
   
 

Does Valid Reasoning Matter? 
(Colloquium on argumentation) 

Abstracts: 
 
 John Biro: Validity and the Aim of Reasoning 
 

While there are other uses of 'valid,' (we sometimes speak of 
having a valid point, a valid position, etc.) here I shall take valid 
reasoning to be the employment of valid arguments in 
reasoning, a valid argument being one whose premises entail its 
conclusion. Accordingly, I propose to understand our question 
as: does it matter whether we use valid arguments when we 
reason? The answer to this question depends on what our aim 
is in reasoning. While we may have other aims (e.g., 
persuading), I assume that the most general and fundamental 
one is to find or offer good reasons for forming or holding a 
belief. It may seem that validity in the sense specified is both 
necessary and sufficient for having such reasons: necessary, for 
if one bases one's belief on an invalid argument, one does not 
have good reasons for holding it; sufficient, for if one recognizes 
a valid argument for a belief, what better reason could one have 
for holding it?  In this paper I argue that while validity is indeed 
– and obviously – necessary, it is not sufficient. Recognizing a 
valid argument for something does not always provide good 
reason for believing it. Contrary to a widely-held assumption, 
belief is not closed under known logical consequence. One can 
know that something follows from something one believes and 
yet not believe it. Rational belief is subject to constraints in 
addition to those imposed by logic. 

 

Marie Duží: Resolving the Paradox of Inference by Procedural Theory  
  of Analytic Information 

 
The classical theory of semantic information (ESI), as formulated 
by Bar-Hillel and Carnap in 1952, does not give a satisfactory 
account of the problem of what information, if any, analytically 
and/or logically true sentences have to offer. According to ESI, 
analytically true sentences lack informational content, and any two 
analytically equivalent sentences convey the same piece of 
information. This problem is connected with Cohen and Nagel’s 
paradox of inference formulated in 1934: Since the conclusion of a 
valid argument is contained in the premises, it fails to provide any 
novel information. Again, ESI does not give a satisfactory account 
of the paradox. In this paper I propose a solution based on the 
distinction between empirical information and analytic information. 
Declarative sentences are informative due to their meanings. I 
construe meanings as structured hyperintensions, modelled in 
Transparent Intensional Logic as so-called constructions. These are 
abstract, algorithmically structured procedures whose constituents 
are sub-procedures occurring in execution mode. My main thesis 
is that procedures are the vehicles of information. Hence, although 
analytically true sentences provide no empirical information about 
the state of the world, they convey analytic information, in the shape 
of procedures prescribing how to arrive at the truths in question. 
Moreover, even though analytically equivalent sentences have 
equal empirical content, their analytic content may be different. 
Finally, though the empirical content of the conclusion of a valid 
argument is contained in the premises, its analytic content may be 
different from the analytic content of the premises and thus convey 
a new piece of information. 
 



   
 

Jan Albert van Laar: Criticism That Yields Dialectical Justification 
 
In my presentation I deal with the justification of beliefs in 
dialogue. What norms should govern such epistemic dialogues? In 
particular: Should we take an objectivist stance, and require the 
participants to only rely on logical connections that as a matter of 
logical fact are sufficiently reliable?  Or should we lower the bar of 
rationality, and settle for whatever the dialogue participants 
happen to accept about the worth of logical connections, so that 
logical validity amounts to no more than having persuasive 
responses to logical criticisms? This is a false dilemma. I argue that 
it is feasible to design normative systems for epistemic dialogue 
that allow the participants to decide themselves on the 
admissibility of logical connections yet facilitate their ambitions to 
reason reliably towards objectively correct outcomes. To that 
purpose I exploit Charles Hamblin’s notion of a “point of order,” 
and show how this type of critical reaction can be used to steer a 
middle course between objectivism and subjectivism. This view on 
dialectical justification will be contrasted with Adam Leite’s 
objectivist view on “justificatory conversation,” and with Michael 
Rescorla’s non-objectivist view on “reasoned discourse.” Finally, I 
will discuss the objection by John Biro and Harvey Siegel that at 
least some version of the pragma-dialectical theory of 
argumentation lacks epistemic ambition, and check to what extent 
my current proposal is vulnerable to it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

David Miller: Logical Content and Its Discontents 
 
The doctrine that the content of a deductively valid argument is 
included in the content of its premises, taken jointly, is a familiar 
one. It has important consequences for the question of what value 
valid arguments possess, since it indicates the poverty of three 
traditional answers: that arguments may and should be used as 
instruments of persuasion, that they may and should be used as 
instruments of justification; and that they may and should be used 
to advance knowledge. The truth is, however, that in each of these 
cases the argument has only a managerial role and, if there is any 
work done, it is the premises that do it. It will be maintained that 
this point has little force against the critical rationalist answer, 
which I shall defend, that the principal purpose of deductive 
reasoning from an assemblage of premises is the exploration of 
their content, facilitating their criticism and rejection. 
 
That said, the main aim of the present paper is not to promote 
critical rationalism but to consider some published objections to 
the doctrine that a statement asserts every statement that is validly 
deducible from it. The counterexamples to be considered fall 
roughly into two groups: statements that emerge with time from a 
rich mathematical or empirical theory, but were originally 
unformulated and are deducible from the theory only in a non-
trivial way (Williamson 2012, Frederick 2011, 2015); and 
statements, notably disjunctions, that are easily formulated and are 
deducible from a theory in a trivial way (Schurz & Weingartner 
1987, Gemes 1994, Mura 2008, Yablo 2014). Each of these 
counterexamples will be evaluated and dismissed. 
  
 



   
 

Jaroslav Peregrin: Logic and Knowledge of the World 
 
It may seem that logic is tool of weaving the web of our beliefs in 
the correct way, so that they come to make up an accurate map of 
the world. There is a vast number of ways to work with our beliefs, 
and we hold that the logic we generally adopt embodies, at least 
approximately, the route that makes our knowledge faithful to the 
facts. I will argue that this picture is amiss; I will indicate that if we 
reflect on the meanings of logical constants and acknowledge their 
inferential dimension, we can see that the logical rules are not 
strategic rules that advise us what to do (and what not to do) with 
our beliefs, but primarily rather constitutive rules, which equip us 
with certain kinds of beliefs (in the case of modus ponens, these are 
especially hypothetical beliefs).  It follows that the picture of having 
been fortunate in having fallen upon the right rules of logic is 
misleading – we cannot systematically disobey the rules without 
forfeiting our basic logical concepts, such as negation, implication 
etc., and with them the immensely useful modes of thought that 
these open up for us. Hence the unique epistemological powers 
that evolution granted us cannot be understood as just using the 
correct logical rules rather than their fallacious variants. What 
evolution has equipped us with are new modes of thought, such 
as the hypothetical mode, which is unlocked by implication. 
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