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(Required for all courses taught by distance education for more than one-third of teaching contact hours. *7¢, ‘/ 09

Existing and Special Topics Course
Course: PHIL 101: Critical Thinking

Instructor(s) of Record: Eric M. Rubenstein

Phone: x3575 Email: erubenst@iup.edu

Step One: Proposer
A. Provide a brief narrative rationale for each of the items, Al- AS.
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED FOR ANSWERS TO Al- AS.

1. How is/are the instructor(s) qualified in the distance education delivery method as well as the discipline?
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3. How will instructor-student and student-student, if applicable, interaction take place?
4, How will student achievement be evaluated?
5. How will academic honesty for tests and assignments be addressed?

B. Submit to the department or its curriculum committee the responses to items A1-AS, the current official

syllabus of record, along with the instructor developed online version of the syllabus, and the sample lesson.
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Step Three: University-wide Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Approval

Recommendation:,%’ositive (The objectives of this course can be met via distance education)

[CINegative

Signature 6f Committee Co-Chair Date

Forward form and supporting materials to the Provost within 30 calendar days after received by committee

Step Four: Provost Approval
[] Rejected as distance education course

[C] Approved as distance education course

Date

Signature of Provost



REVIEW FORM for Distance Education version of Course
Step One: Proposer: Eric M. Rubenstein (for PHIL 101 Critical Thinking (DE))

Al. How is/are the instructor(s) qualified in the distance education delivery method as well as the
discipline?

I have been teaching Philosophy for well-over a decade, including many courses in Loglc In
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ranging knowledge of many computer technologles, have used WebCT for a number of years in
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categorical logic, some basic mistakes we make in reasoning, the nature of scientific reasoning,
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Critical thinking is not something that you can merely absorb by having someone lecture
to you in class. You must engage with the material. It’s thus very important that you both do
the readings and the exercises. You will need to go through the assigned material slowly (and
be willing to re-read it) in order to understand it and apply it in the exercises assigned for that
day. You should also come with a willingness to ask questions and participate in class
discussion. You'’re partly responsible for how much you get out of the course, and how
interesting it is. Although class participation is not a requirement, borderline grades will be
bumped upwards for those who have been active participants during class sessions.

A word about participation in online discussions: Your contributions to these discussions
will count towards your final grade. I will circulate a handout which describes in more detail
what I’m looking for, but for now let me say this. Unlike some online courses, I am not going
to require a certain number of contributions, nor that you contribute to every discussion. That
leads students to do it for the sake of doing it, even if they have nothing to offer or ask.

Instead, I will be looking for the quality of your contributions, and what they add to the
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More to follow on this issue.

Important Information about the Course, Part I1:

A. The Online Method
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Philosophy Encyclopedia’s that are reliable, though: "Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy”;
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Schedule and Reading Assignments (Fogelin and Sinnott-Armstrong)

Week One: Introduction, Arguments (Ch. 3)
Introduction
Basic Structure of Arguments, pp. 45-49; Exercise 1.

Week Two: Validity, etc. (Ch. 3)
Validity. Truth, and Soundness. oo. 50-53: Exs. II. IIL. IV.
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A Problem and Some Solutions, pp. 53-60. Ex. V.

Week Three: Propositional Logic (Ch. 6)

Conjunction, pp. 131-138; Exs. I-VL

Disjunction and Negation, pp. 139-144; Exs. VII-X.

Testing for Validity and Further Connectives, pp. 144-151; Ex. XII.

Week Four: Conditionals, Necessary and Sufficient Conditions (Ch. 6)

Conditionals, pp. 151-158; Exs. XVII-XX.

Other Conditionals, Necessary and Sufficient Conds., pp.161-171; Exs. XXII, XXIV.
Necessarv and Sufficient Conditinns cant’d- Review for Exam




Week Nine: Fallacies of Clarity (Ch. 11)

Vagueness and Heaps, pp. 339-346; Exs. I, II.

Slippery Slopes, pp. 246-357; Ex. IV.

Ambiguity and Equivocation, pp. 358-364; Exs. VIII, IX, XI.

Week Ten: Fallacies of Relevance and Vacuity (Ch. 12
Fallacies of Relevance, pp. 377-382; Exs. I

Fallacies of Relevance, pp. 385-391; Exs. III.

Fallacies of Vacuity, pp. 393-399; Ex. VI.

Week Eleven: Moral Reasoning (Ch. 15)
Moral Disagreement and the Problem of Abortion, pp. 483-492.
Margujs “Why Ahartion is Tmmoral.” nn. 487-506.

Thomson, “A Defense of Abortion,” pp. 507-519, 492-494.

Week Twelve: Scientific Reasoning (Ch. 16)
Galileo, “Dialogue on the Two World Systems,” pp. 521-528.
Morris, “The Scientific Case Against Evolution,” pp. 529-537.

Week Thirteen: Scientific Reasoning, Religious Reasoning (Ch. 17)
Gould, “Evolution and Fact and Theory,” pp. 538-546.

St. Anselm, “God Truly Exists” and Gaunilo’s “Reply” pp. 547-549.
Paley, “The Watch and the Watchmaker,” pp. 552-557.

Week Fourteen: Religious Reasoning (Ch. 17)

Betty and Cordell, “The Anthropic Teleological Argument,” pp. 557-559; Weinberg, “A
Designer Universe?”’ (handout)

Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence,” pp. 563-564.
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Review for Final Exam

13



,I_S'MM_LE%MDLAN ———————

Eric M. Rubenstein
(Topic: Scientific Reasoning: What Makes Science Rational?)

Below you will find:
I. Instructions for this lesson
II. Lecture Notes/Outline
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B. Download and listen to my lecture, "Scientific Reasoning", available as an .mp3 file on
WebCT in the folder entitled, “Lectures”)
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D). _Camplefe the exercises at the end of Chant. 16 ip the Fogelin/Sinnot-Armstrong text
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A. Hume's Problem of Induction

The sun has risen every day for 5 billion years.
Therefore, it will rise tomorrow.

How much support does the premise provide for the conclusion? We might think a lot; but
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How plausible is that premise?

Our first temptation might be to appeal to cases in the past where the future has resembled the
past. This won’t help, though. It begs the question because it relies on an unstated premise
which assumes what is to be proved- namely that the future will continue to resemble the past.
Nor could we try to smuggle in a premise which says that nature is uniform. For again we
must ask about ifs justification. All we have to go on would be past experience; hence we’re
back to our earlier proposal.

Important: The point here. and elsewhere. is not iust that anv evidence or confirmation falls



Let ‘bleen’=df x is bleen iff x is blue before t and green after t, where t= 2050 C.E.

If we were raised using the predicates ‘grue’ and ‘bleen’, we would understand the predicate
‘green’ as follows:

Green =df x is green iff x is grue before t and bleen after t.
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2. Arguments taxen from selectad readings in philcsophy:
Sample below.
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Anceln & Descartes, ontological argument
Aquinas, cosmolegical arguments
Paley, teleological argument

y Hnma . talenloaical iggaﬂigt

Probiem of Evil
Hick, solution
defanse of atheism (Nagel or Mackie!
Adequate Evidence: Should we believe in God without it?
Pascal, wagsar
James, Will to Believe
criticism of James & Pascal (Clifford or Stich)

VALUES: Sexual and Racial Equality
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Allisen Jagger, "Political Philosophies of Women's
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Descartes, Meditation I

Ayer, “Argument from Illusion” -
MRTAPHYSICS-  The. Wind-Rodv Problem and the Proplem of —e

. Perscnal Identity
Descarzes, Meditation II
Hume, "the Self"
Perry, "Dialogus on Personal Identity & Irmortality"



