what is or what 
ought to be.   

Reasoning and logic are not the same.  
Reasoning is a psychological process.  It is something 
people do.  Logic, in contrast, is a set of rules by 
which thinking proceeds.  Examples of such rules:   
 
Rhetoric: the persuasive use of language to influence 
the thoughts and actions of listeners. 
 
Sentences: grammatical units that can convey, 
claims (assertions, statements, propositions), 
questions, emperatives, etc.. 
 
Statements: Assertions or claims of fact or truth.   
 
The three laws of thought:   
1. Law of identity: A is A.    
2. Law of non contradiction: Not both A and not-A.    
3. Law of excluded middle: Either A or not-A 
 
Truth: Working definitions (that will be refined and 
modified) are:  

1) the property of a claim or statement when it 
adequately describes the world.   

2) A property of statements insofar as they are 
judged to be supported by the most reliable, 
relevant, sufficient, well-interpreted 
information.   

3) what well-reasonedness aims at.   
4) What we aim at but never possess in our 

attempt to genuinely understand.  (see 
Chapter 2). 
 

Well-reasonedness: the use of logical consistencyin 
assessing beliefs and claims, for increasing 
explanatory power, and in facilitating better 
understanding.   Seeing the logical relation between 
statements such that it increases their intelligibility 
and likelihood or truth value in the larger context of a 
meaningful understanding of the world by which that 
understanding can itself be modified and improved.  
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VIII. REVIEW OF PREFACE AND CHAPTER 1

Make sure you can distinguish and define the following 
Education 
Consistency  
Critical Thinking  
Reasoning 
Logic 
Truth 
Evidence  
Reason Substitute 
 

Argument Stopper 
The three laws of thought:  

(Law of identity) 
(Law of non contradiction) 
(Law of excluded middle) 

Fact 
Concepts 
Concept Words 
 

Sentences 
Claim 
Mere opinion 
Argumentation 
Argument 
Premise 
Conclusion 
Mastered irony 
 

Short Answer 
1. What is the difference between an 

argument stopper and a reason substitute? 
2. What is education? 
3. What are the major impediments to critical 

thinking discussed in Chapter 1? 
 
 

4. What is consistency and why is it a 
fundamental value? 

5. What is well-reasonedness? 
6. What is the difference between the form 

and the content of an argument and why 
does this matter? 
 

 
Matching:
1. argument stoppers 
2. reason substitute 
3. fanatical closure 
4. relativism: 
5. subjectivism 
6. misplaced tolerance 
7. naive pragmatism 
8. epistemic value 
9. mere opinion 
10. mastered irony 
 
  

11. Cognitive Dissonance 
12. Belief 
13. well-reasonedness 
14. education 
15. Critical Thinking  
16. Reasoning 
17. Logic 
18. The three laws of thought: 
19. Truth 
20. Evidence 
 
 
 

21. consistency 
22. Concepts 
23. Claim 
24. argumentation 
25. Argument 
26. Premise 
27. Conclusion 
28. form of an argument  
29. content of an argument  
30. Fact 
31. Well-reasonedness

a. Any claim that has been supported by an argument 
that is well-reasoned. Most reasonable well-supported 
beliefs.   

b. ways of arriving at belief without reasoning 
c. Ability to set aside your own beliefs and biases in order 

to judge something reasonably and fairly 
d. ways of avoiding reasoning from fear of subjecting 

one’s beliefs to question 
e. truth depends upon what a person, group or culture 

believes 
f. truth is what I believe 
g. Accepting relativism because you wish to be tolerant, 

being tolerant toward poor reasoning 
h. truth value or power of evidence in favor of a belief  
i. whatever helps achieve the goal, regardless of its truth 
j. unsupported belief. 
k. What an argument is about. 
l. the experience we may have when our important or 

core beliefs come into conflict with the facts and both 
cannot be true at the same time. 

m. to choose to be committed to something as true. 
n. logical relationship between our best evidence and 

what that evidence warrants us in believing.   
o. 1) property of a claim or statement when it adequately 

describes the world. 2) what well-reasonedness aims 
at.    

p. Process of bringing forth our basic human capacities 
q. skilled in judging 
r. The study of the structure and principles of sound 

reasoning. 

s. rules that tell us when reasoning has been successful. 
t. identity, non contradiction, excluded middle 
u. psychological process which aims at establishing truth 

regarding what is or ought to be by following  rules of 
logic.  

v. Something present to the senses that can be used to 
support claims. 

w. Meanings that group things according to their 
similarities or shared properties 

x. in accord with a recognizable pattern 
y. a statement or proposition that asserts something that 

can be true or false.  
z. structure or logic of an argument that can be evaluated 

independently of the truth value of the content 
aa. the use of logical consistency in assessing beliefs 

and claims, for increasing explanatory power, and in 
facilitating better understanding 

bb.  A group of two or more statements in which one or 
more can be used to support belief in another or 
others. 

cc.  statement(s) supposed to have some credibility that 
are intended to give logical support to a conclusion. 

dd.  statement(s) in an argument that receives the logical 
support thereby increasing its believability.  

ee. a response to argumentation that ends rational 
debate 

ff. process of making logical inferences from statements 
to other statements.  

 
Short Answer: 
1. What is the relation of critical thinking to education, 

freedom, justice, and democracy? (See Preface) 
2. What is the relation of critical thinking, ethics, and 

education? 
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3.  How is critical thinking necessary to an ethical life? 
4.  Why is there a moral obligation to be a “critical 

thinker?  When does a person have a right only to 
those beliefs that are well-reasoned?  What are the 
moral limits on a person’s right to his or her opinion?  
Why is this important? 

5.  How and why is attitude so important in critical 
thinking? 

6.  How is habit related to critical thinking? 
7.  Distinguish reason and emotion.  What is their 

relationship? 

8.  Distinguish logic and reasonableness.  Why is 
purpose essential to what counts as reasonable? 

9.  Explain why freedom is not merely something we have 
but is an achievement and what this has to do with 
critical thinking.  

10. What is mastered irony?  Why is this important?  
Give examples of what depends on this ability.  

 
 

 
True/False & Multiple Choice: 
1.  Which of a through c is false regarding the “meta” 
versus the “performance” level of reasoning.    a) The 
significance of the meta versus performance level 
distinction is that beliefs and attitudes have a great 
impact on how well we reason         b) This distinction 
indicates that information and logic alone are not enough 
to do good critical thinking       c) The performance level 
refers to one’s attitudes and beliefs about reasoning         
d) all these are true    e) none of these are true 
 
2.  Which of these are meta level issues?    a) lack of 
clarity about the issue being argued and use of vague 
and sloppy language       b) emotively loaded language             
c)  committing fallacies (errors in reasoning)      d)  all are     
e)  none are 
 
3.  Which of these is false?    a) Cognitive dissonance is 
the discomfort we experience when we realize that our 
beliefs are inconsistent with the facts or other beliefs we 
hold.       b)  Critical thinkers mistrust language and never 
assume that it will just take care of itself       c) To believe 
is to choose and be committed.    d)  Logic refers to the 
truth or falsity of the claims made, i.e., content.. 
 
4. Which of these is usually NOT an impediment to 
critical thinking?    a) lack of intelligence      b) lack of 
practice, training, concern and effort      c) confusion and 
mistaken beliefs about reasoning      d) mistrust of one’s 
own ability to reason       e) misunderstanding about what 
reason is and can do. 
 
5. Critical thinking is thinking that      a) is careful    b) is 
consistent or logical     c) requires being well-informed    
d) uses relevant information      e) all these.   
 
6. Which of these is false? a) Logic is a set of rules for 
guiding thought      b) A person's "world view" is the entire 
system of beliefs, attitudes, and past judgments, which, if 

arrived at via poor reasoning and information, 
jeopardizes the possibility of making sound judgments in 
the present, even with the best information and 
reasoning.   c) The value of critical thinking includes 
improving communication, self-defense, autonomy, and 
the chances of success.  d) The rules of logic can 
determine truth and falsity.  e) All these are true 
 
7.  Which of these is false?   a) A concept is an idea that 
represents or refers to a group of things, processes, 
conditions, etc. that share some essential feature(s) in 
common.      b) a word is not a concept      c) a sentence 
is not a proposition      d) Critical thinking and logic mean 
the same thing   e) Critical thinking is crucial to 
developing and maintaining a more adequate world view. 
 
8.  Which of these is false?   a)  Reasoning is the mental 
or psychological process of following rules of consistency 
(logic)        b) For argumentation to be most productive, it 
must be an exchange of supported ideas based on 
reciprocity and openness to changing one's own point of 
view.       c) Reasoning is a purposive activity requiring 
effort, something you do. Feeling is a response

 

 to 
something.    d) Given the definition of reasonable in your 
text, it is conceivable that being "logical" could be 
"unreasonable."    e) Logic and emotion are in opposition 

9. Reasoning and logic are not the same.  Reasoning is a 
psychological process, something people do.  Logic is a 
set of rules that can be distilled or inferred from language 
and thought just as grammar can be inferred from 
language use and then in turn used to guide its success.  
T  F 
 
10. Truth and logic are not the same thing.  Truth is how 
we reason about things.  Logic is the goal of critical 
thinking.  T F 

 
Answers to True/False & Multiple Choice 

 
1. D 
2. E 
3. D 
4. A 

 

5. E 
6. D 
7. D 

 
 

8. E 
9. T 
10. F 
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