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Preface

Doing things right is simple: just eliminate all your mistakes and then you’ll be perfect. This is as true for thinking and arguing well as it is in any other skill. The main priority for someone who aspires to think clearly is to cut out all the fallacies and confusions that infect reasoning. The problem is that there are so many of them, and for better or worse, human beings are not Spock-like logicians.

This book sets out to highlight 100 common ways in which people argue badly. Most take their cue from examples of fallacious reasoning, but others focus on habits, styles, and biases of thought. Others start from perfectly good arguments that are nonetheless used in unreasonable ways. It is not a textbook, and my list contains overlaps and variants of what logicians would identify as the same species of poor reasoning. I have chosen bad argumentative moves that are actually used in the real world, and have catalogued them accordingly, not necessarily in the same way as professors of philosophy and critical thinking. The cross-referencing is an invitation to explore the similarities and differences between the maneuvers I describe.

Because the examples are drawn from real life, they reflect the issues that have, in recent years, provided the soil in which the weeds of unreason have grown most abundantly. Politics features prominently, in particular the response to terrorism and the war in Iraq. There are also multiple examples drawn from debates about environmentalism, alternative medicine, religion, abortion, euthanasia, and poverty. And there are less serious  examples, such as quantum sheep poets, lucky ducks, and gods from outer space.

When I first had the idea for this book, I conceived it as a kind of offensive weapon in the war against nonsense. The reader could arm herself with it, then seek and destroy illogicality wherever it could be found. However, seeing other people engaged in such evangelical missions has made me think again. Good thinking is, I believe, less a matter of getting “tooled up” and more a question of adopting an inquiring, skeptical—but not cynical—attitude. Overconfidence is one of reason’s biggest enemies, all the more dangerous because it can emerge in its midst.

I have therefore tried to highlight some of the difficulties of applying even the clearest of critical thinking principles. At the end of each entry is a set of questions, a matter arising or a task that aims to give the reader something to chew over mentally after the book has been put down.

A book like this can easily give the impression that the line between the rational and the irrational is clear cut, when, of course, it rarely is. Like its predecessor, The Pig That Wants to Be Eaten, this is intended as a starting point for better reasoning, not the last word on it.




A Note (and Apology) on Examples Used

Few would like to have their words used to illustrate bad arguments. However, I wanted to use real-life examples, so I fear I may have made 100 or so new enemies with this book.

Please, however, bear a few things in mind. First, on several occasions, the quote I start with is not itself an example of sloppy thinking, but is commonly used as the basis of some poor reasoning. Second, in some cases I make it very clear that, although their precise words are clear examples of what generally are bad arguments, in context there may be good reasons why they were nonetheless used. Third, I have not chosen people according to whether I generally agree or disagree with them. Part of my purpose is to show that bad arguments are made by our friends as well as our foes, in support of things we agree with as well as those we disagree with. Fourth, I am sure that if someone else had written this book, they could have picked on something I have said. I call “foul” knowing that when I’m playing instead of refereeing, I too am guilty of infringements.

Having said that, some people deserve all the criticism they get.

All the primary sources are listed at the back of the book. In the main text, when I have given the position of the person I am quoting it is generally that which they held at the time they made their comment.
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1. I Just Don’t Believe It!

Arguments from incredulity

No one in their right mind can look in the stars and the
eternal blackness everywhere and deny the spirituality of
the experience, nor the existence of a Supreme Being.

 

Eugene Cernan, last man on the moon1

 

 

No one in their right mind could read Cernan’s testimony and deny that NASA must be giving its astronauts training in advanced rhetoric. In just one sentence, Cernan manages to pack three dubious, but persuasive, punches. There’s the personal, ad hominem abuse—people who disagree are just not in “their right mind.” There’s also a whiff of the argument from authority, an “I’ve been into space, buddy, and you haven’t, so you’d better believe I know what I’m talking about” attitude. And at the core, what can be called the argument from incredulity.

An argument from incredulity essentially works by taking the fact that one can’t believe or imagine that something is true (or false) to be a good reason for thinking it isn’t true (or false).

In this case, when he looks into space, Cernan simply can’t believe that there isn’t some kind of spiritual dimension or supreme being behind it all. The implicit argument buried beneath this assertion is that because he cannot look out into space and deny the existence of a supreme being, and no other  sane person could either, therefore, it follows the supreme being is real.

And that really is the sum total of his case. He makes it sound as though you too should be equally unable to deny the deity by claiming you’re not in your right mind if you do deny it. But that’s just an assertion mixed up with some abuse. It doesn’t advance the argument any further.

As is often the case with a bad argument, once its structure is made explicit, its weaknesses become obvious. Our own inability to imagine that something is or is not the case is not in itself a reason to think it is or is not the case. Some true things just are unimaginable. And the fact that we have strong convictions when confronted by certain experiences does not mean that those convictions are reliable bases for true belief.

Even if Cernan is right about what it is possible to deny, all that would show is something about the limits of human credulity, not the existence or otherwise of things certain experiences compel us to believe.

There are plenty of examples of cases where we would be rash to make too much of our own imaginative limits. I can’t really imagine the evolution of life from single cells to human beings, but I should not think my inability to imagine this provides some kind of reason for thinking evolution is not how humans came to be. More obviously, when I see a magician chop a person in two, I can’t see how the trick works, but I would be foolish to think that the person had in fact been sawn in half.

However, even though an argument from incredulity looks like an open and shut case of sloppy thinking, at its core is an uncomfortable truth about the fundamental limits of human reason. There always comes a point in a rational argument  where you just have to see that something is the case. If I’ve explained to you what numbers are, and how addition works, you just see that 1 + 1 = 2. I can explain things again if you haven’t got it, but at some point the truth of the sum will strike you as obvious and undeniable. Similarly, if I show you experiments that prove, say, the law of gravity, at some stage you just have to “get it.”

[image: 003]

What’s the difference between someone in their right mind looking into the cosmos and denying the existence of a supreme being,and someone in their right mind looking at 1+1 and denying it makes 2? Aren’t some perceptions of the divine so real to some people that they can no more disavow them than they can the existence of their own minds? If we accept that“we can’t deny it” never justifies the further claim “it is true,” aren’t we condemned to universal skepticism?

 

 

 

See also 55. The no coincidence presumption
66. False authorities
71. How else do you explain it?
83. Appeals to common sense






2. Quantum Leaping Sheep

Spurious science

I decided to explore randomness and some of the principles
of quantum mechanics, through poetry, using the
medium of sheep.

 

Valerie Laws, text artist and poet 2

 

 

It’s all too easy to mock contemporary art, especially when ruminating mammals are involved. Valerie Laws sprayed one word on the back of each member of a flock of sheep, using a total of seventeen syllables, the same number as in a traditional Japanese haiku. The idea was that the sheep would constantly rearrange themselves, each time creating a new poem, which would exist for just as long as the sheep remained still.

I am sure there are many who share her delight in lambic pentameter, but what has this got to do with quantum mechanics? Quantum theory explains the workings of only the very smallest parts of the universe, at the subatomic level. The idea that sheep can “utilize” quantum principles while meandering around a field is about as muddle-headed as you can get.

“Quantum mechanics is a branch of physics which a lot of people find hard to understand, as it seems to go against common sense,” said Laws, before going on to prove her point by example. “Randomness and uncertainty is at the center of  how the universe is put together, and is quite difficult for us as humans who rely on order.”

Laws seemed to have latched on to a few buzzwords associated with quantum theory—randomness and uncertainty—as though they captured what is particular about it. But the uncertainty of quantum mechanics concerns the speed and position of electrons and the impossibility of measuring both simultaneously. There is, however, no problem in ascertaining the speed and position of the sheep. The poems they form may be random, but randomness has no particular connection with the principles of quantum mechanics. Randomness, at least at some level of description, is a phenomenon that appears in other areas of the physical sciences.

All kinds of science can be misused in similar ways, but it is the spurious adoption of quantum theory to make something sound more impressive that has reached epidemic proportions. There is, for instance, a lot of talk about “quantum consciousness”: explaining consciousness by the use of quantum theory. There is some serious research here and Roger Penrose, for example, has argued that he believes the solution to the problem of consciousness will come from quantum theory. But the vast majority of the “literature” on this is just a combination of speculation and dubious analogy. So, for example, Danah Zohar in The Quantum Self, speculates that the quantum wave/particle duality corresponds to the duality between the physical and the mental. The reasoning seems to be that particles are a bit concrete and so like the physical, and waves are more fluffy and thus more like the mental. This analogy added to a liberal dose of speculation leads to her explaining consciousness as the fusing of the two in quantum states of the brain, even though almost all physicists think that the kind of quantum state Zohar thinks  explains consciousness—the Bose-Einstein condensate—could not exist in something as warm and wet as the brain.3

Quantum mechanics is difficult and hard to understand, so people seem to think that anything else difficult and hard to understand should somehow be seen as a quantum phenomenon. But this adds up to no explanation at all. As the psychologist Susan Blackmore said in a report on a conference at which these theories were offered as explanations for consciousness, “. . . they didn’t explain it. They quantummed it.”4

[image: 004]

The spurious use of quantum theory is an example of another bad argumentative move: substituting one mystery for another, as though that were an explanation. I wonder, however, if some very popular ideas also fall under this description. For instance, is the mystery of Creation explained by positing a mysterious God, beyond our comprehension, as the first cause? As well as the misuse of science to explain things, isn’t there a misuse of religion to explain what science cannot?

 

 

 

See also 15. Arguments from uncertainty
22. Insensitivity to context
50. Vacuous pseudo-wisdom
68. Missing the point






3. Cheese-Eating Surrender Monkeys

Selective quotation

My position is that, regardless of the circumstances, France will vote “no.”

 

Jacques Chirac, president of France5

 

 

When Groundskeeper Willie in The Simpsons called the French “cheese-eating surrender monkeys,” it was surely a send-up rather than a celebration of the then mood of francophobia. But the phrase was happily adopted by many Americans and Britons who were unimpressed by the French stance on Saddam Hussein.

It wasn’t just the matter of their opposing the war on Iraq—many countries did that—it was the manner in which they appeared to do so. What more than anything enabled critical commentators to paint the French as unreasonable in their opposition was President Chirac’s declaration in a television interview that “regardless of the circumstances,” France would exercise its veto and vote against any “second” UN resolution on Iraq. (In fact, Downing Street lists ten previous resolutions on Iraq, including 1441, which it claims Iraq had not fully complied with.) The remark caused outrage in Britain and America—evidence, it was said, that France had closed its ears to reason and argument. Downing Street called it “poisonous”  and Jack Straw, the foreign secretary, said it had made war more likely.

Chirac, however, was the victim of selective quotation. What he actually said, in full, was: “My position is that, regardless of the circumstances, France will vote ‘no’ because she considers this evening that there are no grounds for waging war in order to achieve the goal we have set ourselves, i.e., to disarm Iraq.”

The crucial words here are “this evening.” Even more importantly, the discussion prior to these comments had clearly been about how France would vote that evening (if there had been a vote), in a number of different hypothetical circumstances, such as there being or not being a majority of nine on the Security Council for a new resolution. So “regardless of the circumstances” clearly meant regardless of how other members of the Council voted, and “this evening” indicated that the stance being taken was not one that would never be changed.

Indeed, Chirac explicitly did not rule out the eventual use of force. “France isn’t a pacifist country,” he said, and it “doesn’t refuse war on principle. France considers that war is the final stage of a process.”

However, by selectively quoting Chirac—pulling out a short phrase and not even a whole sentence—he could be portrayed as an implacable opponent of the use of force under all conceivable circumstances. In other words, a cheese-eating surrender monkey.

This crime is not to be confused with the inevitable and harmless practice of quoting only short extracts or phrases. In this sense, anything other than a full reprint of the original speech or work is selective quotation, and every entry in this book begins with a selective quotation. The phrase “selective  quotation” implies a distortion, so when a selection does not misrepresent the speaker, it should not be so named.
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There are some areas where the issue of whether something has been done violence by selective quotation is hotly disputed. Many who follow the Bible or the Qu’ran, for example, claim that certain passages seem morally objectionable only because they are quoted out of context. Others counter that they say exactly what they appear to say.

So what are we to make of this passage from the Qu’ran, which relates to witnessing of contracts with debtors: “And call in to witness two witnesses, men; or if the two be not men, then one man and two women, such witnesses as you approve of, that if one of the two women errs the other will remind her; and let the witnesses not refuse, whenever they are summoned” (Sura 2:282). And is there any ambiguity in the words of Jesus in Matthew: “Do not suppose that I have come to bring peace to the earth. I did not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I have come to turn a man against his father, a daughter against her mother, a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law—a man’s enemies will be the members of his own household” (10:34-26). Are these selective quotations or merely revealing ones?

 

 

See also 8. Lack of charity
22. Insensitivity to context
68. Missing the point
91. Excessive literalness






4. Que Será, Será

“If I don’t, somebody else will”

If we want to stop the defense industry operating in this country, we can do so. The result incidentally would be that someone else supplies the arms that we supply.

 

Tony Blair6

 

 

How many times have we heard people justifying ethically dubious actions using this kind of argumentative move? The logic is clear enough: my action has a consequence that you find objectionable. But if I don’t undertake that action, someone else will, and so that consequence will still come about. So there’s no point in criticizing me for doing it, because that won’t prevent the consequence you object to from coming to pass.

Consequentialist moral theories agree that an action is wrong if it has bad consequences and right if it has good ones. But that doesn’t mean an action becomes right just because someone else will do it anyway.

If this mistake is clear enough, why then does the argument have a curious appeal? One reason is plain wishful thinking combined with self-interest. We most often use or hear this kind of argument when someone has something to lose by not doing the dubious action, or something to gain by doing it. Therefore pure self-interest can make us cling to any justification that seems to make our action justifiable.

A second explanation is more charitable to those who invoke such arguments. It is natural and probably right to think that the morality of actions is in some way tied to how they contribute or do not contribute to making the world a better place. So in some sense the question, “Will the world be any better if I do or do not do this?” is a perfectly good one to ask. But in answering it we need to think not only about the net result of our actions when combined with those of others, but also about our contribution to that result. It may well be that the world will not be any better if I refrain from doing something bad. But if it is I who does that bad thing rather than someone else, then I am the one who is responsible for what happens. I am not less responsible because someone else would have done it. The fact is that I did do it and so must carry the blame.

This is in fact how we usually judge people morally. For instance, imagine a group of your friends plot to kill someone and they cannot be dissuaded. Does that mean that if you then volunteered to be the assassin, you would be blameless, because someone was going to pull the trigger anyway? The idea is surely absurd.

When it comes to arms dealing, the fact that if Britain doesn’t do it other countries will is not a sufficient justification. What we need to know is whether the arms dealing is morally justifiable in itself. Like magicians’ tricks, the argument fools us into looking away from where the real sleight of hand is taking place.

The plea is occasionally at least worth taking seriously, particularly when refusing to do wrong has repercussions for the refusenik. In countless repressive regimes people have been tortured, raped, and even exterminated in death camps. For any given individual involved in those atrocities, it is almost always  the case that if they hadn’t done it, someone else would have. But that does not make their actions permissible. We may feel some sympathy for people who were forced to choose between undertaking horrible acts and being punished or even killed themselves, but these are factors that mitigate our judgment of the wrongdoer; they do not render the wrongdoing right.
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Is it ever a good defense to argue that it is better that you do something wrong than someone else do it, with even graver consequences? What, for example, if the choice is between supplying pure heroin legally or leaving it to criminals who care less about contamination? Isn’t there at least something in the plea that if I don’t do it, someone else will, with even worse consequences?

 

 

 

See also 40. False dichotomies
59. “I was just doing my Job”
65. Cause is not responsibility
93. “It’s better than nothing”






5. Speak for Yourself

The existentialist fallacy

By killing herself, she was saying that life as a disabled person is not worth living.

 

Gillian Gerhardi, disabled mother of two7

 

 

In January 2006, Dr. Anne Turner traveled to the Swiss Dignitas clinic to end her own life. The sixty-six-year-old had the degenerative brain disease progressive supranuclear palsy (PSP). She slurred her speech badly, had trouble swallowing, could no longer take a bath unaided, and had difficulty feeding her cats. Both her husband and her brother had died from similar conditions and Dr. Turner did not want to suffer the same fate.

Opponents of euthanasia seemed to be particularly disturbed by Dr. Turner’s case because she had relatively few symptoms and still had years to live. The Bishop of Oxford, the Right Reverend Richard Harries, said we should never help someone to end their life, and if someone decided that’s what they wanted, “I would want to try to convince them that even if they got into a state where they were very dependent and felt very helpless and useless, their life was still precious.”8 What he didn’t say, but implied, was that if he failed to convince them, he would not want them to carry out their wishes anyway.

Euthanasia is a very difficult moral issue, and an even greater legal one. Even if you think that one has the moral right to end  one’s own life (as I do), the consequences of legislation have to be thought through very carefully. One serious worry is that by making it easier for people to end their own lives, those whose illnesses make them depend on others may increasingly feel that they are placing an unfair burden on people, and may choose to die, even though it is not what they really want.

A related issue is how euthanasia, coupled with the abortion of fetuses showing signs of disability, might strengthen the view that the life of a disabled person is not worth living. This could have real consequences for the disabled, who have fought hard to make society see that they can lead happy, worthwhile lives.

Against this background, I would not like to be too harsh on Gillian Gerhardi. Her reaction to Dr. Turner’s suicide is hardly likely to be positive. Dr. Turner “wasn’t anywhere near as bad as I am,” she said. But I’m afraid Gerhardi was wrong when she went on to say, “Yes, her brain disorder meant she was going to deteriorate, but by killing herself, she was saying that life as a disabled person is not worth living.” Not at all. Turner had merely decided that she did not judge her own life worth living, not that others in similar circumstances might decide otherwise.

Yet Gerhardi’s logic seems compelling to many. Why is that? There are several possibilities. One is that people assume that there have to be objective, factual answers to questions about the sanctity of life. A certain type of life must either be worth living or not. If that assumption were right, then it would be true that anyone deciding their life was not worth living would indeed be saying the same of all similar kinds of life. But this is not the only way to see the issue at all. The alternative is to say that the value of life is at least in part subjective, and that  we are free ourselves to determine whether, in our own cases, life is worth living or not. Someone who makes a decision on this assumption is not guilty of saying that what is true for them is true for others.

I’ve called this the existentialist fallacy because it echoes something Sartre once said: “When I choose for myself I choose for all mankind.”9 Taken literally, that might seem to back up Gerhardi. But I think that what he really meant was that when I choose for myself, I legitimate that choice for all mankind. In other words, Dr. Turner’s decision implied that she thought others were entitled to do the same, not that they must do so. Confuse these two, and you commit the fallacy.

[image: 007]

Identifying the logical error in this example still leaves a huge moral question unsolved: is the value of life something that we can decide for ourselves, or is it actually an objective matter? This is the deeper problem that many religious people have with euthanasia. It is not just what we choose to do, it is that we dare to decide what is of ultimate value. Are they right, or do we have to make our own minds up about these big issues, whether we believe God has the final answers or not?

 

 

 

See also 10. Automorphism
20. It worked for me . . .
24. Tu quoque 
94. “It’s not for you to say”






6. The Amazing Psychic Poet

Confirmation bias

[Jonathan Cainer] met a psychic poet called Charles John Quatro, who told him he would someday write an astrology column read by millions.

 

David Smith, The Observer (London)10

 

 

And would you believe it, many years later, Jonathan Cainer does write an astrology column read by millions! Incidentally, Cainer’s predictions grace the pages of “a newspaper dedicated to the subtle propagation of bigotry.” That description of the  Daily Mail is by, ahem, Jonathan Cainer, when working for a more left-wing paper.

Are you impressed by the uncanny accuracy of Quatro’s prediction? Let me make my own predictions: if you already believe in astrology, your answer will be “yes.” If you don’t, your answer will be “no.” If you’re agnostic, you will probably find it somewhat impressive.

Was I right? Probably, though not because I possess any psychic powers. Rather, I am simply aware of an effect psychologists call “confirmation bias.” This concerns how we filter out the mass of evidence for or against various theories and hypotheses, and consider evidence that supports what we already believe to be stronger or more significant than that which undermines it. Indeed, we may go so far as to pay little  or no attention at all to contrary evidence and focus our attention almost exclusively on that which bolsters our prior convictions.

This helps explain why so many people are impressed by the claims of psychics and astrologers. If we are inclined to believe in the supernatural, then it is easy to focus on those examples where predictions come true, or where psychics make accurate statements about the past or present. These “confirm” our beliefs that they really do have access to a source of knowledge beyond the physical world, or at least the world as science understands it.

If we do not believe in the supernatural, however, we will focus on the countless times when predictions are wrong or when psychics make mistakes. Reading the article about Jonathan Cainer, for example—setting aside doubts about the truth of the story—we will think that this one accurate prediction doesn’t count for much, for the psychic probably also said many other things that were not true.

It should be clear, therefore, that people on both sides of the debate can fall victim to confirmation bias. However, it should also be clear that, in this case, confirmation bias works more to the benefit of believers than skeptics. This is because if we try to take a genuinely balanced look at the evidence, we will find that for every apparent instance of a true prediction by an astrologer there are many other false ones. What is more, many predictions are so vague that it is always possible to say that they came true in some sense. Confirmation bias is thus more likely to lead the believer into error because the balance of evidence does stack up against the truth of astrology. It is only by selecting the evidence to fit their beliefs that they could possibly come to the conclusion that astrology works.

Confirmation bias infects political discourse too. It is almost certainly the case that, once they were persuaded that Iraq had WMD, Blair and Bush placed more weight on evidence that supported their position than that which challenged it. They may have tried to keep open minds, but, once you have committed yourself to what you see as the truth, it becomes very hard to assess all the evidence impartially.

On the other side, those who are persuaded that Bush and Blair were driven by purely selfish motives are much more impressed by evidence that supports this view than that which suggests that they might have been sincere, even if mistaken. The genuinely open question of whether they lied or were mistaken about WMD becomes an open and shut case in the face of “clear” evidence that they lied, while any counterevidence is dismissed.

[image: 008]

Confirmation bias is a real impediment to good thinking but, unlike some errors in reasoning, it is very hard to root out. Where are you most prone to it? Are you more receptive to the claims made for organic food than those against, or the other way around? Are you on the lookout for evidence that we are or are not destroying the planet? Do you spot the signs that your child is especially talented more than you do those that suggest he or she is quite average?

 

 

See also 14. Loading the dice
26. Post hoc fallacies
52. Failing to disaggregate
98. Quantity over quality






End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_047_r1.jpg





OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

 
	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	    		 
	   		 
	    		 
		
	



 
	 






OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_099_r1.jpg
Qb





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_001_r1.jpg
The Duck That
Won the Lottery

100 New Experiments

for the Armchair Philosopher

Julian Baggini

@

A PLUME BOOK





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_062_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_024_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_009_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_010_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_056_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_079_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_085_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_018_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_msr_ppl_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_033_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_071_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_096_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_101_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_027_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_065_r1.jpg
Qb





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_006_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_044_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_059_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_082_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_076_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_038_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_013_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_030_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_051_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_068_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_097_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_049_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_080_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_026_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_060_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_007_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_041_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_083_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_077_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_012_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_054_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_035_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_046_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_021_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_094_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_103_r1.gif
POP PHILOSOPHY FROM
JuLiAN BAaGaINI

‘cxmmm
tHe pig
trat wants to
Be eateN

r&'

e Anwersin

1SBN 978-0-452-28744-0

Do You Think
‘What You Think
You Think?

ISBN 978-0-452-28865-2

Available wherever books are sold.

Plume
Amemberof Penguin Group (USA) nc.
wpenguin com





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_088_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_004_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_063_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_029_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_057_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_015_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_074_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_091_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_032_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_095_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_072_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_089_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_100_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_028_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_066_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_043_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_005_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_020_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_081_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_052_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_075_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_037_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_014_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_069_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_048_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_092_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_040_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_002_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_061_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_023_r1.jpg
Qz





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_034_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_msr_cvi_r1.jpg
The Duck That
Won the Lottery

100 New Experiments

for the Armchair Philosopher

Julian Baggini

(©)

A PLUME BOOK





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_086_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_055_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_017_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_022_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_045_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_070_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_102_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_093_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_003_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_064_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_058_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_087_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_039_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_090_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_031_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_016_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_050_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_073_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_067_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_098_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_msr_cvt_r1.jpg
The Duck That
Won the Lottery






OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_008_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_025_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_042_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_011_r1.jpg
Q&





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_084_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_078_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_053_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_019_r1.jpg





OEBPS/bagg_9781101050415_oeb_036_r1.jpg





