(Online library) Galileo and the Art of Reasoning: Rhetorical Foundation of Logic and Scientific Method
(Boston Studies in the Philosophy and History of Science) (Volume 61)

Galileo and the Art of Reasoning: Rhetorical Foundation of L ogic
and Scientific Method (Boston Studiesin the Philosophy and
History of Science) (Volume 61)

M.A. Finocchiaro
DOC | *audiobook | ebooks | Download PDF | ePub

MAURICE A, FINOCCHIARD

GALILEO
AND THE ART OF
REASONING

Rhetorical Foundations of Logic and Scientific Method

& Donwload I & Read Online I

#4671303 in Books Springer 1980-08-31 2013-10-040riginal language:EnglishPDF # 1 9.25 x 1.14 x 6.10I,
1.54 #File Name: 9027710953481 pages | File size: 34.Mb

M.A. Finocchiaro : Galileo and the Art of Reasoning: Rhetorical Foundation of Logic and Scientific M ethod
(Boston Studiesin the Philosophy and History of Science) (Volume 61) before purchasing it in order to gage
whether or not it would be worth my time, and all praised Galileo and the Art of Reasoning: Rhetorical Foundation of


http://f3db.com/pub/links.php?id=9027710953

Logic and Scientific Method (Boston Studies in the Philosophy and History of Science) (Volume 61):

The work of Galileo has long been important not only as a foundation of modern physics but also asamodel - and
perhaps the paradigmatic model - of scientific method, and therefore as aleading example of scientific rationality.
However, as we know, the matter is not so smple. The range of Galileo readingsis so varied that one may be led to
the conclusion that it is a case of chacun a son Galileo; that here, as with the Bible, or Plato or Kant or Freud or
Finnegan's Wake, the texts themselves underdetermine just what moral isto be pointed. But if there is no canonical
reading, how can the texts be taken as evidence or example of a canonical view of scientific rationality, asin Galileo?
Or isit the case, instead, that we decide a priori what the norms of rationality are and then pick through texts to fmd
those which satisfy these norms? Specifically, how and on what grounds are we to accept or reject scientific theories,
or scientific reasoning? If we are to do this on the basis of historical analysis of how, in fact, theories came to be
accepted or rejected, how shall we distinguish 'is' from ‘ought'? What follows (if anything does) from such analysis or
reconstruction about how theories ought to be accepted or rejected? Maurice Finocchiaro's study of Galileo brings an
important and original approach to the question of scientific rationality by way of a systematic read



