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ABSTRACT - Education in Critical Thinking or in Virtues?: responding
to Harvey Siegel. What to choose in education: critical thinking or in-
tellectual virtues? This paper reflects on the central concern of educa-
tion, given the decline of reasoning and the growing interest in the epis-
temology of virtue. To this end, the approaches of two iconic references
for educational scholarship are analysed: Israel Scheffler and Harvey
Siegel. Siegel's approach to the proposed problem is justified and the
following reply is put forward: even if virtues cannot take the place of
critical thinking in education and even if it is possible to think critically
without virtues, would virtues not have something to contribute if we
want to continue to advocate critical thinking as an educational desid-
eratum?

Keywords: Educational Philosophy. Moral Education. Principles of Ed-
ucation. Epistemology. Rationality.

RESUMEN - ;Educacién en Pensamiento Critico o en Virtudes?: ré-
plica a Harvey Siegel. ;Qué elegir en la educacién: pensamiento critico
o virtudes intelectuales? El articulo reflexiona sobre la preocupacién
central de la educacién, dado el decaimiento del raciocinio y el
creciente interés por la epistemologia de la virtud. Para ello, se analizan
los planteamientos de dos referentes iconicos para la erudicién educa-
tiva: Israel Scheffler y Harvey Siegel. Se justifica co6mo aborda Siegel la
problemadtica propuestay se plantea la siguiente réplica: aunque las vir-
tudes no puedan ocupar el lugar del pensamiento critico en la edu-
cacién y aunque sea posible pensar criticamente sin contar con las vir-
tudes, jacaso estas no tendrian algo que aportar si queremos continuar
abogando por el pensamiento critico como desiderdtum educativo?
Palabras clave: Filosofia de la Educacién. Educacién Moral. Principios
de Educacién. Epistemologia. Racionalidad.
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Education in Critical Thinking or in Virtues?

Introduction

What does it mean to say that someone is a critical thinker? Is it
the same as saying that someone is intellectually virtuous? To answer
these questions, it would be necessary as a minimum to distinguish be-
tween normative and motivational aspects of critical thinking and,
within the motivational aspects, between thinking dispositions and in-
tellectual virtues. This article will reflect on this matter in relation to
the following dilemma: Is it necessary to choose between an approach
that centres on critical thinking and one that centres on intellectual vir-
tues? If so, how can we choose? If not, how can the two be combined?
What are the educational implications of each of these alternatives?

Regarding the more general question of whether we must choose
between critical thinking and intellectual virtues, the first thing we
must do to clarify this is to define what we mean by ‘critical thinking’.
In the present analysis, this concept will be used in accordance with the
foundations of the thought of Israel Scheffler and Harvey Siegel, re-
spectively the pioneer of analytic philosophy of education and his dis-
ciple. While Scheffler focussed on ‘rationality’ from the discourses of
the analytic philosophy of education and Siegel on ‘critical thinking’
from the discourses of the Critical Thinking Movement, both essentially
shared the same core positions: a) critical thinking as the embodiment
of rationality; b) the rational justification for rationality; and c) estab-
lishing rationality/critical thinking as a fundamental educational ideal.
Taken together, these point towards various important aspects among
which the following stand out: epsitemic normativity so that we can re-
late appropriately with the truth (there must be criteria and some uni-
versal principles that are subjected to constant revision); falibilism (the
probability of the truth) as opposed to relativism and foundationalism;
the requirement for facts to be of moral importance alongside recogni-
tion of what the other contributes to the evaluation of reasons and the
consideration of alternatives in a Kantian sense; the requirement for a
commitment to all of the above, given a relative justification that stands
in contrast with operative doctrines and absolute parameters, and oth-
ers.

Having defined ‘critical thinking’ as a concept in line with
Scheffler and Siegel, the focus will move on to intellectual virtues. This
is a matter that forms the terrain of the epistemology of virtue and con-
flicts directly with critical thinking as embodiment of rationality. So, if
we must choose, how will we do so? The solution Siegel reaches is clear.
For him, a focus centred on critical thinking would only be necessary
in three cases: a) given the dispositional component, critical thinking
would per se form the focus of intellectual virtues; b) given the compo-
nent of evaluation of reasons, only critical thinking could guarantee the
epistemic excellence to which it id directed; c) while on the other hand,
the demands of intellectual virtues would be too ambitious from the
educational and philosophical point of view. The present analysis will
consider Siegel’s position in this regard, taking into account the prem-
ise that ‘being rational’ does not require ‘being perfectly rational’. The
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following question is then reached: would it not be controversial and
paradoxical for the target education should aim at if one could become
a critical thinker without exercising intellectual virtue?

In relation to Siegel’s argument, after raising the gap between
critical thinking and intellectual virtues, the requirement to combine
these two focusses in education will then be considered. This response
to his positions will comprise two parts. First, some of the hypothetical
reasons that Siegel would offer in this regard will be considered, and so
three ideas inherent to his philosophical-educational thinking will be
presented: a) why education is a thick epistemic concept; b) why edu-
cation is an epistemic virtue; and c) why education requires an extrinsic
justification with regards to its objectives. Although these aspects un-
derpin the idea of critical thinking as a fundamental educational objec-
tive that this article upholds, the discrepancy is found in the need to
bridge the gap between this desideratum and education as an epis-
temic virtue. Therefore, at the end of the article, some reasons will be
offered for why this gap seems unbridgeable from an educational point
of view. This proposition is so controversial in the field of education
that it could undermine the very ideal towards which education must
supposedly aim.

Israel Scheffler and Harvey Siegel: a Shared Legacy Ush-
ering in the Future of Critical Thinking and of Educa-
tion in Critical Thinking

Israel Scheffler was the pioneer of analytic philosophy of educa-
tion. From the 1960s, he wrote number of influential works at Harvard
on epistemology, philosophy of science, philosophy of language and
philosophy of education that argued for rationality being the funda-
mental educational ideal. His influence spread to Great Britain through
contact with Richard S. Peters (Scheffler, 2004) and in turn his contact
with with Paul H. Hirst, thanks to which an analytic tendency devel-
oped at the University of London Institute of Education (White, 2002).
Although the British line soon took a different path, given a tendency
towards ‘the moral’, the line Scheffler developed in the United States,
which centred on ‘the rational’, made a profound mark on Harvey
Siegel, his doctoral student and disciple. So much so that Siegel has fo-
cussed on developing a conception of critical thinking whose founda-
tions are drawn from his teacher's positions on this ideal of rationality.
Consequently, it would be reduccionist —not to say wrong- to fail to rec-
ognise and address this influence in the analysis that concerns us.

In contrast with the precedents from analytic philosophy of edu-
cation that Scheffler offered, most of Siegel’s works could be framed
within the Critical Thinking Movement, a philosophical-educational
movement from the USA that argues for critical thinking. There is in-
sufficient space here to discuss the ‘major issues’ that interest this
movement, which fundamentally underpin the relations between ra-
tionality, critical thinking, teaching of critical thinking, logic and argu-
mentation. Nonetheless, as Siegel (1988) himself observes, as a mini-
mum it should be noted that it is misleading to conceive of a group of
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authors with universally shared outlooks. Therefore, his concept of
critical thinking expresses points that are more or less equivalent to
and points that are totally incompatible with figures in this movement
who came before him, such as Robert H. Ennis, John E. McPeck and
Richard W. Paul, among the principal ones. In addition to the particular
arguments of Siegel in the discourses of the Critical Thinking Move-
ment, the bridge he built towards the analytical philosophy of educa-
tion by taking the postulates of Scheffler to new heights should be
noted.

We will briefly consider the parallels between Scheffler and Siegel
with some quotes about the central concepts of their thinking: ‘ration-
ality’ and ‘critical thinking’. For Scheffler “rationality [...] is a matter of
reasons, and to take it as a fundamental educational ideal is to make as
pervasive as possible the free and critical quest for reasons, in all realms
of study” (Scheffler, 2014, p. 62). In this sense, according to Scheffler,
“critical thought is of the first importance in the conception and organ-
ization of educational activities” (Scheffler, 2014., p. 1). Although
Scheffler actually only made allusions to the notion of ‘critical thinking’
and it was Siegel who focussed on it. Siegel approached it as the em-
bodiment of rationality, that is to say, with regards to Scheffler’s
thought, distinguishing between two components: a) evaluation of rea-
sons, comprising the thinking skills along with the criteria and stand-
ards to evaluate reasons; and b) the critical spirit, comprising attitudes,
mental habits, dispositions and character traits constitutive of critical
thinking. Consequently, according to Siegel, the critical thinker would
be defined thus:

A critical thinker, then, is one who is appropriately moved by rea-
sons: she has a propensity or disposition to believe and act in ac-
cordance with reasons -[(the critical spirit component)]—; and
she has the ability properly to assess the force of reasons in the
many contexts in which reasons play a role —[(the reason assess-
ment component)] — (Siegel, 1988, p. 23).

If Scheffler and Siegel’s contributions have provided the future of
critical thinking and of education in critical thinking, this is because of
the rationale that both have offered in various matters. These include
objectivity, impartiality and normativity — with regards to falibilism
(the probability of truth) contrasting with relativism (‘absolute subjec-
tivity’) and foundationalism (‘certainty’) — and the conjunction of epis-
temology and ethics — with regards to ‘the moral’ and ‘the epistemic’ of
reasoning, of the treatment of others, of the consideration for auton-
omy, of the appreciation of the alternatives (Scheffler, 1965, 2014;
Siegel, 1988, 2013). Taken together, these foundations lead to two as-
sumptions: a) rationality cannot be conceived instrumentally, that is to
say, with calculating ends, following the rules of formal logic, margin-
alising emotion and intuition, decontextualising the analytic from what
surrounds it and makes it possible, non-critically dominating our being
(Castillo, 2023); b) critical thinking would be the embodiment of ration-
ality, in other words, its principles are those of rationality eo ipso -what
we require to justify rationality rationally (Siegel, 1989).
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The antecedents presented relating to Scheffler and Siegel’s
thinking have the following consequence: for both authors the funda-
mental educational desideratum could be nothing other than critical
thinking as the embodiment of rationality. So, if the aim of education
were to illuminate instead of to serve, philosophy and education would
have to feed off one another. Accordingly, we would first reject the idea
that education should be moved by the tyranny of practice, considering
instrumental ends (Siegel, 2023a). And secondly, if this were so, we
would conceive of interdependent relations between philosophy and
the field of education, which, despite not being idiosyncratic, would
lead their respective dilemmas and those that are of overarching con-
cern to new heights. Only in this way could the justification these au-
thors present for thinking critically about teaching-learning processes
and their practical repercussions be provided: namely, to take deci-
sions, select content, detect learning difficulties etc. Specifically, ac-
cording to Scheffler (1960, 1965), this would be a relative justification
that could neither be limited to absolute terms nor reduced to opera-
tive doctrines of learning. Furthermore, it would have to go hand in
hand with commitment; it would require us to commit ourselves to
search for truth, considering the available evidence, valuing epistemic
criteria, evaluating the quality of the contending reasons and possible
alternatives... With regards to this justification, Scheffler (1954) also
noted that it would have to comprehend the margins of desirability as
it is sustained by maximums instead of minimums.

In short, we could conclude with at least two fundamental as-
pects from which the attempted analysis will start: 1) we cannot con-
sider a person to be thinking critically only if she considers solid proofs
and arguments; moreover, she would have to align good reasons with
her actions —taking into account the dispositions that comprise the
spirit of being critical according to Siegel-; 2) we cannot conceive the
work of teachers as being limited to teaching something to someone;
the work of teachers must be reinforced by the quality of their effort to
provide an education in critical thinking. It is in this dual tendency to-
wards maximums that ‘the confusion’ between thinking dispositions
and intellectual virtues is found.

Harvey Siegel’s Thesis regardin§ ‘Confusion’ between
Thinking Dispositions and Intellectual Virtues. Can
One Be a Non-Critical Thinker with an Open Mind? Can
One Be a Critical Thinker with a Closed Mind?

On the basis of Siegel’s conception of critical thinking, described
above, and considering Scheffler’s influence regarding the ideal of ra-
tionality, the first question in the title should be answered in the posi-
tive and the second in the negative: yes, one can be a non-critical
thinker with an open mind, and no, one cannot be a critical thinker
with a closed mind. Specifically, Siegel’s thesis states two assumptions
that clarify the above: a) “open-mindedness is a necessary (but not suf-
ficient) condition of critical thinking”; b) “critical thinking is a suffi-
cient (but not necessary) condition of open-mindedness” (Siegel, 2009,
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p- 31). Both assumptions justify why mental openness would have to be
a disposition instead of a virtue which, in turn, illustrates the differ-
ences between dispositions and virtues.

To clarify Siegel’s assumptions, which are the matter that con-
cerns us here, an example can be given that is similar to the one he used
on the justification for ‘whether or not to eat meat’ (Siegel, 2023b) while
adding new nuances. Imagine that Paula is a young university student
who has never recycled plastic waste in her lifetime. There has recently
been a campaign to raise awareness of the environmental problems
that the accumulation of rubbish was causing in the mouths of rivers.
Since then, Paula has started recycling. The question to ask would be:
why does Paula recycle? The only possible option is: Paula recycles for
love of nature and of epistemic goods; this would require mental open-
ness to change her habits according to the latest tendencies and poli-
cies. So, would Paula’s actions be justified? It would seem that this is
not entirely so. Paula could have the minimal capability to be virtuous
in caring for the environment but be deficient from the point of view of
rationality. For Paula to comply with the requirements for critical
thinking, she would have to consider the solid arguments about caring
for the environment and its deterioration. Of course, if this were so, if
Paula were to align her actions with good reasons, then her love for na-
ture would not be needed - nor would the exigencies of intellectual vir-
tues. The consequence of this is that, in effect, her will could be bent.
In principle, the only way for Paula not to abandon her aim - at least in
the form in which it has been manifested here - is for her to perpetuate
her love for nature. And in truth, would this not be too ambitious?

In view of the proposed case, it seems that the coincidence be-
tween critical thinking and mental openness —or any other thinking dis-
position- is problematic. In this regard, following the positions of
Siegel (2009, 2023b), someone who does not have an open mind will
lack a critical spirit, but not having an open mind does not guarantee
thata person’s thinking and beliefs will comply with the relevant stand-
ards of epistemic quality. Therefore, if we were to abandon the compo-
nent of evaluation of reasons or of the critical spirit, there would be no
space for critical thinking. This explains why Siegel (2009) disagreed
with William Hare’s thesis that an open mind is the fundamental aim
of education (Hare, 1999) and with Eamonn Callan and Dylan Arena in
their view that rigidity was a characteristic of the indoctrinated mind
(Callan; Arena, 2009). Both situations would be inconsistent in consid-
ering that mental openness per sedoes not need the component of eval-
uation of reason. So, for Siegel (2009), it is not a closed mind that leads
to indoctrination, but rather a non-evidential style of beliefs, in other
words, one that makes students believe irrationally and fosters laziness
and credulity. Therefore, it seems clear that no thinking disposition
could in itself be aimed at the fundamental educational desideratum,
as rationality or critical thinking require two components: thinking dis-
positions and skills/capacities. So, what happens with virtues?

At this point, the statement that ‘one can be a non-critical thinker
with an open mind’ and the denial that ‘one can be a critical thinker
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with a closed mind’ results in the dichotomy between critical thinking
and intellectual virtues. Such discussions form the domain of episte-
mology of virtue in the field of education, something of recent interest
and of which Jason Baehr was one of the pioneers. Nonetheless, Siegel
(2016, 2023b) along with other authors such as Kotzee et al. (2019) dis-
agreed with Baehr’s focus (2013, 2016, 2019, 2023), arguing that dispo-
sition and virtue cannot be confused with each other and that while
critical thinking/rationality is one thing, virtuous thinking is another
very different one. According to Siegel, “the rational person [is not] eo
ipso intellectually virtuous” and “the intellectually virtuous person [is
not] eo ipso rational” (Siegel, 2023b, p. 204, 220).

In view of the above, it is vital to consider the difference between
virtue and thinking disposition in more depth. For Siegel, virtues are
more complex than dispositions from the philosophical and educa-
tional perspective, as they require dispositions as well as “motivation,
affect, competence, and judgment” (Siegel, 2016, p. 102). Unlike vir-
tues, dispositions can be weak or strong, they might or might not be
revealed and they are manifested in various forms depending on the
context (Siegel, 1999). That said, such dispositions would have to reflect
a tendency or propensity to think in a ‘particular way’ in ‘particular cir-
cumstances’ because otherwise ‘everything would be critical thinking’
and ‘nothing would be’. Consequently, on the one hand, dispositions
could not be ‘separated’ from following the formal rules and the proce-
dures of thinking, contrasting with the positions of Burbules (1995); on
the other hand, critical thinking could not be based on intellectual vir-
tues, contrasting with the positions of Baehr (among others) and of the
very conception of critical thinking of Paul (1992) and Paul and Elder
(2020). There would essentially be two reasons inherent to Siegel’s
thinking for the foregoing: a) we can only fail with the habits, disposi-
tions and character traits of the critical spirit; and b) the exigencies of
intellectual virtues would be too ambitious from the philosophical and
educational point of view.

Taken together, the cases mentioned above point towards the
idea that epistemic excellence could not be governed by the implicit
‘guarantees’ of intellectual virtues nor by their characterological states
of nature such as love and pleasure in truth. In response to this, what
we need from the epistemological point of view is failure, error, the
probability of truth — instead of certainty —, evaluation of reasons based
on the best available evidence, vices that are virtues, epsitemic norma-
tivity... Such matters, in effect, justify why the thesis of Siegel that is
analysed here leads to the position that “being rational does not require
being perfectly rational” (Siegel, 2016, p. 106). This is a question of a
falibilist nature that becomes vital for the theory of rationality per se, as
his teacher Scheffler explained (1965, 1982). The fact is that, according
to Scheffler and Siegel, the Siegelian vision of rejection of intellectual
virtues could be problematic for the fundamental educational desider-
atum of rationality/critical thinking. Ultimately, would it not be con-
troversial and paradoxical for the target education should aim at if one
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could become a critical thinker without exercising intellectual virtue?
This assumption must, in principle, be examined.

A Reply to Harvey Siegel. How Can the Gap Between the
Fundamental Educational Desideratum and Education
as Epistemic Virtue Be Bridged?

To reflect on this question, it is worth returning to some earlier
ideas. The question was previously raised of why mental openness as a
disposition of the critical spirit is a matter of degree for Siegel, as is crit-
ical thinking itself based on the theory of rationality that Scheffler de-
veloped. To reach this point, some of the central positions of Scheffler
and Siegel have been set out, which could be synthesised as follows: 1)
on the one hand, there is no thinking disposition, intellectual virtue or
practical or theoretical motive that could replace the ultimate aim or
ideal at which education should aim: rationality/critical thinking; 2) on
the other hand, credulity, laziness, simple scepticism or the act of evad-
ing the component of evaluation of reason in any of its forms through
a non-evidential beliefs style would be imminent dangers for critical
thinking and, ultimately, for an education in critical thinking. Accord-
ingly, it has been clarified that the contributions by these two authors
form fundamental axes of reference for the philosophy of education
and philosophy in general.

In view of these precedents, a possible response to Siegel’s posi-
tions will be attempted below, considering the gap between the funda-
mental educational desideratum of rationality/critical thinking and the
thesis that education is an epistemic virtue, which the author himself
backed (Siegel, 2008). Based on the previous target that education
should aim at, for Siegel (ibid.), ‘being educated’ had to be “a thick ep-
istemic concept”, in other words, ‘more and more’ epistemology was
needed. However, ‘being educated’ is also according to Siegel an epis-
temic virtue because, despite its emphasis on epistemology, it goes be-
yond it, transcending it. The dilemma then does not come from raising
the close link between epistemology and ethics in education, some-
thing that both Scheffler and Siegel highlighted in relation to respect in
a Kantian sense, from autonomy, honesty, achieving comprehension...
The fundamental problem resides in conceiving that education goes
beyond the story of rationality. Ultimately, would it not be somewhat
paradoxical if the target or goal that education should aim at -rational-
ity/critical thinking— did not consider what is, eo ipso, an epistemic vir-
tue that goes beyond epistemology?

In light of this response, Siegel could indicate that similar incon-
sistencies to the ones he identified in Robin Barrow’s conception are
produced. Influenced by Richard S. Peters, Barrow proposed the equiv-
alence of three questions: “what should the aims of education be?”;
“what is it to be educated?”; “what do we take education, the practice,
to be?” (Siegel, 2014, p. 66). For Siegel, in contrast, such questions were
interdependent but not equivalent; in other words, the justification for
the ideal of rationality/critical thinking would be necessary to provide
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an adequate explanation for educational targets, but this would not de-
pend on analysis of the concept of ‘education’ or of conceiving ‘what it
isto be educated’ (Siegel, 2014). So, unlike Barrow and Peters’s intrinsic
justification, Siegel offered an extrinsic justification regarding educa-
tional objectives eo ipso - considering the reasons that support this fun-
damental educational desideratum. One of the consequences of this
extrinsic justification is that “education is not a necessary condition of
knowledge or justified belief” (Siegel, 2008, p. 460); which would be a
necessary and fundamental condition of education as an ‘epistemic
virtue’ and as “a thick epistemic concept” (ibid.). In this way, Siegel
seems to bridge the gap between the fundamental educational desid-
eratum and education as epistemic virtue that interests us here: only
critical thinking would make it possible to substantiate both.

So, having reached this point, Siegel seems to be clear that we do
not have to choose between a focus on critical thinking and a focus on
intellectual virtues in the field of education. Although the two are nei-
ther incompatible nor equivalent according to the author, only the crit-
ical thinking focus would include the components of evaluation of rea-
sons and of the thinking dispositions inherent to the epistemic aim of
education. Therefore, the focus on intellectual virtues would be in-
cluded in the critical thinking focus with regards to dispositional as-
pects; while in everything else, Siegel asks: “what do they add?” (Siegel,
2023b, p. 218). The question remains open, unanswered, and the au-
thor only says: “how do you get [...] full blown [intellectual virtues], in-
cluding the motivational, affective, and behavioral/psychological com-
ponents’? I don’t see how” (Siegel, 2023b, p. 219).

For his part, Siegel focussed on analysing the importance of crit-
ical thinking, although, as he himself recognised, “I have never said
much about how to teach for it”! (Siegel, 2023b, p. 219). In general, his
conception does not point to any particular educational method, but
to the necessary justification for education to target critical thinking in
general. Empirical questions play a fundamental role in this process, as
does the priority of theory when faced with the tyranny of practice
(Siegel, 2023a). However, considering the author’s arguments regard-
ing the relationship between the philosophy of education and educa-
tional practice, the possibility remains open that a choice must be
made between a critical thinking focus and a focus on intellectual vir-
tues in education.

So, the gap presented here does not appear to be resolved by the
following: could we think critically while totally disregarding virtue?
Siegel holds that it would indeed be possible. Indeed, as he observes,
some eminent intellectuals have been truly objectionable or horrible
people but their intellectual achievements are not tainted by these
character traits (Siegel, 1993) — even though others of these traits, those
of a critical spirit, would have been crucial. The foregoing seems to pro-
vide a fundamental impediment to critical thinking being the essential
educational desideratum and to education being an epistemic virtue.
Ultimately, if we as teachers or students falter in our love for the truth,
intellectual humility, mental openness and in many other virtues, I fear
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that critical thinking as an ultimate purpose or aim of education will
remain out of reach even if, as Siegel (2013) argues, we are willing to
weigh the relevant evidence, to consider all of this evidence and to
judge in accordance with it. The gap then seems unbridgeable.

Conclusions: Critical Thinking and/or Intellectual Vir-
tues?

The problematic concurrence between critical thinking and in-
tellectual virtue has been analysed here. Our starting point was the po-
sition that the fundamental ideal of education is critical thinking as an
embodiment of rationality, something that underlies the postulates of
Scheffler and Siegel. Having substantiated this point, a gap opened up
between this educational desideratum and education as an epistemic
virtue. Therefore, in essence, three of Siegel’s arguments have been ex-
amined: a) that a person’s love of epistemic goods might be lacking in
reasons; b) that ‘being rational’ does not require the demands of intel-
lectual virtues; c) that ‘being educated’ is an epistemic virtue that goes
beyond epistemology. Despite there being no objections to these argu-
ments, indeed they are considered to be pertinent and of great rele-
vance for articulating the notion of ‘critical thinking’, there has been
discussion of how to bridge this gap that underlies the author’s posi-
tions. The reason for this response is that while for Siegel ‘what educa-
tion is’ necessarily differs from ‘what its target is’, and even though one
can think critically while foregoing virtue, pointing to a proposition like
this from the field of education itself seems difficult.

The article has revolved around the following central argument:
while only having virtues does not seem plausible, because if this were
so, according to Siegel, we would relinquish epistemic excellence in ed-
ucation, how can we ensure this excellence if we only have critical
thinking in education? This question is connected to the one Siegel
leaves open about ‘virtues’: what do they add? (Siegel, 2023b) —-referring
to the fact they add nothing to ‘critical thinking’-. Indeed, in light of the
foregoing, it seems plausible to state the contrary: they do add some-
thing. All things considered, it might be that we could think critically
without love for and pleasure in truth —to give some examples— as it has
already been demonstrated that according to Siegel other conditions
are required: evaluation of reasons and critical spirit. There is no dis-
crepancy with regards to consideration of these components. Moreo-
ver, it is essential to reclaim them here to avoid the conceptual stum-
bling blocks about ‘what critical thinking is’ and ‘how to educate for
critical thinking’, something that has become pressing at the present
time. There is very little educational research that does not mention
critical thinking or some of its variants, although despite this much of
it forgoes the foundations of rationality described here, that is to say,
the criteria for evaluating reasons and what it means to be critical. This
is why it is so important to distinguish between what is and is not ‘crit-
ical thinking’, a process in which the bases of the analytic philosophy
of education and of the Critical Thinking Movement that Scheffler and
Siegel developed are crucial. The fact is that in opposition to Siegel’s
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particular positions on intellectual virtues, the prospect of dispensing
with some of them would be so controversial for the field of education
that viewing critical thinking as a fundamental education ideal could
be undermined.

So, taking these arguments as reference, the article opens up the
discussion to consider the question of whether education would be
possible without virtuous critical thinking. The possible attempts to
answer this will allow us to progress in our understanding of pressing
educational problems, as these depend on the very foundation of edu-
cation; and the limits around the concepts that the article analyses play
a crucial role in education.
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Note

1 Inthesentence ‘I have never said much about how to teach for it’, Siegel only referred
to thinking dispositions, although this could in truth be extrapolated to critical thin-
king in general, as alluded to in the present article.
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