Step 4: it’s critical thinking time!

For each reference listed in the previous step, critically analyze the document (article, essay, chapter, etc). Focus on the following elements:
· The reason(s) that an author gives to support his or her main conclusion
· The author’s use of examples, analogies, metaphors, etc.
· The weaknesses in the author’s line of reasoning (logical errors, vague or ambiguous passages, unwarranted assumptions, etc.).
When you locate an element listed above, highlight the relevant passage. 
There are two ways to highlight relevant passages:
· Make a physical copy of the article or chapter and then underline or highlight the relevant passages. In the margins, be sure to label the passages properly, e.g., author’s assumption, reason, example, etc.

· Keep an online copy of the document and indicate which paragraphs contain the relevant passages. For example, you might note that the third through fifth sentences in the fourth paragraph contain one of the author’s reasons for his or her conclusion.
If the document you’re reviewing contains a description or an explanation of the topic instead of an argument, you can still complete the sections shown on the next page … most documents still have a conclusion even if it isn’t meant as an argument.

Important note:
This task is definitely a time-consuming activity. But without it you aren’t likely to get a good grade -- you are more likely to give your opinion on a topic rather than examining a chain of related ideas. If you just give an opinion or else don’t defend your position, you won’t meet the requirements of the grading scheme.
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Example #1
	
Author and Title:
Derk Pereboom. The chapter is called “The Contours of Hard Incompatibilism” in the book titled Living Without Free Will.  




	Thesis statement (main conclusion):
 Pereboom’s main conclusion is that we can conceive of having free will only if people are not heavily influenced by what he calls ‘alien-deterministic events’ which are outside forces acting on us. We can’t escape these outside forces and so we can’t be said to have free will and thus it is difficult to see how we can be held morally responsible for our decisions or actions. 




	Reason(s) given to support the main conclusion:

 Pereboom provides two reasons for his position (both are summarized on page 127):

The first is that alien-deterministic events are actually causal factors that are beyond our control. The second reason is that incompatibilism appears to be true, that is to say, the idea that you can’t have both hard determinism and free will.  The whole chapter focuses on drawing out these two points.

Of these two reasons, the first seems more relevant to my project.




	Examples, analogies or metaphors used to make a point:
On page 140 Pereboom discusses an example provided by Susan Wolf. The example is about an adult taking action to save a child that is drowning. The example is meant to show that even though it looks like the adult is saving the child of his or her own free will, the fact is that the person is pre-determined to do so by the factors and conditions affecting his or her life. 

Note: this example might be useful but I think that Nagel’s example is better.



	Weaknesses in the author’s line of reasoning:

The main problem with Pereboom’s reasoning is that it doesn’t address a core idea of hard determinism: if a decision or action is not influenced by the factors and conditions in one’s life then how can the action or decision be considered the free will of that person?

Note: Negal does a better job of dealing with problem when he discusses hard determinism.




Example #2
	Author and Title:
Nick Trakakis. The article is called “Does Hard Determinism Render the Problem of Evil even Harder?” and comes from the journal Ars Disputandi.





	Thesis statement (main conclusion):
 On Trakakis’ view, a theological reading of hard determinism states that there is no human free will since God is the sufficient cause of everything that happens in the universe. In other words, God pre-determines our decisions and actions. Trakakis then applies this line of reasoning to deal with the problem of evil. So while most people think that hard determinism excludes God, this author thinks it is not the case. 




	Reason(s) given to support the main conclusion:

Trakakis provides two main reasons for reaching the conclusion that hard determinism is compatible with God being the cause of our decisions and actions:

First, Trakakis challenges the common assumption that the existence of God doesn’t fit into a hard determinist framework (page 6). Second, he compares the strengths and weaknesses of this approach to two libertarian-minded rival perspectives, namely, open theism (page 14) and Molinism (page 16). In doing so, he contends that the hard determinist perspective in religion is just as acceptable as these two other positions. Neither reason is directly relevant to my project but I might be able to make some use of the first reason, depending on how my line of reasoning rolls out.




	Examples, analogies or metaphors used to make a point:
On page 22 Trakakis uses Leibniz’s conception of ‘metaphysical evil’ as an example to demonstrate the point that God has power over us. He states, “The idea here is that any creatures created by God would have to be limited in various ways: limited in power, limited in knowledge, limited in goodness, limited in time and space, and so on.” The ability to limit us is part of God’s control over us. 



	Weaknesses in the author’s line of reasoning:
The key problem I see with this article is that it doesn’t really defend hard determinism so much as take it in a theological direction. However, it might be helpful in my report in that it represents a rather unique perspective on the problem of free will. In this sense, I might be able to use this material when taking about various approaches to hard determinism (this is to be determined based on space and line of reasoning).





Example #3
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Author and Title:
Thomas Nagel. The article is called “Free Will” is part of a book titled What Does It All Mean?




	Thesis statement (main conclusion):
My position is more closely aligned to Nagel’s work than any other author in the reference list. Nagel contends that while it seems like the feeling of free will is real and true, it is not. Moreover, he contends that it is equally obvious that events have a cause. This view sets up the ‘mutually exclusive’ debate between hard determinists and proponents of free will. Nagel ends up arguing that since all events have a cause, it doesn’t seem possible that our actions are free. Indeed, I agree with his suggestion that free will is an illusion. On my view, though, it isn’t just a suggestion but is in fact the proper conclusion.




	Reason(s) given to support the main conclusion:

Nagel presents two solid reasons to support his conclusion, namely:
1. The fact that there are conditions and factors behind all our actions and decisions. Of this he says, “Even while you are making up your mind [about something], it was already determined by the many factors working on you ….” (page 49).
2. If nothing caused an event, then it still wouldn’t mean that you have free will since it is not your action or decision anyway. (page 53).




	Examples, analogies or metaphors used to make a point:
Throughout the chapter, Nagel uses an example of a person having to choose between buying (and consuming) a peach or a piece of cake. His point in raising this rather mundane example is that all our decisions and actions are pre-determined even if we ‘feel’ as though we have free will. He states, “For if it was really determined in advance that you would choose cake, how could it also be true that you could have chosen fruit?”. This sentence serves to show the mutually exclusive nature of the debate. 



	Weaknesses in the author’s line of reasoning:
As aforementioned, my own position aligns closely with Nagel’s perspective on the free will versus hard determinism debate. As such, I don’t find much wrong with his position. That said, Nagel doesn’t formalize his argument as I have done and so perhaps that it is why he only suggests that the feeling of free will is an illusion. I make this claim outright. 





