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Tutorial 1: Introduction & Arguments  

Overview 

 Part 1: Introduction 

-Watch video Monty Python – Philosopher’s World Cup 

-Very Brief Discussion on General Philosophy 

-Discuss Course Objectives & Grading Methodology 

-Discuss Email Communication  

-Office Hours 

 

 Part 2: Arguments  

-Types of Arguments 

-Main Objective 

-Focus on Deductive Arguments 

-Soundness and Validity (Explained via definition and examples) 

-Necessary and Sufficient Conditions of a Good Argument 

-Conclusion  
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Part One: Introduction  

 Monty Python – Philosopher’s World Cup  

Video 

-Why is the video funny? 

-What does it tell us about philosophy? 

-Is there truth to the video? 

 

 Briefly, What then is Philosophy? 

-Conceptual Activity 

-Clarification of concepts 

-Critical Thinking 

-Logical Analysis 

-Concerns with the most fundamental questions with respect to the 

empirical sciences, and, perhaps even non-empirical questions.  

 

 Grading Policy 

-Blind Grading with a twist 

-Criterion of grading: Based on correctness, completeness, clarity, and 

rigour 

-Further details will be provided as we make progress in the course 

 

 Contact Email 

-One can contact me at the following address: yhasan3@uwo.ca 

-Communication will be through UWO addresses only 

-Helpful if name and Student ID are mentioned while sending an email 

-Clear, well-thought, and concise emails are quite encouraged 

 

 Office Hours 

-Office location: Stevenson Hall, Room 3156 

-Office Time: Choice – (we will vote in class) 

-I very much encourage you to attend my office hours to clarify any issue, 

say, an issue on grading method, clarifying problems, elucidating some text 

material, discuss ideas, discuss arguments and criticisms, and so forth.  
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Part Two: Arguments – Validity & Soundness 

 Types of Arguments 

-Deductive Arguments vs. Ampliative Arguments 

-Ampliative Arguments:  Different types - Inductive arguments, abductive 

arguments, arguments from analogy, etc. Conclusion is at best probable. 

-Deductive arguments: Conclusion is certainly true in the best case scenario 

 

 Objective: By the end of this tutorial, we will have a good understanding of 

the necessary and sufficient conditions for a good deductive argument. 

  

 Difference Between Valid arguments and Invalid Argument 

Def. Validity: An argument is valid if and only if it is impossible for all the 

premises to be true and (simultaneously) the conclusion false.  

Def. Invalidity: An argument is invalid if and only if it is not valid.  

 

 Identify which of the following arguments are valid and explain why that is 

the case: 

-Example 1 

If I am in London (Ontario), then I am in Canada.  

I am in London (Ontario). 

∴ I am in Canada.  

 

-Example 2 

Either Alice is strong or she is intelligent. 

She is not strong. 

∴ She is intelligent.  

 

-Example 3 

If it rains, then Alice is wet.  

Alice is wet. 

∴ It rained. 
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-Example 4 

All humans are parrots. 

All parrots are birds. 

∴ All humans are birds.  

 

Answers: 1 Valid, 2 Valid, 3 Invalid, and 4 Valid 

 

 Def. Soundness: An argument is sound if and only if it is both valid and 

all the premises are true.  

Is the argument in example 4 valid? Is it good? Why not? 

-Example 5 

All humans are mammals. 

All mammals are animals. 

∴ All humans are animals.  

Answer: 4 Valid, Not Sound; 5 Sound: Valid & All Premises are true 

 

 Conclusion: 

-Brief Summary 

-We get to know the following: _________________ is a necessary condition 

for a good deductive argument. Is it a sufficient condition as well? If not, 

then what is a sufficient condition for a good argument?  

 

Answer: Validity; Soundness  

 

 

 Discussion Question 1(for the next tutorial): Is the following premise 

true or false: ‘This sentence is false’. 
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Tutorial 2: Effective Philosophical Writing & Gaunilo’s Objection, 

Creationism, and Evolution   

Overview  

• Part 1: Hallmarks of Good Philosophical Writing  

-Clear and Distinct Thesis Statement (or argument)  

-Clear and Concise Procedure (structure of the essay)  

-Defending Premises of Argument (Body)  

-Brief Conclusion (Enlightened Summary)  

-Questions and Answers Regarding Part 1  

  

• Part 2: Gaunilo`s Objection & Creationism vs. Evolution  

a) Gaunilo’s Objection  

-Analogical Argument to show absurdity of ontological argument  

-Objection to Gaunilo’s argument (relevant disanalogy)  

-Possible Response   

b) Creationism vs. Evolution   

-Discussion on justification with respect to the following three models:  

1) Young-earth Creationism Model  

2) Evolutionary Creationism Model  

3) Theory of evolution absent any maximally great intelligence 

Which model/theory do you accept/prefer and why?   
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Part One: How to Write a Good Philosophical Paper  

• Clear and Distinct Thesis Statement  

-A thesis statement is an argument (supporting premises + conclusion)  

-Thesis statement needs to be narrow and specific  

-Example of a thesis statement: In her book X, Sarah Johnson argues that 

the common cold is not caused by cold weather. To support her claim, she 

explains that cold results from a virus. Moreover, the virus is prevalent in 

the season winter. This accounts for the correlation between cold weather 

and common cold.   

  

Activity: Identify the argument, central-idea/conclusion, and supporting 

reasons/premises above.   

  

• Precise Procedure for The Essay  

-State the goal for your paper  

-State the steps you will take to achieve your goal  

-Lay down a simple and clear structure of the paper  

-Example of a procedure: The goal of my essay is to show that Sarah 

Johnson’s argument is not only plausible but also defensible against two 

supposedly devastating objections. I will achieve my goal by first arguing 

why the first objection is circular. Afterwards, I will explain why the second 

objection probably suffers from incoherence. As a result, Johnson’s 

position, I argue, is reasonable to accept.   

  

• Defending Premises of Argument (Body)  

-Each premise of the argument needs to be explained and defended -

Example of defending a premise: Sarah Johnson provides an explanation for 

why common cold is prevalent in cold weather. Viruses are seasonal and 

especially widespread in the season winter. We correlate the cold 

temperature with common cold, but this is a correlation-causation fallacy. 

James, however, argues that cold does cause common cold since our 

immune system is compromised due to extreme cold weather. This, 
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according to James, makes us more susceptible to catch a cold. While this is 

not completely false, says Johnson, the effect described by James is not 

statistically significant. For this reason, Johnson maintains her conclusion 

that it is a myth that cold is caused by cold weather.  

-Clarify concepts by using simpler concepts and examples  

-Present plausible objections and good rebuttals   

  

• Brief Conclusion (Enlightened Introduction)  

-For our purposes, the conclusion is expected to be very short  

-The conclusion is essentially restating the argument/goal of the paper in 

an insightful manner  

-Example of a conclusion: In this paper, I showed how Sarah Johnson 

argued for why common cold is a virus that has properties predisposing it 

to be prevalent in the winter season. Even though, exposure to extreme 

low temperatures may weaken our immune system, it is still misleading to 

think that low temperatures cause cold.   

  

Activity: How is the conclusion both a restatement of your thesis/goal and 

an enlightenment?     

Part Two: Gaunilo`s Objection & Creationism vs. Evolution  

a) Gaunilo’s Objection  

-Analogical Argument to show absurdity of ontological argument  

What can we say about the form of the ontological argument and 

Gaunilo’s, say, “Perfect Pizza” argument?   

-Objection to Gaunilo’s argument (relevant disanalogy)  

‘Perfect being’ and ‘perfect pizza’ are characteristically different  

The concept of ‘perfect pizza’ seems to be incoherent  
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-Possible Response (or separate objection)  

Fine. But “Existence is not a predicate (or property of a thing)” (Kant).   

  

  

b) Creationism vs. Evolutionary Creationism vs. Godless Evolution   

-Discussion on justification with respect to the following three models:  

1) Young-earth Creationism Model  

-The Earth is around 6-10 thousand years old  

-God did it  

Activity: Objections?  

2) Evolutionary Creationism Model  

-The earth is what standard science tells us 

-God is responsible for the initial conditions  

Activity: Objections?  

3) Theory of evolution absent any maximally 

great intelligence  

-The earth is what standard science tells us  

-No need for God to explain all that is the case 

Activity: Objections?  

Main Activity: Which theory/model are we justified to accept? Can we have 

a true model/theory and yet not be justified in holding that theory/model?   

 

  

 Discussion Question 2: In tomorrow’s class, you will do Pascal’s wager. 

Belief in God is the most (pragmatically) rational choice, argues Pascal. If 

there is no God, then belief in God is somewhat inconvenient. You 

might, for instance, have to pray every now and then and waste your 
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time (given there is no God). But, if there is God, you will spend an 

eternity in hell. Clearly, the best choice is to believe in God.   

  

Can you use the structure of the argument to somehow argue that belief in 

the non-existence of God is the most rational? If so, how do you do it?  
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Tutorial 3: Analysis of Knowledge: Rationalist Account of Knowledge 

vs. Empiricist Account of Knowledge  

Overview  

• Part 1: Traditional Analysis of Knowledge   

-Justified-True-Belief (JTB) Account of Knowledge  

-Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Knowledge   

-Discussion  

  

• Part 2: Empiricism vs. Rationalism (in light of Part 1)  

-The Analytic/Synthetic Distinction  

-A Priori/A Posteriori Distinction  

-Empiricist Account of Knowledge  

-Rationalist Account of Knowledge    

-Discussion on Both Accounts of Knowledge   
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Part One: Traditional Analysis of Knowledge  

• Def. Knowledge: S (a thinker) knows that P (a proposition) if and only if S 

believes that P, P is true, and S is justified in believing that P.  

- Knowledge ≡ [(Belief) & (Truth) & (Justification)]   

a) Belief: It is a mental state concerning propositions. It concerns a kind of 

awareness with respect to the truth-value of a proposition.  b) Truth: A 

proposition has a truth-value in virtue of a fact   

Example: ‘Snow is white’ just in case snow is white. The proposition ‘Snow 

is white’ is true in virtue of the fact that snow is white. Had snow in fact 

been black, the proposition ‘Snow is white’ would be false.  

c) Justification: The reasons that makes a belief worthy to believe (or hold).  

-Discussion Activity: What are the necessary and sufficient conditions for 

knowledge?  

  

  

Part Two: Empiricist vs. Rationalist Accounts of Knowledge  
  

• The Analytic/Synthetic Distinction  

-Def. Analyticity: A proposition P is analytic if and only if either P is true by 

definition or P is true in virtue of the meanings of the logical connectives (it 

is a logical or mathematical truth).  

Examples: a) All bachelors are unmarried men. b) ‘P v ~P’ (Either P or not P) 

or ‘2+2=4’.   

-Def. Syntheticity: A proposition P is synthetic if and only if it is not analytic.  

Examples: ‘The grass is green’, ‘Water boils at 100 degrees Celsius under 

standard conditions’, ‘The earth revolved around the sun’, and so forth.   
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• The A Priori/A Posteriori Distinction  

-Def. A Priori: S knows a prior that P if and only P is knowable independent 

of experience (it is known via pure reasoning or some supposedly rational 

intuition).   

-Def. A posterior: S knows a posteriori that P if and only if P is knowable 

through experience only.   

-Discussion Activity: Can you think of examples for a priori and a posteriori 

instances of knowledge?   

  

• Empiricist Account of Knowledge  

-All knowledge ultimately come from experience   

-The role of reasoning is secondary   

“Reason is and ought to be a slave of passions [or experience]” (Hume)  

-Result: Knowledge ≡ Synthetic A posteriori OR Analytic A Priori   

  

• Rationalist Account of Knowledge  

-Reason is a superior source of knowledge  

-Reason (or intellect) allows us to know certain things independent of 

experience  

-Result: Knowledge ≡ Synthetic A Posteriori OR Analytic A Priori OR 

Synthetic A Priori   
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 Participation question 3:   

All the objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into 

two kinds, to wit, Relations of Ideas, and Matters of fact. Of the first kind 

are the sciences of Geometry, Algebra, and Arithmetic [which are] 

discoverable by the mere operation of thought. […] Matters of fact, which 

are the second object of human reason, are not ascertained in the same 

manner; nor is our evidence of their truth, however great, of a like nature 

with the foregoing.   

[…] If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, 

for instance; let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning concerning 

quantity or number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning 

concerning matter of fact and existence? No. Commit it then to the flames: 

for it can contain nothing but sophistry and illusion. (Hume, An Enquiry 

Concerning Human Understanding)  

Question: Is Hume’s claim itself meaningless (worthy to be committed to the 

flames)? If not, explain how Hume could defend his own claim against 

meaninglessness.   
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Tutorial 4: Review of Last Segment of Tutorial 3 and General Remarks 

about Paper One & Raven’s Paradox 

Overview 

 Part 1: Review Categories of Knowledge and Some Brief Remarks About 

Paper One 

-Categories of Knowledge  

-General Remarks on Paper One 

-Questions and Answers 

 

 Part 2: Hempel’s Ravens (Ravens Paradox)  

-Deductive vs. Ampliative Reasoning (In particular, Inductive Reasoning) 

-Brush up on Baby Logic 

-Raven’s Paradox  

Discussion Activity: Suggest Possible Resolutions 
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Part One: Recall Categories of Knowledge From Tutorial 3 and 

Concerning The Grades 

 Analytic A Priori Knowledge, Synthetic A Posteriori Knowledge, and 

Synthetic A Priori Knowledge Shown in Table 

- 

 Analytic Synthetic 

A Priori Certain and Known 
Independent of 
Experience  
e.g. ‘2+2=4’  

Kant!  
Knowledge about the 
world yet known via 
reason 

A Posteriori  Highly Probable (at 
best) and Linked to 
Experience 
e.g. ‘The grass is green’ 

 

 

-Give Examples of Analytic A priori and Synthetic A posteriori Knowledge 

(refer to definitions and further examples in Tutorial 3) 

 
 

Knowledge

Analytic A Priori 
(certain)

Mathematical Logical 

Synthetic A 
Posteriori 
(probable)

Scientific/Every-
Day Knowledge
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-Grade Distribution: Some General Remarks  

 

*Questions and Answers 

 

Part Two: The Ravens Paradox 

 Forms of Reasonings (refer to tutorial 1 as well) 

 
 Some Baby Logic 

-Before talking about ravens paradox, we need to talk about logically 

equivalent sentences 

-Def. A sentence P is logically equivalent to Q if and only if whenever P is 

true Q is true and whenever P is false Q is false.  

-In other words the truth-value of P and Q are always the same (no 

matter what the truth-value be). (Note: P and Q could be complex 

sentences).  

-For example, the sentence ‘A or B’ [Either A or B] is logically equivalent 

to the sentence ‘B or A’ [Either B or A]. For instance, the sentence, 

‘Either Alice is intelligent or she is angry’ is logically equivalent to 

‘Either Alice is angry or she is intelligent’. Whenever ‘A or B’ is true, so is 

‘B or A’ and vice versa.  

Types of 
Reasonings

Deductive 
Reasonings 

Logical Mathematical

Ampliative 
Reasonings

Induction Abduction Etc.
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 The Ravens Paradox 

Observation 1: If raven, then black.  

Observation 2: If raven, then black. 

. 

Observation n: If raven, then black. (Where n is sufficiently large) 

∴ (∀x) (Rx -> Bx) [All ravens are black]  

-After observing many instances of ravens and noticing they were always 

black, we make an inductive inference and conclude that all ravens are black. 

In other words, from particular instances of ravens that were black, we 

generalized that all ravens are black. Our conclusion is probable. So far so 

good. 

-Logicians tell us that just as ‘A or B’ is logically equivalent to ‘B or A’,  

‘(∀x) (Rx -> Bx)’ is logically equivalent to ‘(∀x) (not-Bx ->not-Rx)’ 

 In other words, ‘All ravens are black’ is logically equivalent to ‘Every thing 

that is not black is a not a raven’.  

So what? 

 If I observe a black raven, my degree of belief (or credence) in the 

hypothesis that ‘All ravens are black’ goes up. This is because observing a 

black raven is an instance of the generalization ‘All ravens are black’.  

 Similarly, if I observe a non-black non-raven, my degree of belief in the 

hypothesis that ‘Every thing that is not black is a not a raven’ goes up. This 

is because observing a non-black non-raven (say a white shoe or a pink pen) 

is an instance of the generalization ‘Every thing that is not black is not a 

raven’. 

 But ‘All ravens are black’ is logically equivalent to ‘Every thing that is not 

black is not a raven’. Then just like observing a black raven increases your 

degree of belief in the hypothesis that ‘All ravens are black’, so should 
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observing a white chalk, a red rose, or a blue pen increase the degree of 

your belief in ‘All ravens are black’. WHAT? (paradox) 

 

 Discussion on Possible Resolution to the Paradox 

 

 Discussion Question 4: 

-What are the differences between primary qualities and secondary qualities? 

Give examples. (Locke) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:yhasan3@uwo.ca


Course: Introduction to Philosophy (Philosophy 1020) 
Year: 2013-2014 
TA: Yousuf Hasan 
Contact: yhasan3@uwo.ca 
Office: Stevenson Hall, Room 3156, 11:00 am – 12:00 pm 

Tutorial 5: Analysis of Truth—Correspondence, Coherence, and 

Pragmatism 

Overview 

 The Correspondence Theory  

-Def. of Correspondence Theory of Truth 

-Objections 

 The Coherence Theory 

-Def. Coherence Theory of Truth 

-Objections 

-Responses 

-Objections 

-Counters 

 Pragmatic Account of Truth 

-Def. of Pragmatic Theory of Truth 

-Objections 

-Discussion: Which Theory is the Best? 
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Correspondence, Coherence, and Pragmatic Accounts of Truth 

  Correspondence Theory of Truth 

-Def. The proposition P is true if and only if P corresponds to some state of 

affairs of the world in the correct way. P is false otherwise.  

-In other words, a proposition P in virtue of the fact that P. The proposition 

‘Snow is white’ is true just in case the snow is white in fact.  

-This theory of truth is relational in that it has to do with how propositions 

are related to the state of affairs of the world. If they are related in a 

correct way to the state of affairs, then the propositions are true.  

 

Problem 1: If a proposition is true, it seems to be the same as the state of 

affairs. So really, all we have is a correspondence between the same 

entities. Propositions = State of Affairs problem. 

 

Problem 2: No access to Reality Problem 

-The theory seems to be useless in checking for truth for a proposition.  

-Say we want to know whether ‘The grass is green’ is true or not. We need 

to see whether the statement corresponds to some state of affairs of the 

world in a correct way. But we have no access to reality itself. All we seem 

to have access to are beliefs about the reality (or state of affairs).  

 

 Coherence Theory of Truth 

-Def. A proposition P is true if and only if it is coherent within a belief 

system.  

-In other words, a proposition P is true just in case it does not contradict 

with your entire web of consistent beliefs.  

 

Problem 1: How do you check for coherency between all beliefs? It seems 

practically impossible to check for entire consistency. 

 

Problem 2: Lift off problem: You can have a coherent set of beliefs that are 

all false or perhaps most of them are false. The Harry-Potter world is a 

perfectly consistent world. You can believe that ‘Snape kills Dumbledore’ 
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(spoiler!) and this belief is true since it coheres with the Harry-Potter world 

of beliefs. But we know that this belief is false. It has nothing to do with our 

world.  

 

Modification of Coherentist Account of Truth: A proposition P is true if and 

only if P coheres with a set of privileged beliefs.  

-So, for example, perhaps we privileged the best beliefs of the physicists. 

Now a position P is true just in case it coheres with these privileged set of 

beliefs by the physicists’ community.  

 

Problem: How do we choose which beliefs to privilege?  

Response: Pragmatic decision. 

 

Problem: Is your account then pragmatic? 

Response: Yes, a little. But so what? 

 

 Pragmatic Theory of Truth 

-Def. A proposition P is true if and only if it is useful.  

 

Benefit: Dissolves or sidesteps all sorts of metaphysical problems that were 

encountered in the other theories. Seemingly insoluble problems are simply 

put aside.  

 

Problem: Conflates Truth with Utility (Heavy price)  
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 Discussion Questions [5] (for Next Week (for the preparation of the 

midterm) 

Explain the following (and if applicable, also mention the names of 

the philosophers that these concepts are best related to): 

a) Relations of Ideas vs. Matters of Fact 

b) Analytic Truths vs. Synthetic Truths 

c) A Priori vs. A Posteriori 

d) Rationalism vs. Empiricism 

e) Theodicy  

f) The Watch 

g) Evil Demon  

h) Tabula Rasa  
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Tutorial 7: Discussion Question 6, Brief Remarks on Midterm 1, & Why 

Non-Human Animals are Mindless According to Davidson 

Overview 

Part 1: Discussion Question 6 & General Comments on Midterm 1 

-Do Numbers Exist?   

-General Remarks on Midterm One 

-Questions 

● Part 2: Do Non-Human Animals Have Minds?  

-Donald Davidson’s Argument: Non-Human Animals are Mindless  

-Case Study: Dog Chasing a Cat 

-Problem: Attributing One Belief Requires Attributing Many Beliefs 

-Objection: Attributing Thought to Animals Helps Explain Behaviour 

-Counter: Heat-Seeking Missile  

-Conclusion: If No Language, Then No Thought! 
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Part 1: Discussion Question 6 & Brief Remarks on Midterm 1 

a) Discussion Question 6: Do Natural Numbers Exist?  

o Goal: Hash Out Intuitions Concerning the existence of ℕ  

-Why do you think numbers exist? 

-Why do you think that they do not really exist? 

o Difference Between Numerals and Numbers 

-Numbers are not numerals: Many different numerals can 

stand for (or designate) the same number. For example, 

‘two’, ‘2’ and ‘II’ are different numerals that purport to 

designate a single number.  

 Result: To say that numbers exist is not to say that numerals 

exist. Instead, ‘Numbers exist’ means that certain numerals 

succeed in representing entities (numbers) in reality (perhaps 

non-spatiotemporal reality).  

b) Comments on Midterm 1 

o Short Questions: Correctness and concision takes precedence over 

rigour.  

-Overall, the answers were excellent! 
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o Longer Question Answer: Required to be both exegetical & critical. 

The response is similar to our paper questions.  

-It is important to read the question very carefully. For 

example, the question, ‘Is it ever rational to believe in 

miracles?’ is not quite the same as ‘Do miracles constitute 

evidence for or against God?’ Conflating the two may result 

the answer being irrelevant to what is really being asked.  

Part 2: Non-Human Animals are Mindless (Donald Davidson, 

Rational Animals 1982) 

o Davidson’s Central Position: monkeys, dogs, cats, parrots, fish, 

elephants, and so forth, have no thoughts. They are completely 

mindless.  

-Insofar as having beliefs or awareness of beliefs is concerned, they 

are no different than sunflowers, thermometers, heat-seeking 

missiles, etc.  

o Case Study: Dog Chasing a Cat 

Suppose our dog is chasing the neighbor’s cat. The latter runs full tilt toward the 

oak tree, but suddenly swerves at the last moment and disappears up a nearby 

maple. The dog doesn’t see this maneuver and on arriving at the oak tree he 

mailto:yhasan3@uwo.ca


Course: Introduction to Philosophy (Philosophy 1020) 
Year: 2013-2014 
TA: Yousuf Hasan 
Contact: yhasan3@uwo.ca 
Office: Stevenson Hall, Room 3156, 11:00 am – 12:00 pm 

rears up on his hind feet, paws at the trunk as if trying to scale it, and barks 

excitedly into the branches above. We who observe this whole episode from a 

window say, ‘He thinks that the cat went up that oak tree. (Davidson 319) 

-Question: Should we ascribe belief (or thought) to the dog? 

-Davidson: No! Ascribing one belief requires we attribute to 

the dog a whole network of beliefs. For instance, for the dog to 

believe [The cat went up the oak tree], it has to have beliefs of 

what sort of things are cats, what sort of things are trees, how 

are oak trees different from non-oak trees, and so forth. 

-Result: Having a single belief requires having a very large network of 

beliefs. Our confidence is ascribing a single belief to the dog under 

question diminishes.  

o Objection: Positing Belief (or Thought) for Animals Helps in Explaining 

and Predicting Animal Behaviour  

-We might, for example, predict that a lion will attack a zebra (that is 

in front of it) by positing beliefs, desires, wants, and so forth, on to 

the lion. So, animals probably have thoughts (beliefs, wants, desires, 

and so forth). 
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o Counter: Heat-Seeking Missile  

-An ignorant person observing the complex behaviour (or patterns) of a 

heat-seeking missile may posit intentional behavior (or thoughts) to 

explain the behaviour (and possibly make predictions). But clearly such a 

person is wrong in doing so.   

-What then is needed for us to justifiably ascribe thoughts to an animal? 

-Davidson: “Surprise about things is a necessary and sufficient condition 

of thought in general” (Davidson 326). But how can we know that 

animals are surprised? Language! 

o To have a mind is to have a language 

“A creature may react with the world in complex ways without entertaining any 

propositions. It may discriminate among colours, tastes, sounds, and shapes. […] 

Yet none of this, no matter how successful by my standards, shows that the 

creature commands” (Davidson 326) the awareness of beliefs (or beliefs about 

beliefs), which is required to have thoughts.  

Result: Cats, Dogs, Dolphins, Parrots, or whatnot, all are mindless.  

Question:  Is Davidson’s argument convincing? Insofar as thinking is concerned, 

are dogs, cats, dolphins, and so forth, no different in kind from thermometers and 

sunflowers?  
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 Discussion Question 7: What is the meaning of the logical particle (or 

logical connective) ‘if and only if’? We have been using this connective 

for definitions such as, ‘[Knowledge] if and only if [(Belief) & (Truth) & 

(Justification)]’. We have some idea of what it means, but let us now try 

to make the meaning as explicit as possible.  
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Tutorial 8: Discussion Question 7, Case Study (Responsibility), 

Midterm 1, Paper 2, and Feedback Sheet 

Overview 

 Part 1: Discussion Question 7 & Case Study Concerning Responsibility 

-Meaning of ‘If And Only If’ Made Explicit 

-Real Case Study: To What Extent is Alyssa Responsible? 

 

-Discussion: Retributive, Deterrent, or Corrective Attitude? 

 Part 2: Midterm 1, Paper 2, and Feedback Sheet 

-Remarks Concerning Midterm 1 

-Remarks Concerning Paper 2 

-Questions and Answers  

*Filling the Feedback Sheet For Improvement   

Note: I made this handout with the intent that it be self-explanatory. 

There will be material that we will not cover in the tutorial due to our 

time constraint. But I suggest you go through the material on your own 

anyway.   
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Part One: Discussion Question 7 & Case Study Concerning 

Responsibility  

 Discussion Question 7: What is the meaning of the logical particle (or logical 

connective) ‘if and only if’? We have been using this connective for 

definitions such as, ‘[Knowledge] if and only if [(Belief) & (Truth) & 

(Justification)]’. We have some idea of what it means, but let us now try to 

make the meaning as explicit as possible. 

-First, let us clarify the meaning of the following logical connectives: 

& (and) v (or), -> (conditional) 

-Def. &: A conjunction ‘P & Q’ is true if and only if both the 

conjuncts—namely, P and Q—are true. (If even one conjunct is false 

the entire conjunction is false) 

-Def. v: A disjunction ‘P v Q’ is true if and only at least on disjunct is 

true. (It is only when both P and Q are false that the entire 

disjunction is false) 

- ->: A conditional ‘P ->Q’ is false if and only if the antecedent (P) is 

true and the consequent (Q) is false. A conditional is true otherwise.  

-What then is the meaning of ‘if and only if’? 
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-Def.  <->: A biconditional ‘P <->Q’ (P if and only if Q) is true if and 

only if both the conditionals ‘P->Q’ and ‘Q->P’ are true. (if any 

conditional is false, the biconditional is false). 

Result: ‘P <-> Q’ (P if and only if Q) is logically equivalent 

to ‘(P->Q) & (Q->P)’ (If P then Q AND If Q then P) 

Note: a) ‘If P then Q’ is logically equivalent to ‘P only if Q’: P –>Q 

           b) ‘P if Q’ is logically equivalent to ‘If Q then P’: Q ->P 

Conclusion: ‘P if and only if Q’ is logically equivalent to ‘P if Q’ 

(Q->P) and ‘P only if Q’ (P->Q). Therefore,  

‘P<->Q’ is logically equivalent to ‘(P->Q) & (Q->P)’.  

Meaning of ‘P if and only if Q’ explicated: LHS (left-hand-side=P) implies the 

RHS (right-hand-side=Q) & the RHS (Q) implies the LHS (P). Unlike the 

conditional ‘If P then Q’, where only the LHS (P) implies RHS (Q), in a 

biconditional, LHS implies RHS (and vice versa). This is why definitions are 

binconditionals—the terms on the LHS are interchangeable from the terms 

in the RHS since LSH and RHS are synonymous. E.g. Def. Bachelor: 

‘Bachelor’ if and only if (<->) ‘Unmarried man’. A bachelor implies an 

unmarried man & an unmarried man implies a bachelor. It goes both ways.  
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b) Case Study: To what extent (if any) is Alissa Responsible? 

Actual Case: 

-A Missouri teenager [Alissa Bautamante, 15 years old] who admitted stabbing, 

strangling and slitting the throat of a young neighbor girl [Elizabeth Olten, 9 years 

old] wrote in her [diary] on the night of the killing that it was an “ahmazing” and 

“pretty enjoyable” experience – then headed off to church with a laugh.  

-Prosecutors described Alyssa Bustamante, [now] 18, as a thrill killer who lacked 

remorse. Defense attorneys said she was a disturbed child who deserved the 

chance of freedom one day. 

-"The motive has to be the most senseless, reprehensible that could be in 

humankind, and that is to take a life for a thrill," [prosecutor] Richardson said. 

[He] urged the judge to impose the maximum sentence for second-degree 

murder, life in prison with the possibility of parole, and an additional 71 years in 

prison for armed criminal action, which he said would have matched Elizabeth's 

remaining life expectancy. [He] also urged that the sentences be served 

consecutively, meaning Bustamante would be an elderly woman before she ever 

got a chance at parole. 

-[Alissa]'s attorney, Donald Catlett, countered that the sentences should run 

concurrently[. He] cited the testimony of mental health professionals who 

described [Alissa] as a "psychologically damaged" and "severely emotionally 

disturbed" child. They recounted her family's history with drug abuse, mental 

disorders and suicide attempts, noting her father was in prison and her mother 

had abandoned her.  

-Each time defense attorneys elicited testimony about [Alissa’s] troubled 

childhood, prosecutors countered by asking the mental health experts to describe 

what [Alissa] had told them about the murder. 

-Those mental health officials testified that [Alissa] told them she dug a grave 

several days in advance of the killing, then used her younger sister to lure 

Elizabeth outside with an invitation to play. [Alissa] led Elizabeth into the woods 

by telling her she had a surprise for her. 
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-[Alissa] sliced Elizabeth's throat - as the child apparently tried to resist - with a 

knife that had been hidden in a backpack. [Alissa] also strangled Elizabeth to the 

point of unconsciousness, then repeatedly stabbed Elizabeth in the chest. She was 

buried in a shallow grave. 

-The following is what Alissa wrote in her diary after she murdered Elizabeth: 

“I just fucking killed someone. I strangled them and slit their throat and 

stabbed them now they're dead. I don't know how to feel atm. […] It was 

ahmazing. As soon as you get over the 'ohmygawd I can't do this' feeling, 

it's pretty enjoyable. I'm kinda nervous and shaky though right now. Kay, I 

gotta go to church now...lol” (Alissa) 
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Reactions [The names have been modified. The comments are unchanged]:   

Alice: The girl admits to killing this baby and now it's against her constitutional rights to not 

allow her a chance for parole, please that baby doesn't get a chance to live now, why should 

this girl? An eye for an eye [emphasis added], she's lucky to have gotten life in prison, they 

should have given her the death penalty, that would have been fair and just.  

Katy: She is less than human, anyone who kills and enjoy it is exactly that. I see no reason why 

she shouldn't receive the death penalty. (2313 likes and 158 dislikes) 

Jenny: An argument for the case that some people are born evil. I had a pretty rotten 

childhood, at times suffering depression and having feelings of utter desperation that have lead 

me years later to be diagnosed with PTSD, but I'd never hurt any living creature. She must be 

given the maximum sentence. (1261 likes and 51 dislikes) 

George: If her lawyers want leniency let her move in with them.  

Jackson: Give her the chair. That will make her feel ahmazing! 

 

What attitude should we hold with respect to Alyssa? 

a) Retributive (an eye for an eye) – “we give her the chair” (Jackson) 

b) Deterrent (we set an example of her)  

c) Corrective (we do whatever it takes to help her be a good member of our 

society) 

 

  

 

 Discussion Question 8: It will be emailed to you. Good luck with your 

exams! And see you all next semester.  
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Additional Material 

a) General Remarks For Everyone  
Prescribed Structure For Our Papers 

1. Introduction: a) Thesis & b) Goal/Procedure 

a) Thesis: Central Idea + Supporting Reason(s) 

b) Goal: Explication of thesis with a procedure 

 

2. Body: 

a) Present your supporting reason 

b) Explain your supporting reason 

c) Present an objection to your supporting reason 

d) Explain the objection 

e) Counter the objection  

f) Repeat a) – e) for your other supporting reasons if any 

 

3. Conclusion: 

a) Restate the thesis in an illuminating way  

Note: Illumination comes from the work in the body part of the paper. 

Samples of 1 and 2 From Students in Our Tutorial (with little to no modification) 

Thesis: 

1. Pascal’s wager is not a good bet as the argument itself relies on two dubious presumptions. 

Firstly, Pascal’s wager relies on the presumption that there is an infinite life after death. 

Secondly, the wager relies on the supposition that God values belief above all else. Questioning 

the certainty of either of these presuppositions undermines Pascal’s wager. 

2. In this paper, I will argue that the existence of natural evil is not compatible with the popular 

Abrahamic conception of God. I will defend my argument by reasoning that the ideals behind 

direct justice are not compatible with the thought that God is all-loving. Furthermore, I will 

relate the concept of direct justice to free will and how humans cannot always be held 

responsible for their actions. 

3. In this paper, I will argue that Pascal’s wager is an unconvincing argument due to various 

unjustified presumptions. The wager presumes the belief in the existence of a typical Christian 

God; however, it is feasible to suggest the possibility of another God. Furthermore, we are 

unaware of whether God rewards those who believe in his existence on the basis of religion or 

for the sake of the bet.  
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Goal/Procedure:  

1. The goal of my essay is to exhibit the unwarranted presumptions of Pascal’s wager. I will do so 

by expanding on his argument and then proceed to argue why I believe these presumptions are 

unconvincing.  

2. I will achieve my goal by initially arguing why the wager deteriorates when we question the 

possibility of life after death. Afterwards, I will explain why the argument is further undermined 

when we question whether belief in God takes precedence over all or not. 

Presenting a Supporting Reason X: 

Firstly, the wager presumes the belief in a Christian God, failing to consider the possible 

existence of alternative religious faiths and Gods. 

Explaining the Supporting Reason X:  

It essentially creates a false dichotomy, considering two choices, when in fact there are many. If 

we are unable to estimate the likelihood of the right God, anyone whose’ wager is being placed 

on the incorrect religion, may or may not be punished. It becomes apparent that choosing the 

right God out of the numerous possible religions is unlikely. There is only one religion that leads 

to eternal happiness and an infinite amount of chances that lead to an eternity of misery. We 

are no longer wagering between the belief in the existence of God and not believing in God, but 

wagering between every kind of belief and conception of God. 

Presenting an Objection to the Supporting Reason X: 

One can, however, presume each religion as complementary to one another, rather than 

contrary to a single divine reality. 

Explaining the Objection to the Supporting Reason X: 

Every religion, whether theistic or not, represents a diverse awareness of the same infinite 

transcendent reality. Ultimately, regardless of what religion you place your wager on, if God 

exists, you will be rewarded. 

Countering the Objection to the Supporting Reason X:  

While this objection seems reasonable, individuals who believe in a certain religion do not 

regard their own doctrines as partial perceptions of a single divine reality. Each religion claims 

that their vision of belief offers the absolute truth.  

Conclusion: 

1. In this essay, I argued that the existence of an omnipotent and omniscient God is 

implausible given the presence of natural evil. I also showed flaws in the two theodicies, 

those of Divine Retribution and Free Will. It is clear then, that with natural evil present in 

the world, the existence of God seems improbable.  
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c) Autumn Midterm Test: Sample Solutions By Students in Our Tutorial  

A. Define-style Questions (3 marks each): Identify a philosopher with whom it is principally 

associated, and explain its meaning and philosophical significance. (with some modifications) [Note: 

Correctness and concision takes precedence over rigour and detail for this section of the midterm. Also, 

we interpreted ‘philosophical significance’ as a further explication (and elaboration) of the meaning of 

the concepts under question.]  

1. Tabula Rasa: The phrase ‘tabula rasa’ is principally associated with John Locke. The literal meaning 

of the phrase is ‘shaven tablet’ or ‘blank slate’. Locke argued that the mind is originally a blank slate 

in that there are no innate ideas present (or imprinted) in the mind prior experience. The source of 

all our ideas in the mind is experience—that is, sensation and reflection.   

2. Theodicy: ‘Theodicy’ is principally associated with Leibniz. A theodicy is a defence provided for the 

existence of God against seemingly undermining objections. In other words, a theodicist is one who 

acts as a lawyer for God and tries to explain away charges of non-existence against God. For 

example, one may argue à la Hume that the presence of moral and natural evil makes the existence 

of God unlikely. A theodicist may counter by presenting several theodicies (or defences for the 

existence of God), namely, the soul making theodicy, divine retribution theodicy, or the free-will 

theodicy.   

3. The Watch on The Heath: The phrase, ‘the watch on the heath’ is principally associated with Paley. 

The watch on the heath is used as an argument from analogy for the existence of God. The 

analogical argument runs as follows. If you were to find a complex watch on the ground, you would 

be justified to infer from the complexity and intricate design of the watch that there is a designer (or 

maker) of the watch. In other words, you will not presume that the watch is simply there. 

Analogically, given the intricate and detailed complexity of the universe, it is reasonable to posit a 

designer for the universe (and not think that the universe is simply there). And this designer is God 

for Paley.  

4. Constant Conjunction: The philosopher who spoke about this idea is Hume. The idea derives from 

the idea that when it comes to cause and effect all we have is an impression of one event followed 

by an impression of another event. In other words, ‘A causes B’ means only that a regularity (or 

constant conjunction) between event A and event B is observed.  Whenever event A happen, so 

does B. But there is no necessary connection between the two events since we do not observe a 

necessary connection (only constant conjunction of events).   
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 B. Short Answer Questions (4 marks each) (with some modifications)  

1. What is ‘The Lost Island’?  

‘The lost island’ is an idea used by Gaunilo in an analogical argument against the ontological 

argument for the existence of God. Gaunilo through parity of reasoning intended to undermine the 

reasonableness of the ontological argument. In the ontological argument, by the definition of God—

that is, that being than which no greater being can be conceived—the existence of God follows of 

necessity. Gaunilo defined a lost island as that island than which no greater (or more excellent) 

island can be conceived. The lost island then must exist (of necessity) in reality as well since if it 

existed in the imagination only then there would be a more excellent island than which no greater 

can be conceived—namely, the island existing in reality. But this is clearly absurd. As a result, the 

pattern of reasoning in the ontological argument loses epistemic force since the same pattern of 

reasoning resulted in an absurdity.   

2. Why would Locke think that the world is dark, colourless, and silent?  

For Locke, the objective qualities of the world are wholly exhausted by what he calls, “primary 

qualities”. Primary qualities are those qualities whose ideas resemble the qualities that produced 

them. These qualities include size, shape, bulk, and so forth. When we have an idea of say, a circle, 

our idea of a circle resembles adequately the quality of a circle that is an objective (or real) feature 

of the world. This is why, if all cognizers were removed from the world, the world would still have 

shapes, bulk, size, and so forth. Besides primary qualities, there are “secondary qualities” whose 

ideas do not resemble the qualities that produce these ideas. These qualities include colour, sound, 

taste, and so forth. When we have an idea of, say, a colour our idea of a colour does not adequately 

resemble the quality that is really causing the idea of that colour. What is really causing the idea of 

colour is a primary quality such as bulk, size, and shape. As a result, if cognizers were removed from 

the world, the world would be dark, colourless, and silent since the secondary qualities are really 

masked primary qualities.   

3. What is the theory of family resemblances and why is it important?  

Created by Ludwig Wittgenstein, this theory elaborates on why there are no necessary conditions 

for certain concepts. In other words, certain concepts cannot be explicitly (or rigidly) defined. For 

example, in the case of ‘religion’, there is no single common feature in all religions so as to 

constitute a necessary condition for ‘religion’. Instead, various features of religions criss-cross and 

overlap with each other, yet there is no feature that is shared among all religions. Like a family, 

various criss-crossing features are spread across the members of a family. For Wittgenstein such 

concepts (defined without necessary conditions) are really cluster concepts—those concepts 

without concrete boundaries or definitions.   

  

  

4. How does Pascal change the discourse regarding arguments for God’s existence?  

Pascal changes the discourse by shifting the debate from whether God exists or not to whether it is 

rational (in the sense of being useful) to believe in God or not. He contends that the decision to 

believe in God is the best choice given that our goal is to maximize utility for ourselves. His 
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argument from utility runs as follows. Either we believe in God in which case we possibly gain 

infinite reward (infinite life in heaven) and incur a small finite loss (unfruitful praying). Or we do not 

believe in God in which case we certainly incur infinite loss (eternal life in hell), while gain a small 

finite benefit (by living freely). Given that the probability calculus is exhausted by these four 

outcomes for Pascal, it is obvious that the best decision is to wager for belief in God. This is how 

Pascal shifts the debate from the existence of God to the usefulness of belief in God.   

5. What is the argument from divine hiddenness?  

The argument from divine hiddenness—which is associated with the philosopher Schellenberg—is 

an argument against the existence of God. It states that the benevolent nature of God dictates that 

God should make its existence manifestly apparent to everyone. Yet, as an empirical fact, the 

existence of God is one of the most contentious issues. Because God cannot simultaneously be 

hidden from us and also be maximally benevolent, God does not exist, argues Schellenberg.  

6. What is wrong with the correspondence theory of truth?  

The correspondence theory by Russell states that a proposition P is true if and only if P corresponds 

to a state of affairs of the world in a correct way. There are at least two main problems with the 

correspondence account of truth. Firstly, we do not have access to reality (or state of affairs of the 

world). All we have are beliefs about the world. This leads to the second problem that is the 

problem for checking for truth. If we have access only to beliefs about the world, then the 

correspondence that we have is not between propositions and state of affairs but rather 

propositions and beliefs about reality. Since beliefs about reality are expressed by sentences and 

since sentences express propositions, the correspondence seems to be between propositions and 

themselves. Such a correspondence is useless insofar as we want to explicate truth in virtue of 

reality.   
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C. Longer-Answer Style Questions (25 marks)  

2. Discuss Locke’s refutation of innate ideas. Is it successful? (22.5/25 response with basically no 

modifications made by me)  

Locke is ultimately successful in refuting innate ideas. First he gives an account of how knowledge is 

acquired, which contradicts innate ideas. Second, he refutes the notions of innate idea that are not 

contradicted.  

              Locke provides an account of knowledge that is incompatible with most notions of innate ideas. 

He claims that knowledge is begot from experience. Experience is begot from sensation, and reflection 

on the concepts formed through sensation. So the mind finds a concept of shape or motion through the 

senses. Then on reflection these concepts are clarified and used in the creation of ideas. So ideas come 

after sense and reflection experience. This is contradictory to most notions of innate ideas as they 

suggest that certain ideas are present in the mind from birth, prior experience.   

              The innatist objection would then attack Locke’s account of the acquisition of knowledge. They 

would claim that knowledge is acquired in part by reason so that certain concepts can be had prior to 

experience. Locke would, however, argue that the mind is a tabula rasa (or blank slate) before 

experience imprints ideas onto it. Thus the mind is void of the raw material necessary to even exercise 

reason.   

              However, two notions of the innate ideas remain. That ‘self-evident’ truths remain innate ideas, 

and some ideas are dormant ‘native inscriptions’ awaiting the faculties of reason to develop, so the 

ideas can be manipulated by reason without any prior experience. Locke refutes these notions of innate 

ideas. He claims that ‘self-evident’ truths are not innate but rather truths that are realized through the 

exercise of reason. For example, babies and idiots may never come to realize these ‘self-evident’ truths 

and so they are not evident to all; they are merely evident to reason.   

              The innatists may object that the second notion of innate ideas holds that the ideas are still 

carved into the mind; they just cannot be understood until reason develops in the mind. Locke refutes 

this point as well. Locke would say that the ideas are created by reason rather than understood. He 

claims it is absurd that a sort of ‘native inscription’ is present in the mind, only waiting to be interpreted 

by reason. He points out that by the same notion one could claim that the most complex mathematical 

formulas are present in the mind just waiting for one to reach a given threshold of reason.   

              Therefore, Locke is successful in his refutation of innate ideas. He provides an account of 

knowledge that contradicts most notions of innate ideas. Then he refutes the notions that are not 

contradicted.  
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1. Would it ever be rational to believe that a miracle had occurred? (20/25 response with some 

modifications made by me)  

It would never be rational to believe that a miracle has occurred. Firstly, I will present Hume’s objection to 

miracles and explain why it is always irrational to believe in miracles. Secondly, I will explain how our cognitive 

biases can lead to belief in miracles. I will begin my response by quickly explaining the Argument from Miracles 

used as proof for the existence of God.   

              Miracles are events that are considered unnatural, and sometimes even defy the laws of nature. Some 

examples of miracles are crying statues, healing, talking in other languages, and similar events along those 

lines. Miracles are often used as proof that God exists. It is believed by some that miracles must be caused by 

a maximally great being, as nothing else we know of could have caused such disruptions in nature. They 

suggest that miracles are God’s way of communicating to us, trying to prove his existence out of its maximal 

benevolence. However, as Overall argues, miracles (if they did happen) undermine the existence of God. This 

is because miracles (if they did happen) would be disorderly and go contrary to God’s own created laws of 

nature. A perfect God would not require breaking its own created laws, she says. This is why, if one is 

committed to the existence of God, one would reject the existence of miracles on pain of incoherence. This is 

because miracles seem to constitute evidence against the existence of God.   

              But even if one does not accept Overall’s position, it is still never rational to believe that a miracle has 

ever occurred. This is Hume’s position. Hume points out that in almost every case, miracles occur when there 

is only a single person, or very few people present. If God were to really perform miracles, it is expected that 

they be performed in a more public manner. Also, for Hume, our perception of true events in the external 

world is often different from reality. For example, from far away it may appear that a person is flying, when in 

reality it may just be a large bird. Moreover, miracles always seem to be witnessed by those with little to no 

education. It is reasonable to hold that less-educated people would be quicker to label experiences as 

miracles, as they are less likely to question, or even understand, what they have witnessed.    

             Moreover, I argue that we think miracles have happened due to various cognitive biases. Scientifically 

speaking, we usually see what we want to see. This bias muddles our perception of reality. If you were a 

scientist, for example, who was careful and critical in actively diminishing biases, it would be unlikely that you 

experienced miracles in any situation. Instead, you would be more inclined to look for objective reasons to 

explain your apparently strange experiences. If you were a strong believer in God, however, you may take 

simple day-to-day occurrences as miracles. You would not dig deeper to find the true causes behind the 

events. This is why, I argue, we should be skeptical to believe anyone who states they have seen a miracle.   

              I therefore conclude it would never be rational to believe that a miracle had occurred.  
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d) A+ and A Grade Sample Papers for Paper 2 With General Remarks 

The Necessary Causal Connection: How it is Discernable and Real 

Hume is mistaken in his conclusion that causal connection is not detectable. Firstly, he 

underestimates the impression left on the mind by sensible qualities. Secondly, he wrongly 

labels the idea of connection as a phantom idea. The goal of this paper is to show how Hume’s 

claims on both impression and the idea of connection are mistaken. I will achieve my goal 

initially by showing the full influence of impression on the mind. Then I will show the idea of 

connection to be more than just a habit of the imagination. 

Firstly, Hume claims that when one observes the “operation of causes” in an external 

object, such as the momentum of a billiard ball, one is unable to discern the effect it will have, 

say, on another billiard ball. But one can guess the effect. For if one were to discover the 

sensible qualities of both billiard balls such as weight, motion, and shape the effect would be 

predictable. The mind would consider the qualities of the causational object to determine 

momentum and connect this to relative resistance; which is determined through the qualities 

of the affected object. In this way, the connection is detected between the cause, the 

momentum, and effect, the relative resistance.  

The objection then arises that in considering a connection one is simply drawing upon 

experience of comparable causal relationships. A guess is made by placing the cause from a 

previous experience beside the effect from a previous experience – conjoining the cause and 

effect of past examples. So cause and effect are recalled and conjoined but no connection is 

ever actually established. 
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To counter, I claim that the act of applying past experience forces one to detect 

connection in the current causal relationship. To conjoin the current cause and effect one has 

to contrast the sensible qualities of the current objects to those of the past and adjust the 

current cause and effect accordingly. So conjoining the current cause and effect is possible only 

through determining the qualities of the current objects. But by taking the current qualities into 

account while simultaneously seeing the conjoined relationship between cause and effect a 

causal connection is necessarily established – the viewer sees which qualities of cause 

correspond to which qualities of effect. 

Second, Hume wrongly labels the idea of causal connection as a phantom idea, a habit 

of the imagination. Hume claims that the mind produces the idea of connection by continually 

observing the conjointment of a specific cause with a specific effect; the idea of connection 

arises from association. But this is not so. Once the mind understands how the sensible 

qualities of one object, such as weight, motion, size or shape, interact with the qualities of 

another object it creates a connection between the qualities. For example, when a first time 

tennis player understands how a racket swing, cause, will affect the flight of the ball, effect. 

They will consider the motion and weight of the racket against the weight, motion and shape of 

the ball. Thus, the idea of connection is real as it is founded on understanding. 

One can object that if this were so there would be no need for repetition of experience. 

If the first time tennis player understood the connection between sensible qualities they would 

be able to perfectly produce any possible effect. Or a scientist would produce a scientific law 

from a single experiment. 
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To counter, my claim that the idea of connection arises from understanding does not 

imply that the understanding is perfectly refined. A scientist will create a hypothesis that is 

generally accurate but in need of refinement or an amateur tennis player will need to refine 

their shot. This is done through repetition of experience, experiment and practice respectively.  

In this paper, I showed how Hume is mistaken in his conclusion that causal connection is 

not detectable. Hume underestimates what the mind is able to do with the impression of 

sensible qualities. The mind is able to discern causal connection with such impression. Hume 

wrongly labels the idea of connection as a phantom idea, a habit of the imagination. The idea of 

connection is founded on understanding and is thus real.  

 

Comments for all of you concerning this paper: Only a slight modification is made with respect 

to the title of the paper. Everything else is completely unchanged. This paper is an A+ paper. It is 

structurally excellent. The content is clear and concise. The terminology used to express fairly 

complex ideas is philosophically rigorous and precise. [The essay is complete within the 600 

words range.]The paper is well explicated and also quite critical in that the material is explained 

effectively and the argument presented has a strong epistemic force.  
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The Pragmatic Theory of Truth: How it is the Best Explication of Truth 

          In this paper, I will argue that the pragmatic account of truth provides the best explication 

of truth. Firstly, the coherent and correspondence theories of truth have major flaws that 

undermine their reliability. They are unfit candidates for a reasonable explication of truth.  

Secondly, the pragmatic theory of truth most accurately explicates how one can determine 

truth. I will begin by showing the failures of coherence and correspondence theory of truth. 

Later, I show it is most reasonable to construe truth as whatever is pragmatically conducive for 

us.  

          To begin, the coherence theory of truth states that if a statement is true, it must cohere 

with all other beliefs that are true. However, it is perfectly imaginable that a whole set of my 

beliefs are coherent, but they are false. Nobody would say that "true" and "standing in a 

relation of coherence with other propositions" are synonyms. That is, the coherence theory, if it 

is anything, must be an analysis of truth. It must start with some prior notion of truthfulness 

that is not determined by correspondence, such as reliability, evidence, intersubjectivity, etc., 

and demonstrate that this notion is best understood as nothing more than a relation of 

coherence with other propositions. But it must include certain propositions that are already 

accepted as true, or give a very good explanation as to why they are not. The "given" 

propositions must include some statements expressing logical and mathematical relationships, 

and they must include some statements expressing observations. Under a coherence theory of 

truth, the mere fact that a given set of propositions are coherent with one another must not be 

sufficient for truth, because there are infinitely many possible sets of propositions that are 

perfectly coherent internally, but are contradicted by experience or a priori knowledge. 
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Without any definition of what network of beliefs are true, there is no way that this theory of 

truth can determine what is true. 

          [The correspondence theory also suffers from major problems].  The theory of truth 

indicates for a belief to be true it needs to correspond to reality. If there is nothing more to the 

world than minds and ideas, then correspondence is a non-starter as a theory of truth because 

there is no appropriate candidate for what the ideas should correspond with. In such a case, 

knowledge proceeds along the lines of the justification of belief alone, and then we might end 

up saying that there is no more to truth than justification, or possibly that truth is an 

idealization of justification; for example, the limit of justification under ideal conditions. This 

theory cannot tell us if the belief in our mind is really true due to the fact it cannot extend 

beyond our mind; we can check the outside world for correspondence but in doing so you don’t 

actually get beyond the belief. You may get sensory impressions of various sorts, perhaps 

confirmatory remarks from friends that a specific belief is true, but these are all within your 

mind. Our minds are incapable of going outside themselves to check how things really are in 

the world. Therefore, this theory of truth is useless for checking and establishing what is true.  

          Finally, the pragmatic theory of truth defines what is true by whatever we have to live and 

deal with. If there is a universal belief regarding something, would the actual truth of said belief 

even matter? The answer is no, it would not. This is because reality itself would be skewed, as 

anything pertaining to a different belief than the one everyone has agreed upon would be 

beyond everybody’s concern. Within a network of beliefs, according to this theory, there would 

be an interesting relationship between what is really true, and what we establish to be true. If a 
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belief that is actually true clashes with what is believed to be true, its relevance disintegrates, 

because now what is actually true is simply what is believed to be true universally. If no one or 

the minority believes any differently, then there cannot be a significant opposition as to what is 

defined as true.  

          [In this paper I showed how] the problems evident within the coherence and 

correspondence theories of truth illustrate why these two theories cannot most accurately 

explain how we establish what is true. When broken down, it is clear that the pragmatic theory 

of truth is more rational and defines truth with less flaws; therefore, making it the best theory 

of truth out of the three.  

 

Comments for all of you concerning this paper: The first paragraph and the title are 

modified. Everything else is unchanged. This paper is an A paper. The best aspect of this 

paper is that it is philosophically insightful and certain instances are quite high end. 

Certain terms used in this essay are used very effectively. The main problem was that 

the main theory—the pragmatic theory of truth—is not quite well explicated or 

defended. Also, it may have been better if it was presented first (though this point is not 

so important). Secondly, it would have been better had the pragmatic theory of truth 

been contrasted with one other theory of truth (instead of two). This would weaken the 

argument—it would be changed to ‘How a Pragmatic Account of Truth is better than A X 

Account of Truth’. But by restricting the scope of the argument, the person would be 

able to go into more detail and present objections and counter objections against her 

own account in a reasonable amount of words. This would result in a more nuanced, 

well defended, and even more critical essay. Nevertheless, there are many instances in 

this essay that are high caliber and philosophically creative. Hence, it warrants an A 

grade.  
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