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Question 1
A. Socrates’s Argument

Socrates makes a very interesting argument concerning the corruption of the youth. He defends his stance after he is charged guilty. Socrates starts talking to Meletus, his accuser. The latter accuses him of corrupting the youth in Athens (Wolff, 2002). To this accuse, Socrates responds by stating that his accuser implies that apart from him, every other person in Athens aids the youth. Additionally, he sheds light into his argument by saying he is among the few who train youths. Besides this, Socrates argues that if he knowingly harmed the youths, the youth would harm him in turn. To this argument, he insists that no person in his or her right state of mind would hurt himself. Nevertheless, he seeks education and not punishment if he in any way has involuntarily harmed the youth. 
B. Critique of Socrates’s Argument
Socrates’ argument is solid. The reason behind this stance is that he correctly defends himself by putting forward correct and valid points against his accusers. He shows that harming the youth has never been a part of his agenda. Also, he also shows that no person harms the youths voluntarily whether directly or indirectly (Wolff, 2002). He believes that evil begets evil and hence, the fact that the youth have not harmed him shows that he has not harmed them. That to him is clear evidence that cannot be disputed. Notably, what goes around does indeed come back around, and since he loves the youth and is always seeking to help them through training them in the right direction, he has not been harmed. Therefore, the accusations that the accusers put through are false and unsubstantiated. 
C. My General Comments on Corruption
I believe that Socrates argues his way through in a very interesting and unique way. He continually puts across valid points, which are indisputable. Besides this, he also dissects his accusers’ points and addresses them in a clear, concise and precise manner. In addition, Socrates uses his practiced art to depict that he has not corrupted the youths in any way. He does this by showing different types of examples as a means of helping the court to understand his argument and find him innocent. On the other hand, I find that the arguments brought about by the Socrates’ accusers are unsubstantial. The reason behind this is that the arguments lack foundation and basis, which is what made it easier for Socrates to argue and defend himself on the charges brought up against him concerning corrupting the youths in Athens. 
Question 2
A. Explanation of the Cosmological proofs
There are many types of arguments. One of them is an a priori. The latter concerns itself with the proposed truth not being dependent on any prior experiences. Its reliance is on the knowledge that is garnered outside a person’s experiences (Wolff, 2002). It is described as innate knowledge. The priori argument is what the ontological argument bases its reasoning. The foundation of the argument lies in the dependence of understanding God’s nature. Through this, the argument tries to prove that God does exist. It does this through extrapolating meaning from God’s word. The ontological argument tries to suggest that God exists or rather there is a creator. Notably, Descartes and St. Anselm are the main contributors to this argument. However, Leibniz and Aquinas created it. 
B. Explanation of the Ontological Proof
The cosmological argument bases its argument on a posteriori. To this effect, it argues that the true nature of a truthful proposition becomes know through the utilization of empirical knowledge, which helps in proving the false or true nature of the statement. The argument focuses on the ideology that the ability that an individual has to produce a certain kind of movement comes before the ability that someone gains to pass it onto someone else. The basic implication of this is that for something to exist something else must have caused it (Wolff, 2002). Therefore, the argument states that the latter could not have been in existence for all infinity. Rather the argument believes that the resultant effects, which are the train of events seen today, were caused by one solitary being. The being is called the First Mover. 
Also, Aristotle believed in the existence of the Prime Mover. He described the latter as the cause that is uncaused. He believes that the Prime Mover is the original cause (Wolff, 2002). The main contribution made by Aristotle towards this argument pertains to Syllogisms, which is a concept that he developed. Besides this, the other contribution he makes is the utilization of deductive arguments. Not only is the argument completely ration it is also deductive. Therefore, this concept was the choice used to lay out intelligently the argument. 
C. Justification of Better Proof
The justice required of better proof pertains to the need for empirical evidence. Notably, empirical evidence provides undisputable evidence. Otherwise, basing proof on innate knowledge stands to be disputed and easily argued. 
Question 3
A. Description of Descartes’s Method of Doubt

Methodic doubt refers to the methodical process of suppressing approval concerning the falsehood or truth of an individual’s beliefs until through ration; they are proved as true or false. The method of doubt was instituted in the philosophical field at the emergence of the contemporary period (Wolff, 2002). With the continued up rise of revolution within the science realm, various philosophers thought that through the imitation of the systemic nature that exists in natural sciences with the profound scientific method found in it, philosophy as well could achieve the demonstration of definite, inarguable truths. To this effect, Rene Descartes who was not only a French mathematician but also a philosopher attempted this. He is frequently appertained to as the “Father of Modern Philosophy.” Through the methodic doubt, he tries demonstrating philosophical truths, which he reasoned could vanquish the most stringent skepticism or doubt (Wolff, 2002).  Such a way or method of performing philosophy has begun being modern philosophy’s hallmark, more so within the traditions of rationalism. 
B. Assess whether it achieves its purpose

Through “Meditation 1”, he exemplified his notion. The latter was his contemplations on First Philosophy. Therein, he started through articulating through the entirety of his life he had garnered not only many opinions but also many beliefs that he later realized were false. Besides this, many of the books he read had made him realize that profound thinkers were those who never agreed on significant issues (Wolff, 2002). Nevertheless, he sought to have truths that went beyond debate. An unarguable surety. However, the problem was the way to realize his aim. He could not scrutinize every notion he had garnered throughout his lifetime (Wolff, 2002). To this effect, he formulated a methodological method that he used to set aside a large number of ideas. Firstly, he resolved that any supposed or belief knowledge that acknowledges the smallest doubt unexpectedly could be cast as false. The implication of this is that despite him suspending his judgment on the knowledge or belief. He, therefore, did not imply disbelieving it. 
The second resolution was that various types of beliefs could be categorized based on the foundation or the principle of their basis (Wolff, 2002). Thus, if the underlain foundation could easily be cast doubt upon, then all the opinions founded on the principle could be cast aside. Through this, he demolished the housing of all his previous thoughts with the aim of rebuilding the principles that true knowledge was to be found. The methodic doubt achieved its purpose through the employment of three methodological steps that Descartes carries out. 
C. Application in My Life
The methodic doubt can be applied in many areas in my life. For instance, the negative beliefs I hold concern things can easily be cast away through this. My dislike for various things like mathematics can be resolved by believing that I can do it successfully. All I need to do is to establish this truth through doubting and establishing my negative mentality as false. 
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