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ABSTRACT

Logical analysis is a very important evaluatioraafy argumentation, but it
is rather essential for religious argumentationgital analysis of beliefs and
religious phenomena should not have different epist grounds. In this article, |
will raise some points about the logic of beliet@tation to religious argumentation.
Propositions of any assertion are based on trutkliional validity and consistency
in order to achieve sound argumentation. Cognipinazess works through personal
choices along with traditionally accepted argumentftsbelief. On the one hand
religious arguments assert certain epistemologissumptions, whereas, on the
other hand, one tries to match one’s own prejudimisas, opinions and so forth
with religious ones. An assessment of religiousuargnts through logical analysis
will be very helpful to understand preferences eldb systems.

Key Words: Philosophy of Logic, Logic of Belief, JustificatiprProposition,
Premise, Conclusion, Validity, Consistency, ReligicArgument.

Thinking logically is not always an easy task tdfifccompletely and
satisfactorily, especially in such areas where abjef knowledge need to be
identified. It might be more difficult in religiouthought, which interfere in
many subject-matters. Any rational thought opendoar to an analysis of
logical and linguistic capabilities for the humarnth Arguably, unlike other
propositions of arguments, religious propositionanmot escape from
metaphysical connections. However, metaphysicsspdayole in any religious
argument and it becomes apparent that the epistgmoind of metaphysics is
crucial for deciding both primary and final judgemt® Logical analysis of
beliefs and religious phenomena should not havierdifit epistemic grounds
apart from their metaphysical relations. Proposgiof religious thought assert
truth-conditional validity while their cognitive @cesses are on conscious
preferences. Religious argumentation might have esed on certain axioms,
assumptions or doxastic judgements like any othied lof argumentation.
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Judgements, prejudices, opinions and preferencethaafght are part of an
affirmation or a negation of a thought. Epistematafjcontent of proposition,
belief, representation and sense is preservedeirmind (Morton 1997, 1-22).
Capability of a mind is ready to produce any lobgsand from there. Logical
formation could be followed through linguistic sttures that normally
accompany thought processes. Rationality of religidhought in religious
argumentation is also correlated to linguisticapatality of any religious
language.

Religious argumentations are not dissimilar fromy awther
argumentation in respect of the structure of fororainformal logic. Although
there have been historical debates of whetherioakgargumentation are to be
discussed on the basis of rationale or not, angioels argumentation is subject
to epistemological examination regardless to tmeataphysical connections.
Metaphysical grounds of religious arguments alsedn® be discussed while
their epistemic sources are analysed for premisess canclusions (Hintikka
2005). Propositions are set up on certain truthiesland any logical analysis
begins with the problem of the primary epistemicdgements for the
propositions. Nonetheless as Hodges asserts, der do assess the rationality of
an argument, we need to take into account all tieavk facts, and not just the
stated premises. An argument is normally deploygaingt a background of
known facts and agreed beliefs, and the rationalfitthe argument depends on
what these facts and beliefs are” (Hodges 1985, €Banges in the epistemic
grounds of the arguments alter premises and alga@@mclusion of arguments.
Thus, when a connection between logic and beliefeismonstrated, there is a
certain need to establish how the juxtapositiopr@mises and the conclusion
are integrated in the argument.

The history of theories of knowledge shows us thate are some
rejections as regards the principles of the strectidi logic; especially critiques
of religion-based objections are directed to jicsifons of epistemologies for
argumentations (Pojman 1999). One may criticiseptireciples of logic without
completely denying rational argumentation. It midi¢ more important to
provide principled justifications for one’s viewsxdhto be aware of their
implications (Goldsteiret. al. 2005, 59). Disputably, the nature of the religious
arguments can be of the metaphysical, existentighistemological,
methodological kind in essence. Furthermore, ethisacial, and scientific
propositions may also interact within religious wargentation. Independence of
any kind of knowledge-based assertion from othdresgs of thought may
conclude a lack of proper judgements. ‘Logicalktrib argumentation is used
as opposed to ‘contingent truth’ which is empiricalfactual truth. As Haight
claims, “we do not need premises that are trudl ipogsible worlds, unless our
conclusion isaboutall possible worlds. All we need to know they taitee in this
one” (Haight 1999, 57).
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An argument might be valid but its conclusion costitl be false, then
the argument is valid and sound. “Once we decid# #n argument is
deductively valid, we may direct attention to theestion of its soundness”
(Lepore 2000, 14). Laws of thought, the principfeidentity, the principle of
non-contradiction, the principle of excluded middfeave been taken as
necessary and sometimes sufficient conditions &idity of a thought (Nagel
1996, 181). Good argument should not only be Jalitit should also have true
premises to be called a sound argument. Axiom$ialgful philosophical tools
as a special kind of premise in a certain kindaifonal system. “Axioms in
such systems are initial claims that stand in redet justification- at least from
within the system” (Baggini and Fosl 2003, 26).réligious argumentations
there are varieties of those kinds of axioms wtlaoh in dispute whether they
are at the centre of epistemology of the creedaréiens or not. If a proposition
is counted as the central core element of epistegyoit is believed to be true
and becomes a faith and as such part of religimeodrse.

An argument has to be established on solid grouffds: logical
purposes, an argument simply consists of a sen@mnaesmall set of sentences
which lead up to, and might or might not justifyjpnge other sentence”
(Thomassi 1999, 32). Furthermore, “one and the ssanéence can be used to
make a true statement in one situation and an erdgtatement in another
situation” (Hodges 1985, 27). Proposition is to mak assertion. Propositions
are either true or false, one may not know whicki@dar instance is true
(Nuchelmans1983). For Quine, proposition is nothing but a deaive
sentence. Meaning and factuality of matter showdiclneach other. “Meanings
of sentences are exalted as abstract entitiegindtvn right under the name of
propositions. These, not the sentences themselk@sgeen as the things that are
true or false. These are the things also that mogvk or believed or disbelieved
and are found obvious or surprising” (Quine 198p, I&formation which is
given in proposition may not always be clearly sagrification of the meaning
identifies the epistemology of those propositiopilér 1998, 279-302). Quine
also rejects the linguistic theory of logical trutthich refers to the fact that
language makes logical truths. Although theredtoae bond between logic and
language, truth-claims have their own judgmentalcesses (Quine 1986, 95-
102). In addition, religious language plays a greate in religious
argumentations but propositions have their trutives based on their
certain/particular/specific epistemological grount¢oozley argues that there
are degrees of truth. “Only fully coherent systelpmpositions would be the
complete knowledge of reality, any body of progdosis or so-called knowledge
that falls short of that will be only loosely cokat, and all propositions will be
partly true and partly false, no proposition is Wharue and none is wholly
false” (Woozley 1969, 155). If that is the caseréhis a need for further care to
identify truth and knowledge regarding logical carey for argumentations. If
one understands a ‘situation’ in the sense oficelgyparadigm, the problem that
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arises is whether the result of the religious argutation might lead to a
dichotomy amongst the sphere of rationality. Ineortb avoid those kinds of
paradoxical conflicts among religious argumentagjon clear definition of
religious epistemology needs to be identified fiasid foremost. It becomes
urgent, since religious arguments may produce pialtonclusions.

In classical two-valued Aristotelian argumentatigrhich depends on
truth-values of premises and conclusions, it ggesshow that an examination
of the premises and conclusions is to find a Iddgialacy. Aristotle says that
“when arguments reason to a false conclusion titg solution is to demolish
the point on which the falsity depends: for the dkton of any random point is
no solution, even if the point demolished is falser the argument may contain
many falsehoods, e.g. suppose someone assumesetiveto sits, writes and
that Socrates is sitting; for from these point®lfows that Socrates is writing.
Now we may demolish the proposition that Socrasesitting, and still be no
nearer to a solution of the argument. ‘Yet the axis false’. But it is not on that
that falsity of the argument depends; for supposirag any one should happen
to be sitting and not writing, it would be impodsilin such a case to apply the
same solution” (Aristotle 1995, 271). Changes @& premises may result in
changes of the conclusion too. He reminds us hieeeimportance of necessity
of connection between premises and conclusion. &8s gn to explain that
“accordingly, it is not this that needs to be deasi@d, but rather that he who
sits, writes: for not everyone who sits writes. Hen, who has demolished the
point on which the falsity depends, has given tbkit®n of the argument
completely. Anyone who knows that it is on such &ugh a point that the
argument depends, knows the solution of it, jushdke case of a figure falsely
drawn. For it is not enough to object, even if theint demolished is a
falsehood, but the reason of the falsity should &ls demonstrated; for then it
would be clear whether the man makes his objectitin his eyes open or not”
(ibid).

Aristotle perceives four possible ways of prevemtinan from bringing
his argument to a conclusion. “It can be done eitlyedemolishing the point on
which the falsity that comes about depends, ortatngy an objection directed
against the questioner- for often when a solutias ot as a matter of fact been
brought, yet the questioner is rendered therebylen® pursue the argument
any farther” {bid). These are demonstrations of the faults in tiggraentation
and that person who argues. The personal critifjtieeoquestioner is a form of
ad hominem:Thirdly, one may object to the questions asked;itf may happen
that what the questioner wants does not follow ftaenquestions he has asked
because he has asked them badly, whereas if somettiditional is granted the
conclusion comes about. If, then the questionan&ble to pursue his argument
farther, the objection will be directed against gfuestioner; if he can do so, then
it will be against his questionsib{d). An objection to the conclusion which
does not follow from the premises or proof is alla non sequitur.A
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conclusion of the argument should be followed lalfjic by what is in its
premises“The fourth and worst kind of objection is thatialnis directed to the
time allowed for discussion: for some people britgections of a kind which
would take longer to answer than the length ofdiseussion in handilfid).
According to Aristotle, only dismissing the poinipon which falsity relies is
the real solution. All other objections are obdirts of thought. Surely,
religious arguments also have elements of intempiogt and perception of
reality. But they are also subject to avoiding dogical fallacies such aad
hominem, non sequituargumentationsand so forth. What is warranted or
justified belief in the argumentation requires nt@irance of proper usage of
terms and concepts. Then, the systematic waysfefeinces have to utilise the
logical analysis on certain epistemic grounds.

K. Popper, although not claiming to underestimatgdal analysis and
language analysis for evaluating argumentatiors fie&t these are only part of
the process. He says that “I do not deny that sungetwhich may be called
‘logical analysis’ can play a role in this processclarifying and scrutinizing
our problems and our proposed solutions; and lal@ssert that the methods of
‘logical analysis’ or ‘language analysis’ are nexa@gy useless. My thesis is,
rather, that these methods are far from being iy anes which a philosopher
can use with advantage, and that they are in nocasacteristic of philosophy.
They are no more characteristic of philosophy tbamany other scientific or
rational inquiry” (Popper 2002, 19). If the argurheis seen as a firm
construction, premises are like bricks and the kesman is like a roof supported
by these bricks; one should not suppose to be megsevithout the other. If the
bricks are solid, the construction is supposed @osblid as well, because
propositions are key elements of any argumentalios.what is used to make a
statement or assertion on the basis of certairtegpis preference. Proposition
has a value of truth or falsity. It is either trorefalse in two-valued logic. Truth
and knowledge should be consistent. It might beastp as to what the case is;
logical analysis is an enquiry to discover it. Gapaof a knower, the limitation
of knowledge, and veracity of argumentation are alssociated to a discovery
of the coherence of truth-value through epistemplag the argumentation
(Rescher 2005, 10).

Epistemic logic is the systematisation of the logit knowledge.
Knowing a particular conjunction is the beginninfgknowing all the parts of
that conjunct. Since an inquiry starts, “graduallyridge has begun to be forged
purely logical questions to such central epistegicll questions as those
concerning the objects of knowledge, different kingbr even senses) of
knowledge (and their interrelations), the intenéiboharacter of knowledgege
dicto versusde re distinction and so on” (Hintikka and Halonen 20Q%46).
Epistemic objects can be meaningfully understootthéncontext of a structured
argument. Therefore, the source of knowledge dlassiuniversals and
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particulars into proper categories, and categdoisaif certain epistemological
grounds requires producing a judgemental belieferses and ideas.

Necessity and contingency of a proposition is defirby primary
epistemic judgements. “Statements whose truthlsityfas not necessary express
contingent truths (or untruths). These depend on the way h&f world.
(‘Contingent on’ means ‘dependent on.) The statésnare also calledontingent
statementsre also called contingent statements. In a diffeworld they might
be false” (Haight 1999, 53Yhe necessity of a proposition may or may not be
found in a concluding statement. Judgemental pseseare for premises and
conclusions and then the overall juxtapositionrgbienentation. Thus, validity of
a premise does not necessarily bring about a regessnclusion (Shapiro
2006). Any conclusion taken as a premise of anadhgmmentation needs to be
analysed again in its relation to the sphere df déingument. Otherwise, logical
fallacies may occur to demolish the argumentaflanevaluate an argument, one
must first display its logical form in order to denstrate epistemic judgements
and then must justify those logical forms by somerapriate means (Fisher
1988, 152).

Varieties of validation of any argumentation can doenpiled by the
following: (1) An argument is validf and only ifit is not invalid. (2) If an
argument is validthenany argument of its form is also valid. (3) Anamgent is
valid if and only ifthere is no argument of its form that has truemgdions and
a false conclusion. Then following forms are ingdalirgumentations: (1) an
argument is invalidf and only ifit is not valid. (2) An argument is invalifland
onlyif its conclusion does not follow on from its assuom. (3) An argument is
invalid if and onlyif the conclusion has nothing to do with the assumpti(4)
An argument is invalidif and only if it has true assumptions and a false
conclusion. (5) If an argument has true assumptimuka false conclusion, it is
invalid. (6) An argument is invaliif there is an argument of its form that is
invalid. (7) An argument is invalid and only ifthere is an argument of its form
that is invalid. (8) An argument is invalitland only ifthere is a counterexample
to it (Packard and Faulconer 1980, 8-16).

Hodges defines logic as the study of the consigteficets of belief.
Those beliefs can be expressed by declarativersmge“Just as beliefs, a set of
declarative sentences is callednsistentif there is some possible situation in
which all the sentences are true” (Hodges 1985, U@yical coherence is
amongst the premises, conclusion and overall juégésnand an agreement
amongst assertions. The theory of correspondentetbfis an epistemological
assertion that a statement is true if it showsygsor demonstrates what it is
that it is. Factuality of an assertion can be as®dyon the justification of truth.
Correlation of truth to the argument is a relatlgtween truth-value of the
argument and its factuality in the world. A struetwf the argument needs to be
sustained conceivably in judgemental assertiordgelments on the validity and
soundness of argument are to make a decision ontlisvwprocess works for
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verification on the knowledge and object of argutagan. Intrinsic behaviour
of epistemological root of the argument is embeddeldgical structure of the
argument (Meyer 2001, 183-200).

Being conscious and able to think about thingsemiBindamental
questions. Questions such as, ‘who am [?’, ‘witkdel come from?’, ‘where
will 1 go?’, ‘what is the meaning of life?’ and sorth might be seen as
metaphysical questions as well. And many relatedstipns regarding the
meaning of the nature of life lie in the decisioakimg processes of daily life.
Religions have tried to answer similar questionsoughout the history of
mankind. Studying abstract concepts allow passidgments on propositions to
make or establish truths-claims whereas those judges are a product of
epistemological preferences (Audi 1998he concept of ‘theology’ denotes a
system of doxastic beliefs through religious argotseYet, religious arguments
are not solely justifications of theological aswars. Logical analyses allocate
questions to be responded through discovering judgéal processes. A
rational justification or the explanations for thases of religious beliefs is
connected to not only epistemological grounds andtiire of the argument but
also beliefper se(Schlesinger 2001). If someone argues that watés ab100
Celsius, s/he can prove it in a laboratory. If sonedoes not accept this result,
s/he has to prove why. On the other hand the pmolpleving the existence of
an entity is not similar to the above example. lifet®s the problem: does
religious knowledge differ from scientific knowleglgwhich is based on
experience or empirical data? Even if some peoplenat agree with the
standards of evaluating its truth, there is an egent as to what constitutes
evidence. To reach an evidence of religious commiisone may need more
evaluation and justification. That is the reasonywieople may think that
religious judgement is different than others.

Some believers may not consider providing any ewideto support
their faiths; since they may think that faith alqustifies the foundation of their
religious argument. Still, they think faith is thevidence for them. Thus,
religious knowledge does not seem to employ theestype of evidence as
empirical knowledge.Therefore, some philosophers assume that religious
beliefs are not rationally acceptable, becauseheir tconcealed metaphysical
connection in their epistemology (cf. Plantinga 39%hile most religions have
a body of beliefs and doctrines, these can oftem fand produce very compli-
cated religious arguments. Discussions on doxastiefs for establishing any
faith do not necessitate ignoring their metaphységlanations in favour of
epistemological preferences (Hintikka 1998). Fotiotia of belief are not only
based on rational processes of thought but alssopal preferences and
emphasises on the belief. Although perception dfaptgssical realities might
vary from one person to another, according to tbein judgements, there are a
certain number of religious frameworks for estdbfig a solid ground for
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justification. Foundation of belief is not only uad by any rational process of
thought, but also judged by its correspondenceutb.t

A Conclusion

Any statement has a judgemental value on its ep@tegical ground.
Therefore, any premise and conclusion is subje@ pastification on its truth
value. In this sense, propositions are derived faertain belief postulates,
which the term of belief is used here in a genergning. The concept of belief
is also very essential for religious thought. Theik always be an attempt to
lay down the logical framework of religious argurtgrin epistemological and
methodological approaches. Existential and ratiogadjuiry about religious
phenomena leads to a religious conviction aboutpttopositions of subject-
matter whilst attempting justification of true kefli Concepts, propositions and
inferences may also be drawn from existential domistys through
metaphysical diversity in religious argumentatidBsmetimes, logic of belief is
attacked by misleading premises and invalid comnmhss likewise as it may
happen in any other argumentation. Consciousnedg dbgical consequence of
any religious assertion relates to interpretatibthe metaphysical judgements.
In order to have any rational discussion aboutdtaement of a belief, one
needs to be clear about the foundation of beliefstaeing consciously aware of
the judgemental statements of epistemological pafes. But one should not
also forget that religious logic needs a holisfip@ach too. At the same time,
understandings, perceptions, experiences andgtagtical applications of those
preferences can, or should, be observed and mdlest daily life. The
application or demonstration of belief is directlglated to one’s personal
responses to his or her evaluations of epistemmbghases. Thus, the usage of
logic is the same in argumentations but sometirhespicture may hide its
stages.
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OZET

Dini Argimantasyonla fliskisinde inang Mantigi Yargisi Uzerine Bir
Degerlendirme

Mantiksal analiz her tirli argimantasyonda c¢ok dnetir
degerlendirmedir, ama dini argimantasyon icin daha kia ehemmiyet
kazanmaktadir.inanclarin ve dini fenomenlerin mantiksal analizirklia
epistemik zeminlere sahip olmamalidir. Bu makalediej argiimantasyonla
iliskisinde inan¢ manginda bazi noktalari ortaya koy&eta Her turll iddiayi
ileri siiren dnermenin gam bir argimantasyon afwrabilmesi i¢in dgruluk
kosuluna bgli gecerlilik ve tutarlilik Uzerine kurulmahdir.ilzinsel surecler
inancin geleneksel kabul edignargimanlari ile birlikte kisel tercihler ile
birlikte calsir. Bir yonden dini iddialar belirli epistemolojikarsayimlar ileri
surerler, dker yandan kinin 6nyargilari, idealari, gtinceleri ile dini olanlarini
birlegtirirler. Dini argiimanlarin mantiksal analiz yolaytigerlendirilmesi inang
sistemleri Uzerinde yapilan tercihleri anlamayalyaci olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Mantik felsefesiinang Mant, Yargi, Onerme, Oncill,
Sonug, Gegerlilik, Tutarlihk, Dini Argument.
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