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Tutorial Notes  
Tutorial 1 
 

The fundamental concern of critical thinking: we question the quality of our beliefs (what is 

the quality of things, i.e. beliefs?) 

CT is about how we think, not about what we think 

Is the belief worth believing – do we have good reasons for it 

Thus, evaluation (of existing beliefs) and formulation (new) according to rational 

standards 

A statement = proposition (not preposition) 

Typical understanding: A statement is an assertion that something is or is not the case (9). 

Statements (propositions) are normally expressed by indicative sentences and are either true 

or false.  

If a sentence expresses a proposition then we can say that it is true or false 

The window is open = it is true/false that the window is open 

However, sentences can also express questions, commands, exclamations or wishes 

Is the window open?     ? 

Open the window.     ? 

Oh dear, an open window.   ? 

Would that the window were open.   ? 

 

IMORTANT: because questions, commands, exclamations, and wishes cannot be true or 

false, sentences are not equal to statements (propositions)!  

A sentence is an item in language whereas a proposition is the truth-value bearing content 

of some sentence.  

 

A sentence is always a sentence of some language (English sentence, German sentence, 

Serbian sentence, etc.) 

Propositions transcend languages  

I can express the same proposition with (1) two sentences from two different languages 

and I can express the same proposition with (2) two sentences in the same language. 



(1) “The snow is white” and “Das Schnee ist Weiss.” These are two different 

sentences, an English sentence and a German sentence (not a sentence in two 

languages). These sentences express the same proposition, which is that the 

colour of the snow is white 

(2) “The snow is white” and “The colour of the snow is white.” These two sentences 

also express the same proposition. 

The job of critical thinkers is evaluation and proper formulation of statements 

(propositions) because our beliefs are based on propositions. In simple English, we believe 

in propositions.  

Why does Vladimir say that we believe in propositions? 

Can we, for example, believe in questions? 

EXERCISE  

REASONS AND ARGUMENTS 

Reasons (statements) provide support for a statement (conclusion).  

I can form a belief by deliberating on whether something is true or false and in doing 

this I will use other beliefs or propositions as reasons to support my conclusion (the 

belief that I will form) 

When a conclusion (statement) is based on some reasons, we call this an ARGUMENT – the 

main focus of CT. 

Premises: the statements (reasons) given in support of a conclusion (another 

statement) 

Conclusion: the statement that the premises are intended to support. 

(A rational) Inference: the process of reasoning from a premise or premises to a 

conclusion. 

In evaluating an argument, find the conclusion first.  

Indicator words. 

A mere declaration of beliefs is not an argument. Why is this the case? 

An explanation is not an argument.  

An argument gives us reasons for believing that something is the case. 

An explanation tells us why or how something is the case. 

“Arguments have something to prove; explanations do not.” What does this mean? 

What do arguments have to prove?  

 

 



Tutorial 2 
 

Two factors that cause hindrances to CT: 

Psychological factors (fears, attitudes, motivations, and desires): problems that hinder the 

way we think. 

Philosophical factors (core beliefs): problems raised by our worldview we have. 

Psychological obstacles 

1. Egocentric thinking: accepting a claim solely because it advances your interests 

or just because it helps you save face;  

Accepting a favourable claim is not wrong per se, but, if this is the only reason … 

This leaves you open to manipulation 

Therapy:  

i. be aware of strong emotions that can warp our thinking: notice if things 

get too personal, 

ii. be alert to ways that critical thinking can be undermined: nothing should 

be left out, thus do not consider only favourable evidence (some 

philosophers see biased evidence gathering as self-deception) 

iii. make sure that you have taken into account all relevant factors  

2. Group pressure:  

i. Peer pressure 

ii. Appeal to popularity 

iii. Appeal to common practice 

iv. Elitism (“Serbs are heavenly people”) 

Benjamin Franklin: “If everyone is thinking alike, then no one is thinking.” 

Therapy: 

Formulate and evaluate your beliefs according to the strength of reasons (which 

reasons are good reasons for beliefs? A hint: the structure of arguments) 

Philosophical obstacles (beliefs about beliefs, approach to reality, worldview) 

Subjective realism: the truth is person-dependant; each of us has its own truth, 

Therapy: know that your believing that something is true does not make it true; this 

is called wishful thinking and is irrational. In CT, we call it the subjectivist fallacy. 

Social relativism: truth is relative to societies – true only in some cases 

Philosophical scepticism: we know much less than we think we do 

We cannot know anything unless the belief is beyond all possible doubt. Descartes;  



Therapy: the right criterion is reasonable doubt. Also, not all scepticism is bad (the 

straw man fallacy if we only refute the strongest scepticism) 

 

Tutorial 3 
 

Arguments: 

Argument: a group of statements in which some of them (the premises) are intended to 

support another of them (the conclusion). 

1. Deductive: provides a logically conclusive support for a conclusion. 

a) Valid (always true if premises are true because the structure is good); may be 

false 

Sound argument: valid argument with true premises 

b) Invalid (always false because the structure is bad) 

Counterexamples show whether a deductive argument is valid or invalid 

2. Inductive: probable support for a conclusion 

a) Strong: very likely to be true, if premises are true (cogent=true premises) 

b) Weak: probably true 

Do counterexamples work here? 

A good argument: true premises and a proper structure 

Should I talk of necessary and sufficient conditions? Can a condition be necessary and not 

sufficient and vice versa (lying)?  

Judging an argument 

1. Find the conclusion, then find the premises 

2. Determine the structure of the argument (deductive vs. inductive) 

a. How to do it: Will the argument be necessary true if the premises are 

true 

b. Caution: notice that the structure could be improper 

3. Is it valid/strong? 

4. Are premises true or false? 

5. Sometimes you also need to find the missing parts (implied premises) 

a. How to do it: try to find premises that will make the argument valid; 

then see if you can find a premise that will make it stronger, and the 

evaluate 



b. Warning: sometimes people hide premises because they are not good 

Diagraming an argument 

Everything is the same as in judging 1-5, just add  

6. Diagram to clarify logical relations 

a. Diagraming: underline indictor words 

b. Highlight the conclusion in one colour, 

c. Premises in other colour (see which premises are connected [dependent 

premises]: this will help with the diagram) 

d. Cross out redundant statements 

e. Draw the diagram 

Argument patterns 

Some popular arguments:  

Modus ponens: Affirming the antecedent  

If p, then q. 

p. 

Therefore, q. 

If “Socrates is human” (p), then “he will die” (q),  

Socrates is human, 

Therefore, “he will die” (q) 

“If” = antecedent 

“Then” = consequent 

When we use p and q type of substitutions, this is symbolic logic 

Modus tollens: Denying the consequent 

If p, then q. 

Not q. 

Therefore, not p. 

If poachers care about endangered species, then they have stopped killing rhinos.  

Poachers have not stopped killing rhinos.  

Therefore, poachers do not care about endangered species. 


