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Introduction
Critical thinking is the disciplined process of identifying a question, examining evidence, recognizing
assumptions, evaluating reasons, considering alternatives, and reaching a conclusion proportionate to
what is known. The original essay applies this process to Sally, an employee who believes her
company’s printer warranty is inadequate, encounters resistance from coworkers and a manager, and
eventually presents evidence to senior leadership. It correctly identifies emotion, conformity,
assumptions, denial, poor communication, and fallacies as barriers. It sometimes treats disagreement
itself as proof that Sally is either a good or bad thinker and describes silence as a logical fallacy rather
than a communication choice. Sally’s performance is mixed. She initially avoids conflict and makes
assumptions about colleagues, but she later gathers relevant information, distinguishes the problem
from personalities, persists through weak objections, and proposes a solution. Her case demonstrates
that critical thinking is not the absence of emotion or disagreement. It is the ability to regulate
emotion, clarify claims, test reasons, communicate respectfully, and revise one’s approach when the
first route fails. (Facione, 2015; Dwyer, 2017)

A broader introduction explains the meaning and importance of critical thinking.

Reconstructing Sally’s Problem
The case concerns customer dissatisfaction with a printer warranty and friction among departments
over responsibility for the problem. Sally believes the warranty should be extended or revised. At a
dinner with coworkers, she hears opinions with which she disagrees but nods rather than explaining
her position. She later approaches a manager, who dismisses the proposal using weak reasoning.
Instead of abandoning the issue, Sally organizes evidence and presents the case to company
leadership, which approves an extension. A critical analysis should separate the substantive
question—whether the warranty creates avoidable customer and business problems—from Sally’s
emotional reactions and the organization’s hierarchy.

Purpose
The first element of critical thinking is purpose. Sally must determine what she is trying to
accomplish. Her purpose should not be to prove coworkers wrong, embarrass the manager, or obtain
personal recognition. It should be to decide whether the warranty policy serves customers and the
company and, if not, recommend a feasible improvement. A clear purpose narrows the inquiry. It
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identifies the information needed, the people affected, and the criteria for success. When purpose is
vague, discussion becomes a contest over personalities rather than a problem-solving process.

The Central Question
A useful critical thinker converts a complaint into a precise question. Instead of asking, “Why is
management ignoring customers?” Sally might ask: “Would extending the printer warranty reduce
legitimate customer complaints and total service costs enough to justify the additional warranty
exposure?” This question identifies a decision, a comparison, and measurable consequences.
Subquestions include the frequency of failures, timing of defects, repair cost, competitor policies,
customer-retention effects, and whether the product itself requires redesign. Clear questions prevent
discussion from drifting toward unsupported generalizations.

Information and Evidence
Sally’s strongest action is collecting evidence before approaching leadership. Relevant information
might include warranty claims by product age, failure modes, customer-service records, return rates,
repair expenses, complaint themes, competitor warranties, legal requirements, and customer lifetime
value. Evidence should be accurate, current, and representative. A few angry messages do not prove
a system-wide problem, while an average claim rate may conceal a defect concentrated in one model.
Sally should distinguish facts from estimates and disclose missing data. Good evidence makes the
proposal testable rather than merely persuasive.

Concepts
Critical thinking uses concepts to organize information. Important concepts in this case include
warranty, product reliability, customer satisfaction, total cost of ownership, risk, fairness, brand trust,
and continuous improvement. Confusion can arise when participants use the same word differently. A
“better warranty” may mean a longer duration, broader coverage, faster service, clearer
communication, or fewer exclusions. Sally should define the proposed change precisely. Conceptual
clarity allows leadership to compare alternatives instead of agreeing to an ambiguous promise.

Assumptions
Every argument contains assumptions. Sally may assume that customers understand the current
warranty, that complaints represent real defects, that longer coverage improves loyalty, or that the
company can absorb additional cost. Coworkers may assume that customers misuse printers, that the
policy is standard in the industry, or that change will encourage fraudulent claims. The manager may
assume that a junior employee lacks enough knowledge to question policy. Critical thinking brings
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these assumptions into view and asks which are supported. An assumption is not automatically
wrong; it becomes dangerous when it remains hidden and controls the conclusion.

Inferences
An inference is the step from evidence to conclusion. Suppose data show that many printers fail
shortly after warranty expiration and affected customers rarely purchase again. Sally could infer that
the current term shifts repair cost to customers at the moment of predictable failure and damages
retention. She should not infer that every complaint is justified or that an extension will certainly
increase profit. The strength of the inference depends on alternative explanations, sample quality,
and the estimated cost of change. A careful recommendation uses language such as “the evidence
indicates” rather than “this proves” when uncertainty remains.

Implications and Consequences
A policy change has benefits and costs. A longer warranty may improve trust, reduce conflict, reveal
quality problems, and differentiate the product. It may also increase repair volume, require reserves,
create fraud risk, and reduce incentive to handle products carefully. Keeping the existing warranty
may protect short-term cost but increase returns, reputational damage, or regulatory complaints.
Critical thinking requires Sally to examine consequences for customers, service staff, finance,
production, retailers, and suppliers. Considering negative implications of her own proposal
strengthens rather than weakens the case.

Point of View
Sally sees the problem from the perspective of someone exposed to customer or departmental
frustration. Finance may focus on liability and reserves. Engineering may ask whether failures indicate
design defects. Customer service may value a simpler policy. Senior leaders may consider brand and
competitive strategy. Customers may care about reliable use more than formal duration. An effective
thinker deliberately examines these viewpoints without assuming they are equally well supported.
Perspective taking is not surrendering judgment; it is understanding what information and values
shape each position.

Intellectual Standards
Reasoning can be tested through standards such as clarity, accuracy, precision, relevance, depth,
breadth, logic, significance, and fairness. Sally’s argument should clearly state the change, accurately
represent claim data, precisely define the affected products, remain relevant to the decision, address
financial and operational depth, consider multiple stakeholder perspectives, connect evidence
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logically, focus on the most significant issues, and represent opponents fairly. These standards
convert “thinking critically” from a vague virtue into observable practice. (Paul & Elder, 2019)

Emotion Is Information, Not Proof
The original essay treats emotion largely as a barrier. Sally’s agitation may signal that the conflict
matters and that she feels unable to speak safely. Emotion can focus attention and reveal values, but
it cannot establish whether a warranty is sound. The appropriate response is regulation rather than
suppression. Sally can pause, identify the feeling, separate it from the factual claim, and choose a
communication strategy. Exhaustion may also reduce patience and working memory, suggesting that
the dinner was a poor setting for a complex disagreement. Good judgment includes choosing when
and where to engage.

Conformity
Sally nods during dinner to avoid confrontation. This is conformity or conflict avoidance, not
necessarily a logical fallacy. It can preserve social comfort in the moment but creates ambiguity
because coworkers may believe she agrees. Silence can also prevent useful information from entering
the discussion. A more effective response would be: “I see the concern about cost, but the complaint
data may point to a different conclusion. Could we review it tomorrow?” This approach avoids an
argument at dinner while honestly signaling disagreement.

Assuming Disagreement Will End Relationships
Sally decides not to spend time with coworkers because their opinions differ. This reaction may reflect
overgeneralization or mind reading if she assumes disagreement means rejection or hostility. Critical
thinkers test such beliefs. Were the coworkers disrespectful, or did they simply defend another view?
Could the issue be discussed in a formal meeting? Avoiding every relationship involving disagreement
creates an echo chamber and deprives Sally of counterevidence. Boundaries are appropriate when
conduct is abusive, but ordinary disagreement can improve reasoning.

Cognitive Dissonance
Cognitive dissonance occurs when new information conflicts with existing beliefs or identity. The
manager may see the warranty as a policy that has already been approved and interpret criticism as
an attack on competence. Sally may see herself as a customer advocate and dismiss cost concerns
too quickly. Awareness of dissonance helps participants ask whether they are evaluating evidence or
protecting self-image. A psychologically safe organization encourages employees to treat error
correction as learning rather than humiliation.
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Denial and Resistance
The manager’s refusal to engage with data may reflect denial, status protection, workload, or a
genuine belief that the evidence is incomplete. Sally should identify the actual objection. If the
response is “We have always done it this way,” that is an appeal to tradition. If it is “Your role does
not include policy,” it attacks authority rather than the argument. If the manager raises warranty cost
without reviewing customer loss, the analysis may be incomplete rather than wholly irrational.
Labeling every objection a fallacy can itself become a way to avoid listening. (Geertsen, 2013)

Common Fallacies in the Case
Several fallacies could occur. An appeal to tradition argues that the current warranty is correct
because it is longstanding. A false dilemma claims the company must either keep the policy or offer
unlimited free replacement. Hasty generalization uses a few complaints to infer universal failure. Ad
hominem dismisses Sally because of rank or personality. Slippery-slope reasoning predicts that one
extension will make all customers demand endless coverage without evidence. Bandwagon reasoning
claims that competitors use the same term, so it must be right. Sally should name the reasoning
problem internally but respond by returning to evidence rather than accusing colleagues of
irrationality.

Verbal Communication
Critical thinking becomes organizationally useful only when communicated. Sally should state the
issue, evidence, alternatives, recommendation, uncertainty, and requested decision in a concise
structure. Questions can reduce defensiveness: “Which cost assumption concerns you most?” or
“What evidence would justify a pilot?” She should summarize opposing views accurately before
responding. Technical detail can be placed in an appendix while the main presentation emphasizes
business significance. Clear language is especially important when departments use different
terminology.

Nonverbal Communication
Facial expression, posture, eye contact, pace, and silence affect how reasoning is received. Sally’s
nodding communicated agreement even when her private view differed. Agitation may have
communicated hostility or anxiety. Nonverbal behavior should align with the message: attentive
posture, calm pace, and willingness to pause. This does not mean performing confidence or
suppressing disability- or culture-related differences. Organizations should judge ideas by evidence
while recognizing that communication cues influence interpretation.
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Choosing the Correct Decision Channel
Escalating directly to senior leadership can be justified when a manager refuses to consider
significant evidence, but it can also damage trust if ordinary review procedures are bypassed
unnecessarily. Sally should document prior discussion, identify the policy owner, and use an
appropriate escalation path. Her goal is not to defeat the manager but to ensure the issue reaches
someone with authority and complete information. Ethical escalation is transparent and proportional.
It avoids personal attacks and gives affected departments an opportunity to respond.

Alternative Solutions
Critical thinking requires more than one proposal. Options might include extending the warranty for
all printers, extending it only for identified models, offering optional coverage, improving repair
service, revising exclusions, issuing a limited quality campaign, or testing a longer term in one
market. Another alternative is correcting the product defect instead of financing failure through
warranty. Comparing cost, customer impact, feasibility, and risk prevents the discussion from
collapsing into a yes-or-no argument.

A Pilot Test
When uncertainty is substantial, Sally can recommend a pilot. One product line or region could
receive extended coverage for a defined period. The company would track claim frequency, repair
cost, satisfaction, repeat purchases, fraudulent claims, and operational burden. A pilot converts
disagreement into learning. It also creates stopping rules and ethical communication so customers
understand the terms. Critical thinking often produces a method for obtaining better evidence rather
than a final answer from incomplete information.

Intellectual Humility
Sally should remain open to the possibility that her proposal is incomplete. Perhaps claims data show
misuse rather than defects, or an extension costs more than it saves. Intellectual humility does not
mean weak advocacy. It means separating commitment to the problem from attachment to one
solution. She should state what would change her mind and invite review of assumptions. Leaders
should demonstrate the same humility by rewarding employees who identify errors.
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Intellectual Courage
Speaking against group consensus or hierarchy requires courage, particularly when Sally fears social
or professional consequences. Courage is not aggression. It is the willingness to present a justified
concern respectfully and accept scrutiny. Her later decision to gather evidence and approach
leadership shows growth from passive conformity toward responsible advocacy. Courage must be
paired with fairness; otherwise, persistence can become stubbornness.

Evaluating Sally’s Performance
Sally is neither wholly ineffective nor an ideal critical thinker. Her early silence, avoidance, emotional
withdrawal, and assumptions about coworkers limit dialogue. Her later actions—collecting evidence,
identifying the policy problem, persisting after dismissal, and presenting a reasoned
proposal—demonstrate analysis and agency. The successful warranty extension does not by itself
prove her reasoning was good; a good decision can follow weak reasoning, and a sound argument can
be rejected. Her reasoning is judged by method, not outcome alone. In this case, the method
improves over time.

A Stronger Process for Sally
A disciplined process would involve seven steps. First, define the decision and stakeholders. Second,
collect reliable claim, cost, and customer data. Third, identify assumptions and alternative
explanations. Fourth, generate several policy options. Fifth, compare options using agreed criteria.
Sixth, communicate the analysis through the proper channel and respond to objections. Seventh,
implement a pilot or monitor the approved change and revise it according to results. This cycle
transforms critical thinking from one persuasive presentation into continuous learning.

Conclusion
Sally’s warranty dispute illustrates that critical thinking combines analysis, emotion regulation,
communication, and organizational judgment. The essential elements are purpose, question,
evidence, concepts, assumptions, inferences, implications, and point of view, tested through
standards of clarity, accuracy, relevance, logic, depth, breadth, significance, and fairness. Sally
initially conforms and withdraws because disagreement feels uncomfortable. She later becomes more
effective by gathering evidence, challenging weak objections, and presenting a solution to decision-
makers. Her strongest lesson is not that persistence always wins. It is that a person can move from
reaction to inquiry by making claims explicit, examining alternatives, and communicating in a way
that allows evidence to be tested. Critical thinking improves decisions because it replaces hidden
assumptions and personal conflict with a transparent process of reasoned judgment.
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