
PHL234/350 Assignments 

 

Assignment 1 

1-1: (5-15), 1-2: (1,5), 1-3: (1-10), Give an example of an argument that equivocates on 

“odd.” Give both meanings., 2-1: (1-5), 2-2: (5-10), 2-3: (5-10), 2-4: (5-10), 2-5: (1-3), 2-

7: (21-25), 2-8: (1-3, 13-15), 2-10: (3) 

 

Assignment 2 

3-1: (5-9), 3-2: (7-9), 3-3: (3-5), 3-6: (3-7), 3-7: (13), 3-8: (7-9), 3-9: (3), 3-10: (3),  For 

every section from 4-1 through 4-9 do problems 5 and 7.  Also, 4-14 (1,4) 

 

Assignment 3 

5-1: (5,7), 5-3: (7,9), 5-4: (1), 5-5: (7), 5-6: (7), 5-8: (3), 14-2: (1,3), 14-4: (1,3), 14-8: (3-

11)  Prove these valid using Venn Diagrams, not the rules. 

 

Assignment 4 

7-1: (4-7), 7-2: (3-5), 7-3: (5-9, 13), 7-4: (5-13), 7-5: (3-11), 7-6: (9-15), 7-7: (3-7), 7-8: 

(7,9), 7-8: (7,9), 7-10: (1-10), 8-1: (3), 8-2: (5,7), 8-3:(5,7), 8-4: (1-3) 

 

Assignment 5 

9-1: (3-5), 9-2: (3-5), 9-3: (5-7), 9-4: (5-7), 9-5: (3-9), 10-1: (7-13), 10-2: (3-5), 10-3: 

(11-15), 10-5: (11-15), 10-6: (7-11), 10-9: (1-3), 10-10: (3-5,13), 10-11: (5), 10-12: (5) 

 

350 Midterm Assignment 

1-2(6), 2-1(9,11), 2-4(13), 2-7(29), 2-10(5,7), 2-Philosophical Discussion 

(5 briefly discuss), 3-5(7), 3-8(13), 4-11(9), 4-12(11), 4-14(7), 5-1(15), 5-3(5), 5-5(11), 5-

6(9), 5-8(5).  It is nice for a logical system to be able to prove logical truths (e.g., A v 

~A).  Obviously, the inference rules and replacement rules presented in chapter four do 

not allow zero-premise deductions.  However, one might wonder whether it is possible to 

prove A v ~A from any premises whatsoever.  Use the fact reported by Hausman in the 

first sentence of Chapter 5 to show that A v ~A cannot be proved from every set of 

premises by means of the chapter four rules alone.   

 

350 Final Assignment 

14-3: (3), 14-9: (5), 7-5: (15), 7-7: (9), 7-10: (17,19), 8-2: (9), 9-1: (7), 9-3: (11), 9-5: 

(17), 10-1: (17,19), 10-2: (9,11), 10-3: (25,27), 10-6: (13), 10-11: (9,13), 10-12: (9).  

What is the best representation of „Santa Claus exists‟?  Prove that your answer is a 

logical truth.  Is this acceptable?  If so why?  If not, what step of the proof would you 

eliminate?   

 


