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The task of your first logic assignment was to show the application of some basic terms of logic to the texts of Aristotle. Now that you have mastered these terms, it is time to move up to a higher level of logical sophistication. The task of this, the second, logic assignment is to show the logical structure of a whole argument from these same texts. In other words, you will schematize an argument of Aristotle, representing it in premise-conclusion form, labeling its inferences according to the argument-forms you have learned from Weston. 
For this assignment I have chosen one of Aristotle’s paradoxical arguments about time, both for its importance and for its logical clarity. The argument occurs in Physics 4.10, 218a9–30. (In the Irwin and Fine volume, this can be found on pp. 127–28.) To schematize this argument, represent each of Aristotle’s main claims as either a premise or a conclusion, or, in some cases, both. You may quote these claims, but sometimes, in order to make the logical structure still clearer, it will be better to paraphrase them. In either case, be sure to cite the Bekker line number, so that I may verify your quotation or paraphrase.

For each conclusion, name the premises from which it is supposed to be derived (e.g., “P1 + P2”), and, whenever possible, name the argument-form according to which it is derived (e.g., “modus ponens,” or “MP”). This is not always possible, you will find, since there are many more argument-forms than we have learned from Weston; but do your best. You may use the following abbreviations of the Weston argument-forms: modus ponens (MP), modus tollens (MT), hypothetical syllogism (HS), disjunctive syllogism (DS), dilemma (D), reductio ad absurdum (RA).

Here is a simple example of a schematization. The argument is by Melissus, the follower of Parmenides who wrote during Socrates’ lifetime. His first fragment (15.1) reads: 
“Whatever was, always was, and always will be. For if it came to be, it is necessary that before it came to be it was nothing.  Now if it was nothing, in no way could anything come to be out of nothing.” (15.1)
The first thing to notice is that the main conclusion comes first. A schema will thus have to deduce this conclusion validly from the two sentences that follow, inverting the original order in which they appeared. To make the inference valid, several missing premises and assumptions must be made explicit. Here is my attempt to do so, which omits quotations in order to make the logic clearest:
P1. If it came to be, then before it came to be it was nothing. (15.1)
P2. If it was nothing, then in no way could anything come to be out of nothing. (15.1)
C1, P3. If it came to be, then before it came to be it could not come to be. (P1 + P2, HS)

C2, P4. It did not come to be. (P1–P3, RA)

P5. If it did not come to be, then it always was. (assumption)

C3, P6. It always was. (P4 + P5, MP)

P7. If it always was, then it always will be. (assumption)

C4, P8. It always will be. (P6 + P7, MP)

C5. “Whatever was, always was, and always will be.” (15.1)  (P6 + P8, conjunction) 

Notice how I have represented each of Melissus’s claims as either a premise (e.g., P1) or a conclusion (e.g., C5), or—when a conclusion of a previous argument serves as a premise in a subsequent one—both (e.g., C1, P3). Please do the same for Aristotle’s. Similarly, for each premise taken from Aristotle’s text, name the Bekker line number from which it is taken, or state that it is an assumption. For each conclusion name the premises from which it is supposed to be derived (e.g., “P1 + P2”), and, whenever possible, the argument-form according to which it is derived (e.g., “HS”). 
Other samples of schemata can be found under “Course Documents” on our Blackboard site. One I did last year for two short ethical arguments from Plato’s Gorgias. A longer one, this time schematizing Sextus Empiricus’s arguments for and against God’s existence, was produced by a former student of mine in an introductory course at Duke.
I have just made two schemata of this Aristotle argument. A first one was purposefully simplistic, leaving out some of the difficult sub-arguments; this one took eleven statements (including both premises and conclusions). Sometimes it’s helpful to start with a simplistic schema like this, so that you understand the general structure of the argument. Once you’ve got that, however, try a second pass, as I did. On my second pass, which aspired to capture all the sub-arguments, I produced a schema with twenty-two statements. You may need more or less, depending on certain decisions you make in the casting of your own schema. But both of my schemata ended with this conclusion—“There are not nows.”—and both began with this premise: “If there are nows, then either (a) the now remains one and the same on every occasion, or (b) the now is a different thing on different occasions. (218a9–10)” I advise you to do the same, using these exact statement. Just looking at this first premise and this conclusion, can you see already how the general structure of the argument will be that of a Modus Tollens?
Aim ultimately for a valid schema with the conclusion that there are not nows (or instants). If a simplistic schema is the best you can do to produce this result validly, this is far preferable to a complex one that is invalid or confusing. (Complexities arise in the following sections: 218a18–22 and 218a23–25. If you cannot make any sense of these sections, you may do best to avoid them.) I advise you to introduce complexities only once you have understood the general structure of the argument. When you do, the best schema is one that captures this structure and then the many sub-arguments necessary to validate its subordinate conclusions. The best schema of all, needless to say, is one that remains faithful to the text—in this case, Aristotle’s.  
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