Logic Assignment






        Due: 3.15.07
EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY
With the arrival of the Eleatics, logic enters Greek—and most subsequent—philosophy. One cannot understand them without appreciating the logical structure they give to their arguments. Accordingly, this assignment asks you to demonstrate both a facility with basic logic and the ability to see it at work in Eleatic texts. It has two sections: logical terms, and argument schemata.
Section 1: Logical Terms
In the fragments of Melissus, find and explain an instance of twenty of the logical terms listed below (good explanations of these terms can be found in Warburton’s Thinking from A to Z):
	necessary and sufficient  conditions

consistency

contradiction

contraries

conditional statements

antecedent

consequent

iff
	assertion

argument

premise

conclusion

deduction

validity

sound argument

affirming the antecedent

denying the consequent
	denying the antecedent

affirming the consequent

equivocation

non sequitur

formal fallacy

begging the question

circular argument

counterexample




For each of the twenty terms that you choose: (i) name and describe it in your own words, perhaps inventing an example of your own to illustrate it; (ii) quote and cite a passage from Melissus that you think exemplifies the term; and (iii) explain why the passage exemplifies the term. Here is a model answer that covers three terms (it could cover more, and you should feel free to economize in this way, picking examples like this that cover many terms):
1,2,3. Conditional statement, antecedent, consequent: (i) A conditional statement is a complex statement made of two subordinate statements, an antecedent and a consequent, where the truth of the antecedent is claimed to be sufficient for the truth of the consequent. The most common form is “if p, then q,” where p is claimed to be sufficient for the truth of q. Here is an everyday example: “If I had a million dollars, I’d be happy.” In this example, “I have a million dollars” is the antecedent, and “I am happy” is the consequent, since the truth of the former is supposed to guarantee the truth of the latter. The form “if p, then q” is standard, but conditionals come in many forms: “since p, therefore q,” “when p, q”; commonly, in fact, the order of antecedent and consequent is reversed: “q, if p,” as in “I’d be happy, if I had a million dollars.” (ii) Here is an example of a conditional statement, with its antecedent and consequent, from Melissus: “if it came to be, it is necessary that before it came to be it was nothing” (15.1). (iii) This is a statement of the form “if p, then q,” although the ‘then’ is missing, as sometimes happens in English. P is “it came to be,” and q is “before it came to be it was nothing.” “It is necessary that” is Melissus’s way of claiming that the truth of “it came to be” is sufficient for the truth of “before it came to be it was nothing.”
Section 2: Argument Schemata
Schematize the arguments of Melissus fragments 15.2–15.8. Here is a straightforward example of a schema for 15.1:
P1. “If it came to be, it is necessary that before it came to be it was nothing.” (15.1)

P2. “If it was nothing, in no way could anything come to be out of nothing.” (15.1)
C. “Whatever was, always was, and always will be.” (P1 + P2)

The problem with this schema is that its conclusion is a non sequitur. In short, little has been accomplished by this schematization; Melissus seems to argue invalidly. By supplying some enthymemes, however, we can render his conclusion valid. Here is an attempt to do so:

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) 

This more elaborate schema is at least valid, although at the cost of introducing a debatable assumption (P7). The advantage of this valid schema is that Melissus may go on to provide an argument for P7, so that his argument may become sound as well as valid.

In order to complete this portion of the assignment, begin by reviewing the ERES reading, “Deductive Arguments,” which is chapter six of Weston’s A Rulebook for Arguments. Once you have understood these argument-forms, then, as in my examples, represent each of Melissus’s claims as either a premise (e.g., P1) or a conclusion (e.g., C1), or—when a conclusion of a previous argument serves as a premise in a subsequent one—both (e.g., C1, P3). For each premise, name the fragment from which it comes (e.g., 15.1), or state that it is an assumption. Sometimes, as above, it will be convenient to paraphrase some of Melissus’s text, in order to make the inferences clearer. When you do so, be sure that your paraphrase remains faithful to the original text. 
For each conclusion, in parentheses after it 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., “HS,” which is short for “hypothetical syllogism”). This is not always possible, you will find, since there are many more argument-forms than you will find in Weston; but do your best. If you catch Melissus arguing invalidly, say so (e.g., P1 + P2, invalid). You have at least two terms from Warburton to label such deductions (denying the antecedent, and affirming the consequent). Try to render his arguments valid, though, whenever this can be done faithfully.
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