
by Joelle Hodge;  
Aaron Larsen, DA; 

and Shelly Johnson, PhD

Classical 
Subjects

Creatively 
Taught ™

Deduction
Discovery 
The

of
An  to Introduction Formal Logic



The Discovery of Deduction: 
An Introduction to Formal Logic 

© Classical Academic Press®, 2009 
Version 2.2

ISBN: 978-1-60051-033-5

All rights reserved. This publication may not be reproduced,  
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,  

without the prior written permission of Classical Academic Press.

Scripture labeled “NASB” is taken from the New American Standard Bible © 1960, 1962, 1963,  
1968, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1995 by The Lockman Foundation. Used by permission.

Cover art and interior design by Lenora Riley 
Illustrations by Jason Rayner

Classical Academic Press 
515 S. 32nd St. 

Camp Hill, PA 17011

www.ClassicalAcademicPress.com
PGP.08.19



Unit I: Introduction

Chapter 1 Introduction to Formal Logic

Lesson 1.1: Formal vs. Informal Logic ................................................................................................................ 1
Lesson 1.2: Deductive vs. Inductive Reasoning .................................................................................................... 6
Lesson 1.3: Categorical vs. Propositional Logic .................................................................................................... 9

Chapter 2 A Brief History of Logic

Lesson 2.1: Part I: Aristotle Gets the Ball Rolling: Classical Origins and Medieval Recovery ................................. 16
Lesson 2.2: Part II: Aristotle Is Lost and Then Found: The Growth and Divergence of Modern Logic ................... 20

Chapter 3 Formal Logic and the Three Acts of the Mind

Dialogue 3.1: Thinking About Thinking: The Nature of Formal Logic................................................................ 23
Lesson 3.2: The Three Acts of the Mind ............................................................................................................ 29

Unit II: Propositions and Their Relationships
Chapter 4 Translating Propositions into Categorical Form

Dialogue 4.1: Introduction to Argument Translation ......................................................................................... 34
Lesson 4.2: Categorical Form Introduced .......................................................................................................... 37
Lesson 4.3: Propositions ................................................................................................................................... 40
Lesson 4.4: Translating Arguments Step 1: Finding the Propositions ................................................................... 45
Lesson 4.5: Translating Arguments Step 2: Finding the Subject Term and the Predicate Term ............................... 51
Lesson 4.6: Translating Arguments Step 3: Affirmo and Nego ........................................................................... 57
Lesson 4.7: Translating Arguments Step 4: Supply the Proper Quantifier ............................................................ 63
Lesson 4.8: Translating Arguments Step 5: Propositions Translated into Categorical Form .................................... 67

Chapter 5 Relationships of Opposition
Dialogue 5.1: Introduction to the Square of Opposition ..................................................................................... 73
Lesson 5.2: The Square of Opposition ............................................................................................................... 76
Lesson 5.3: Contradiction ................................................................................................................................ 82
Lesson 5.4: Contrariety and Subcontrariety ...................................................................................................... 89
Lesson 5.5: Subimplication and Superimplication ........................................................................................... 101
Lesson 5.6: The Square of Opposition and Inference Analysis ........................................................................... 111

Chapter 6 Relationships of Equivalence
Dialogue 6.1: Introduction to the Relationships of Equivalence ........................................................................ 115
Lesson 6.2: Logical Equations ........................................................................................................................ 117
Lesson 6.3: The Obverse Relationship ............................................................................................................. 120
Lesson 6.4: The Converse Relationship ............................................................................................................ 127
Lesson 6.5: The Relationship of Contraposition ............................................................................................... 131

Table of Contents 



Unit III: Categorical Syllogisms
Chapter 7 The Syllogism Introduced

Dialogue 7.1: Introduction to Syllogisms and Validity ..................................................................................... 137
Lesson 7.2: Arranging the Syllogism ............................................................................................................... 140
Lesson 7.3: Categorical Syllogisms .................................................................................................................. 148
Lesson 7.4: Enthymemes ................................................................................................................................ 155
Lesson 7.5: Moods and Figures ...................................................................................................................... 161

Chapter 8 Determining the Validity of Syllogisms
Lesson 8.1: Validity and the Counterexample Method ..................................................................................... 169
Lesson 8.2: Evaluating Validity: Terminological Rules 1 and 2 ......................................................................... 177
Lesson 8.3: Evaluating Validity: Terminological Rules 3 and 4 ......................................................................... 189
Lesson 8.4: Evaluating Validity: Qualitative Rules .......................................................................................... 203
Lesson 8.5: An Introduction to the Venn Diagramming Method of Establishing Validity .................................... 215
Lesson 8.6: Combining the Skills ................................................................................................................... 225

Unit IV: Terms and Definitions
Chapter 9 Definitions and Disagreements

Dialogue 9.1: Introduction to Definitions and Disagreements .......................................................................... 239
Lesson 9.2: Types of Disagreements ................................................................................................................. 241
Lesson 9.3: Rules for Defining Words .............................................................................................................. 249
Lesson 9.4: Types of Definitions ...................................................................................................................... 261
Lesson 9.5: Extension vs. Intention ................................................................................................................. 269
Lesson 9.6: Presuppositional Disputes ............................................................................................................. 279
Lesson 9.7: Pursuing Truth ............................................................................................................................ 289

Appendices
Appendix A: Figure and Mood ........................................................................................................................... 295
Appendix B: Venn Diagrams of Valid Syllogisms Based on Mnemonic ................................................................... 296
Appendix C: Syllogism Evaluation Form ............................................................................................................. 299
Appendix D: Analyzing Arguments Inductively ................................................................................................... 300
Appendix E: Handling Religious, Moral, and Ethical Disputes ............................................................................. 302

Endnotes .......................................................................................................................................................................... 305
Glossary ............................................................................................................................................................................. 313
Bibliography ................................................................................................................................................................. 321

Note: Throughout this book, you will see URLs that look like this: <http://capress.link/dd1006>. All you have to do 
is type that URL (without the angle brackets <>) into the address field of your browser and it will take you directly to the 
correct website. We have also provided a complete list of these links on ClassicalAcademicPress.com under the Support tab 
on The Discovery of Deduction product page.



1

Chapter

Introduction to 
Formal Logic

1
Lesson 1.1: 
Formal vs. Informal Logic

Points to Remember
Formal Logic Informal Logic

• Reasoning in the abstract • Evaluating the end product of reasoning
• Mostly deductive • Mostly inductive
•  Concentrates on understanding the 

form of an argument
•  Concentrates on evaluating the content of  

an argument
• Can be analyzed using symbols •  Deals with ordinary-language arguments in 

the interchange of ideas between people

Logic, the art and science of reasoning, is commonly divided into two main sections: formal and 
informal logic. (You may already have studied informal logic, particularly fallacies, in The Art of 
Argument.) Formal logic looks at reasoning in the abstract and focuses primarily on deductive reasoning, 
which deals with types of arguments in which the conclusion must be true if the premises used to support 
it are true. Formal logic studies how an argument is put together—the form, or structure, of arguments—
rather than what the argument is about—the content, or substance, of arguments.

For example, consider the following argument: “All men are mortal. Socrates is a man. Therefore, 
Socrates is mortal.” Formal logic is less concerned with the content of an argument—if “Socrates is 
mortal” is true or false—but very much concerned with the form of the argument—if the logical 
steps taken to get from “All men are mortal” to “Socrates is mortal” are valid or invalid. It is not that 
the content of deductive arguments is not important—it certainly is. However, when people argue 
deductively, they often begin with statements, which are called propositions in deductive logic. Most, 
if not all, people accept these propositions as true. They then use the process of deduction to discover 
new truths and ideas based on those accepted truths.

Perhaps someone will say, ‘Why cannot you 
withdraw from Athens, Socrates, and hold 

your peace?’ . . . I tell you that no greater good 
can happen to a man than to discuss human 

excellence every day . . . and that the unexamined 
life is not worth living.1

                                               —Socrates



2

Lesson 1.1: Formal vs. Informal Logic

For instance, in the previous argument about Socrates, 
the first two propositions of the argument are a given. 
That is, no one would doubt those propositions. So, the 
focus of this argument would not be on whether or not 
the facts of the argument are true, because everyone knows 
they are, but rather on whether or not the argument is 
structured correctly. This is typically true of deductive 
arguments. Because the propositions in the argument are 
often considered to be true, the analysis of the argument 
focuses on the form of the argument to see if the reasoning 
process is correct. This concentration on form means 
that the content of a formal argument is more or less 
interchangeable, which is why the ordinary language of such 
arguments is often replaced with symbols. Using symbols 
to replace the ordinary language in an argument, and then 
evaluating the relationships between those symbols, will 
help you to learn how to analyze the form of arguments 
more easily.

Let’s look at another example of this:

All readers of excellent literature are people who 
think deeply.

All habitual readers of Shakespeare are people 
who read excellent literature.

Therefore, all habitual readers of Shakespeare are 
people who think deeply.

As you can see from the argument above, most, if not 
all, people would agree with both the first and second 
propositions. Therefore, the focus of this argument is not so 
much on the content of the propositions as it is on whether 
or not the argument is structured correctly so that we can 
know that the person making this argument is reasoning 
properly from truth to truth.

The most fundamental difference between formal 
and informal logic is that formal logic focuses on the 
structure of an argument, whereas informal logic focuses 
on evaluating the weight and relevance of the evidence. 
That is, informal logic focuses on evaluating the content 
of ordinary-language arguments, while deductive logic 
focuses on evaluating the structure of an argument. The 
ordinary-language arguments found in informal logic are 
usually inductive in nature, arguing from certain particular 
evidence or observations to a more general conclusion 

that is probable but not certain. One historian of logic 
described informal logic as “dialectical logic” because it is 
the language of debate and the interchange of ideas between 
people.2 While it is true that people can use both types 
of logic individually or in conversation, people often use 
deductive logic, whether they realize it or not, to make sense 
of the world around them. In some ways, it is the simplest 
type of logic because people use single truths they already 
possess or believe in order to arrive at new truths.

As a matter of fact, even though you may not be aware 
of it, you use formal logic regularly. Every day, in order to 
discover new truths or new knowledge, you use propositions 
or truths that you believe to be true. Sometimes you use this 
process in order to discover simple truths, such as making 
observations about things you see every day. For instance, 
you might notice a child in a certain school uniform and 
reason, “All children I have seen who wear that uniform 
go to Seton Preparatory School, so I bet that child goes to 
Seton Preparatory School.” Other times, you use formal 
logic to discover complex truths, such as when you make 
choices regarding ethics. For example, you might reason, 
“If I want to contribute to society, I should start by being a 
good neighbor. I think I will help my new neighbors move 
into their house today.” (Of course, you are assuming in this 
argument that helping your new neighbors move into their 
house is the way to be a good neighbor.)

In order to help you understand how you can use 
formal logic to discover both complex and simple truths, 
consider the following examples. You have probably heard 
the famous Latin saying Cogito ergo sum, which, translated 
into English, means “I think; therefore I am.” A French 
philosopher named René Descartes originally coined this 
famous statement.3 Descartes was interested in the source of 
our knowledge and how we can know whether or not what 
we believe is accurate. In other words, because Descartes 
was aware of how easily human beings can be deceived by 
their thought processes, he wondered how humans could 
know whether or not any of their beliefs were actually true. 
Therefore, he decided he would question everything he 
believed in order to determine if he could find any truth 
that was undeniable or self-evident. As he did this, he soon 
realized that his doubts were evidence of his own thought 
processes. After all, a person must think in order to doubt, 
and there cannot be thought unless there is a sentient—
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thinking—being generating those thoughts. Therefore, 
Descartes reasoned that the one undeniable truth was that 
his thoughts were evidence of his existence.4

If you were to translate this argument into formal logic, 
you would write something like this:

All beings that think are (i.e., they exist).

I think.

Therefore, I am (i.e., I exist).5

Some people might argue that this is a waste of a 
deductive argument. After all, who really questions 
whether or not he exists? Although many people do not 
ponder questions such as this, philosophers certainly 
do, and deductive logic is one tool that allows them to 
reach conclusions and therefore learn more about reality, 
knowledge, or values.

But let’s look at a more practical example of deductive 
logic, something about which ordinary people might think. 
Imagine that two different people are considering whether 
or not to vote for a particular political candidate whom we 
will call Candidate X. This candidate believes in increasing 
taxes to fund social programs. One person might argue the 
following:

All candidates who wish to provide social 
programs care for the citizens of a nation.

Candidate X wishes to provide social programs.

Therefore, Candidate X cares for the citizens of 
the nation.

The other person might argue the following:

All candidates who believe in increasing taxes 
will hurt the economy.

Candidate X desires to increase taxes.

Therefore, Candidate X will hurt the economy.

Notice that although these two people arrived at very 
different views of the candidate, they both used deductive 
logic to arrive at those views. That is, they used propositions 
that they believed to be true—the first two propositions 
in both of the arguments—to discover a third and new 
proposition. One person believes that Candidate X will 
care for the citizens of the nation. The other believes the 
candidate will hurt the economy. Both conclusions, or new 
beliefs, come from previous propositions the two people 
already believed to be true.

Did you know that this same deductive process often 
occurs in your mind when you buy a new product as a 
result of advertising? Let’s say, for example, that you see 
an advertisement about a toothpaste that is guaranteed to 
whiten teeth. As a result of that commercial, you purchase 
the toothpaste and start using it. Your reasoning for 
purchasing the toothpaste might look something like this:

People who want to have whiter teeth use 
toothpaste A.

I want to have whiter teeth.

I will use toothpaste A.

As you can see, people use formal deductive arguments 
to arrive at conclusions about things as simple as toothpaste 
and as complex as theories of their own existence. However, 
you should be aware that it is possible to misuse deductive 
arguments, whether you are reasoning about simple or 
complex things. Therefore, as we proceed through the rest 
of this book, you will learn both how to structure your own 
proper formal arguments and how to critique others’ formal 
arguments. In this way, you will become proficient in the 
two key aspects of formal deductive logic: construction and 
analysis.

Every day, in order to discover new truths 
or new knowledge, you use propositions or 

truths that you believe to be true.
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Define 1. Logic: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

2. Formal Logic: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

3. Informal Logic: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

4. Dialectical Logic:
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Answer 1. What is the most important, or fundamental, difference between formal and informal logic?
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

2. Why aren’t very many symbols used in informal logic?
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________
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Deduction in Action
Logic and Socratic Dialogue

Some of the most interesting examples of logic are the dialogues of an ancient Greek 
philosopher named Socrates. Socrates was devoted to helping people examine their 
thoughts, search for wisdom, and overcome error and illogical thinking. Socrates was so 
dedicated to this goal, in fact, that it eventually led to his death. Don’t worry, those results 
are not typical to the study of logic. It is not likely you will suffer any negative results from 
pursuing logic (other than occasionally encountering your own illogical thoughts); it is 
more likely that you will gain a great deal of benefit from it. However, if you would like 
to learn more about the story of Socrates and his pursuit of wisdom, you can find it in a 
dialogue called the Apology.

You can find this dialogue, as well as the others mentioned in this book, at the following 
link: <http://capress.link/dd0101>.

You can also download a copy of the Apology from this link: <http://capress.link/
dd0102>.

Read the Apology and then answer the following questions:

1. What did the Delphic oracle reveal to Socrates? 

2. How did Socrates go about trying to prove the Delphic oracle wrong? 

3. Why did Socrates’ attempt to prove the oracle wrong anger some of his fellow citizens? 

4. What were the two charges brought against him? 

5.  When Socrates was found guilty, he made a joke about what his sentence should be. 
What did he say his sentence should be, and why did he say it should be that?

6.  Why, according to Socrates himself, could he not stop himself from doing what he 
was doing? 



6

Chapter

Introduction to 
Formal Logic

Points to Remember
Deductive Logic Inductive Logic

• Starts with given propositions or axioms • Starts with observations (used as evidence)
• Evaluated as either valid or invalid • Evaluated as either strong or weak
• Deals with certainty (given the premises) • Deals with probability

The Art of Argument emphasized that informal logic tends to be more inductive and formal logic 
tends to be more deductive. First, let’s quickly review the differences between inductive and deductive 
reasoning. Inductive reasoning tends to start with evidence that we can observe and compile. 
For example, if someone were studying the characteristics of excellent schools, he would carefully 
examine several examples of schools that are considered to be excellent in order to discover common 
characteristics between those schools. Those common characteristics become the evidence upon which 
his inductive argument will be based.

Inductive logic often works toward generalizations that are reasonably accurate with more or less 
probability. This means that inductive reasoning does not lend itself to absolute certainty, which is 
why inductive arguments are evaluated as “strong” or “weak.” In our example of the study about the 
characteristics of excellent schools, the researcher might discover that all of the schools he examined had 
high expectations for their students. Therefore, he might claim that one characteristic of an excellent 
school is that it has high expectations for its students. It would be difficult to prove absolutely that 
this characteristic is a cause of a school’s excellence, but the more careful and thorough the work of the 
researcher, and the more schools he examines in his study, the more probable his conclusions become.

Deductive reasoning, on the other hand, does not start with observations of evidence so exclusively, 
but rather with a proposition (a statement that can be proven true or false) that is used as a given to 
start an argument. Examples of propositions that could be used in such an argument are: “All men are 
mortal” or “Thoughts indicate a thinking being” (do you remember Descartes’ argument from the last 
chapter?). These propositions are generally assumed as a starting point, or as givens (things that are 
accepted as self-evident), and are often called axioms or postulates. Deductive reasoning focuses on 
things that are either “black” or “white,” which is why deductive arguments are evaluated in the more 

1
Lesson 1.2: 

Deductive vs. Inductive Reasoning

Logic is the anatomy of thought. 
                                       —John Locke1
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Lesson 1.2: Deductive vs. Inductive Reasoning

Review
1. Inductive Reasoning: 

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

2. Deductive Reasoning:
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

3. Evidence: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Define

certain terms of “valid” or “invalid.” In contrast, inductive reasoning tends to focus on “shades of 
gray.” For example, if you consider the postulate “All men are mortal,” you will note that men are 
either mortal or they are not. This is a black-or-white issue, so you know this postulate is based on 
deductive reasoning. On the other hand, if you consider the characteristics that create an excellent 
school, you will note that they are more difficult to determine absolutely, which places them in the 
“shades of gray” area of inductive reasoning.

Since we can analyze inductive reasoning, just as we can deductive reasoning, there are 
approaches to induction that could be classified as “formal logic.”2 After all, inductive arguments 
can be analyzed in ways that focus only on the form or structure of the argument and in ways 
that don’t involve the back-and-forth, interpersonal dimension of debate between people. But 
remember, we are discussing inductive reasoning in this chapter for the sake of review. The primary 
focus of the rest of this book will be on deductive reasoning, with only an occasional mention of 
inductive logic as a basis for comparison.
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Fill in the Blank
1.  Inductive reasoning tends to start with ________________________ that 

we can ________________________ and compile. It often works toward 
________________________ that are reasonably accurate with more or less 
________________________. This means that inductive reasoning does not  
lend itself to absolute ________________________.

2.  Deductive arguments are evaluated as either ________________________ or 
________________________, and inductive arguments are evaluated as either 
________________________ or ________________________.

Deduction in Action
A Look at Philosophy

Throughout this book, you will notice that we include all sorts of different arguments to help 
you understand how deductive logic works. A person can actually use deductive reasoning in any 
type of argument concerning any subject. However, there are some fields of study or areas of life in 
which people may more commonly rely on deductive logic, and therefore, in those situations, you 
may see more of those types of arguments than others.

For example, deductive logic is integral to the work, study, and thought processes of philosophy. 
The word “philosopher” derives from the Greek words philos, meaning “love,” and sophia, which 
means “wisdom.” Philosophers, therefore, are lovers of wisdom, and they attempt to discover 
wisdom and truth about the underlying concepts and beliefs held by mankind. As you can imagine, 
since beliefs and concepts aren’t things that are easily measured, philosophers cannot do scientific 
experiments to test whether they are correct or incorrect. Therefore, they often use a priori truths 
in order to discover new truths, which, of course, is deductive logic. In fact, Peter Kreeft, a modern 
philosopher, said, “Logic is to philosophy what a telescope is to astronomy or a cookbook to a meal. 
It is an instrument. It is no substitute for the real thing, but it makes the ‘real thing’ work much 
better.”3 Philosophers generally prefer to use deductive rather than inductive arguments because 
deductive arguments are certain, whereas inductive arguments are only probable.

You can see this reliance on deductive philosophy in the works of the earliest philosophers. For 
example, the following quote is by early Greek philosopher Anaximander concerning his beliefs 
about the origin of men. Because Anaximander could not directly observe the origin of man, he 
attempted to figure out the truth using logic. Notice his argument:

[Anaximander said] that in the beginning man was born from animals of a different 
sort, arguing from the fact that whereas animals are soon able to fend for themselves, 
the young of humans are dependent for a long period of time. Hence, if man had been 
in the beginning as he is now, he would never have been able to survive.

He held that there arose from warm water and earth creatures which were either fish 
or fish-like. Inside these humans were formed, remaining like fetuses until the time of 
puberty. At this time the creatures broke open, and men and women already capable of 
getting food for themselves emerged.4

Put Anaximander’s argument into your own words. Then answer the following question: What a priori 
truth does Anaximander use to reach his new truth?
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Chapter

Introduction to 
Formal Logic

1
Lesson 1.3: 
Categorical vs. Propositional Logic

Points to Remember
Categorical Logic Propositional Logic

•  Basic building block is a category of  
things called a term

•  Basic building block is a statement, 
called a proposition

•  Building blocks are connected by the 
“being” verb1

•  Building blocks are connected by 
logical operators

As you have probably realized by this point, there are several different types of formal logic. You may 
wonder, as you learn more about them, why it is necessary for them to exist. You may also wonder how to 
move between the different types of logic and how to use them properly in conjunction with one another.

To understand the purpose of the different types of logic, it may help you to consider that they are like 
the different magnification settings of a microscope. These different levels of magnification allow you to 
go from a broad view of something to a very close, detailed view. Similarly, the different types of logic 
allow you to look at human thought from broad or detailed perspectives.

Let’s look at this analogy using the two most widely studied types of formal logic: categorical logic 
and propositional logic. Keep in mind that the differences between these two types of formal logic 
are similar to the differences between the levels of a microscope’s magnification. The basic component 
of categorical logic is an individual noun (or noun phrase) called a term, which represents a category 
of things. When we use categorical logic, it is like we are examining human thought very closely and 
in great detail, as though we are using a very high magnification on a microscope. On the other hand, 
the basic building block of propositional logic is an entire sentence called a proposition. When we use 
propositional logic, it is like we are looking at thought processes from a distance in order to get a better 
view of more comprehensive, complex thinking operations. It is as though we are looking at them using 
a very low magnification on a microscope.

Let’s look at a few examples to illustrate this point more clearly. In the first argument that follows, 
there is a categorical syllogism, which is the key argument type in categorical logic. You will notice 
that it deals with three single, specific categories: people, compassionate beings, and me (I). Through 
connecting these three categories, a specific point is made: I should be compassionate.

He that cannot reason is a fool.
He that will not is a bigot.
He that dare not is a slave.

                         —Andrew Carnegie2
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All people should be compassionate beings.

I am a person.

Therefore, I should be a compassionate being.

Now look at the following example of propositional logic:

If I want to improve the world, I should help  
my neighbor.

I want to improve the world.

Therefore, I will help my neighbor.

This second type of argument is called a hypothetical 
syllogism, and it is one of the argument types of 
propositional logic. You will notice that it is a more 
complex argument because it is dealing with a hypothetical, 
possible scenario—the possibility that I might want to 
improve the world and what I should do based on that 
desire. Although I do discuss some other things—the world, 
my neighbor, and me—I do so in the context of this broad, 
hypothetical look at the world.

It is accurate to say that categorical logic, while it can 
deal with abstract concepts, is primarily used to reason 
about a few actual things, while propositional logic reasons 
with complex reasoning situations, such as hypotheticals, 
either-or scenarios, or dilemmas. To return to our 
microscope analogy, categorical logic helps us examine 
specific things up close, as if under high magnification. 
Propositional logic helps us examine things from a distance 
to get the big picture and general outline of a thing or idea, 
as if under low magnification.

For another example, consider the following situation. 
The other day, I went to meet my friend at the school at 
which she works in order to help her set up her classroom. 
Unfortunately, on the way there, I got lost and ended up 
being forty minutes late to meet her. When I got there, 
my friend said, “I’m glad you’re OK. I thought that either 
you had forgotten about our meeting or that something 
had happened to you on the way over. Since I didn’t think 
you would forget the meeting, I was worried something 
had happened.” In this situation, my friend was using 
propositional logic. She used entire propositions, or complete 
thoughts, to reason about why I was late. You will notice that 
her use of propositional logic allowed her to reason about 

the whole scenario in general, and it also allowed her to 
hypothesize different reasons why I might be late.

In contrast, if my friend had used categorical logic, she 
might have reasoned like this:

All people who are late have forgotten their 
appointments.

My friend is late.

Therefore, my friend has forgotten her 
appointment.

Or, she could have reasoned:

All people who are late have been in accidents.

My friend is late.

Therefore, she has been in an accident.

You will notice that some similar thought processes occur 
in both the propositional and the categorical arguments. 
However, the categorical argument deals with one concrete 
idea at a time, as if looking at the situation up close, detail 
by detail. The propositional argument examines complex, 
possible scenarios all at once, as if looking at the entire 
situation from a distance.

Now let’s switch to a different analogy that will help 
you understand how to move between the different types of 
logic. We could say that the different types of logic are like 
different cultures. If you traveled to another country, you 
would most likely find that its culture was different from 
yours. Even though you would notice some things that were 
similar to your own culture, such as the presence of stores, 
holidays being celebrated, and some sort of transportation 
system being in place, there would be enough differences 
that you would probably have to adapt to the new culture 
quite a bit. Different cultures tend to have unique laws, 
procedures, customs, and symbols to which newcomers 
must adjust. You might experience a bit of culture shock at 
first, but soon you would adjust and be able to appreciate 
the uniqueness and adventure of the new place.

Just as different cultures contain unique procedures, 
rules, languages, and practices, so do the different types of 
logic. Another similarity is that all types of logic have some 
things in common with one another, as do cultures. For 
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Review
1. Categorical Logic: 

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

define

instance, you will find that the different types of formal logic use some similar terms, and that all 
of the different types of arguments have rules for constructing good arguments and avoiding bad 
ones. Such comparisons will help you to move between the different types of logic because you 
will be able to follow the common concepts between them. However, you will also find, just as 
with understanding a different culture, that you must learn the different aspects of each individual 
logic system in order to understand and appreciate it properly. Although this may frustrate you 
at first when you encounter a new type of logic, realize that soon you will adapt and be able to 
appreciate it for its own sake.3

At this point, you may be wondering why we are starting with categorical logic. After all, 
there are a number of other logic textbooks that begin with propositional logic (or a branch of it 
sometimes called truth-functional logic).4 There are several reasons for our decision to start with 
categorical logic, and if you are like many students, it may help you to study this book more 
thoroughly if you understand the logic behind the way it is set up.

First, categorical logic is the more traditional logic. It was seen as essential for understanding 
the thinking processes of many foundational thinkers, such as Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, and 
Aquinas. When you read the works of these philosophers, you will find that their writing mirrors 
the categorical thought processes that you will learn in this book. By studying categorical logic, 
you will be able to better understand their writing. Furthermore, categorical logic was developed 
first historically, and unless there’s a good reason not to, why not teach first things first? Lastly, 
our experience has been that students generally find categorical logic easier to understand because 
it deals with fewer forms. Therefore, when students study categorical logic first, they move from 
simpler to more complex forms of logic in a systematic manner, much like how students studying 
math move from simple calculations to more complex operations as they gain more advanced 
math skills.

As you begin the study of categorical logic, realize that you will learn to analyze the basic 
units of thought in a clear, systematic manner so that you can more easily proceed to examining 
complex arguments. In addition, you will follow the learning trajectory of many of history’s great 
thinkers and philosophers.
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Define (continued)
2. Propositional Logic: 

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Fill in the Blank
1.  While the basic building block in categorical logic is an individual word called a 

________________, which represents a basic category of things, the basic building block of 
propositional logic is an entire sentence, called a ________________.

2.  You could say that categorical logic is like the ________________ magnification setting on 
a microscope because it allows you to examine things in ________________. On the other 
hand, you could say that propositional logic is like the ________________ magnification 
setting on a microscope because it allows you to examine things from ________________.

Explain
1.  In your own words, explain why it is important to examine issues from a close, detailed 

perspective, as well as from a broad, more comprehensive perspective. Provide an example of 
a subject in which you are currently interested or that is important in our culture right now. 
Explain at least two different things you could learn from examining this topic up close and 
in detail, as well as from a distance in a more general manner.

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________
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Explain (continued)
2.  In your own words, explain why it might be helpful to consider the different types of logic as 

different cultures. Provide at least two reasons. 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Deduction in Action
Logic and the Movies

As mentioned before, people can use deductive logic to argue about any topic in any field of 
study. Having said that, sometimes deductive logic shows up in the oddest places and in the oddest 
ways. Take the movies, for instance. One of the most famous British comedies is a movie called 
Monty Python and the Holy Grail. In one very famous scene in this movie, some townspeople try to 
prove that a local woman is a witch. A “wise” man in the crowd, Sir Bedevere (along with a little 
help from a visiting King Arthur), helps them with their logic, and the result is memorable, to say 
the least. Read the following dialogue and then answer the questions at the end.

Various Peasants: Witch! A witch! We’ve got a witch!

First Peasant: We have found a witch. May we burn her?

[Various calls to burn her.]

Sir Bedevere: How do you know she is a witch?

Peasants: She looks like one. [Various calls to burn her.]

Sir Bedevere: Bring her forward.

Accused Girl: I’m not a witch! I’m not a witch!

Sir Bedevere: But you are dressed as one.
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Deduction in Action (continued)
Accused Girl: They dressed me up like this. And this isn’t my nose; it’s a false one.

Sir Bedevere: Well?

First Peasant: Well, we did do the nose.

Sir Bedevere: The nose?

First Peasant: And the hat, but she’s a witch. 

[Yeah, burn her!]

Sir Bedevere: Did you dress her up like this?

Peasants: No. No. No. No. No. Yes. Yes, a bit. A bit. A bit. A bit. She has got a wart.

Sir Bedevere: What makes you think she’s a witch?

Second Peasant: Oh, she turned me into a newt.

Sir Bedevere: A newt?

Second Peasant: I got better.

Third Peasant: Burn her anyway! Burn her!

Sir Bedevere: Quiet! Quiet! Quiet! Quiet! There are ways of telling whether she is a witch.

Peasants: Are there? What are they? Tell us!

Sir Bedevere: Tell me, what do you do with witches?

Peasants: Burn them!

Sir Bedevere: And what do you burn apart from witches?

First Peasant: More witches!

Third Peasant: Wood!

Sir Bedevere: So, why do witches burn?

First Peasant: ’cause they’re made of . . . wood?

Sir Bedevere: Good!

Peasants: Oh, yeah.

Sir Bedevere: So how do we tell whether she is made of wood?

First Peasant: Build a bridge out of her!

Sir Bedevere: Ah, but can you not also make bridges out of stone?

First Peasant: Oh, yeah.

Sir Bedevere: Does wood sink in water?

First Peasant: No, no. 

Third Peasant: It floats. It floats!

First Peasant: Throw her into the pond!

Peasants: Yeah! Yeah! The pond!
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Deduction in Action (continued)
Sir Bedevere: What also floats in water?

Peasants: Bread! Apples! Very small rocks! Cider! Gravy! Cherries! Rum! Churches! Lead!

King Arthur: A duck.

Sir Bedevere: Exactly. So logically. . . ?

Peasants: If she weighs the same as a duck . . . she’s made of wood.

Sir Bedevere: And therefore. . . ?

Peasants: A witch? A witch! She’s a witch! Burn her!

Sir Bedevere: We shall use my largest scales!

[Various cries.]

Sir Bedevere: Remove the supports.

[Various cries.]

Peasants: A witch! A witch!

Accused Girl: It’s a fair cop.*

Sir Bedevere: Who are you who are so wise in the ways of science?

Arthur: I am Arthur, king of the Britons.

Sir Bedevere: My liege.5

*“Cop” is a slang term meaning “catch, capture, or purchase.”

From what you know about deductive logic so far, see if you can write the aforementioned argument 
in some semblance of a deductive argument (mind you, it’s certainly a silly deductive argument). The 
“argument” begins when Sir Bedevere claims that there are ways of telling whether or not the woman  
is a witch.
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Chapter

Lesson 2.1: 
Part I: Aristotle Gets the Ball Rolling

Classical Origins and Medieval Recovery

2
A Brief History 

of Logic

Points to Remember
1. The Greek philosophers, particularly Aristotle, developed formal logic.
2.  The rediscovery of logic was central to the rebirth of higher learning and the 

advancement of philosophy and science.

It may help you to think more clearly about logic in general and the different types of logic 
specifically if you think about it as a discipline that aids people in the search for truth. Since the 
beginning of time, people have been interested in finding truth or in being certain about what they 
know, or what they think they know. As people began to think about this process and the search for 
truth, they began to consider rules by which they might be able to determine if their reasoning was 
good or bad or their beliefs true or false. In determining this, they believed it would aid them in 
analyzing their beliefs effectively. 

The Egyptians and other ancient people first began experimenting with these concepts when they 
began using geometric concepts to build amazing buildings, such as the pyramids in Egypt and some 
of the temples in Central and South America. The basis of geometry is the postulate, or axiom, which 
is a truth that is accepted as a given. For instance, it is accepted as a given that the three angles of a 
triangle always equal 180 degrees. Everything from geometry flows from these axioms, or postulates. 
Therefore, geometry would work like this: Since axiom A is true and axiom B is true, then C must 
follow. Since the Egyptians and ancient peoples in the Americas used laws like this, they were familiar 
with the concept of logic, although they may not have had a formal program of study centered on it.

However, as the ancient Greek civilization developed, people became interested in identifying and 
codifying the logic they found in geometry and other reasoning processes they were using to discover 
the truth of the world around them. In fact, the ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle, who lived from 
384 to 322 BC, wrote the first logic “textbook” that has survived the passage of time. This collection 
of his writings is called the Organon, which means “instrument.” This title was used because logic 
was seen as an instrument, or tool, of science and philosophy.2 Aristotle addresses various topics in 
the Organon, including informal fallacies, but its primary focus is categorical logic.3 Aristotle was 
fascinated by all sorts of subjects, including philosophy, politics, science, and medical studies. He 
believed that our senses were the main vehicle through which we discovered the truth. Therefore, he 
believed people should determine those things which could not be denied by the senses and then derive 

It is the mark of an educated mind to be able 
to entertain a thought without accepting it.

                                                       —Aristotle1
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Review
1.  Who wrote the first known textbook on logic? What was its title and what did that title mean?

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Answer

everything deductively from those a priori (self-evident) truths. Because of Aristotle’s influence, 
categorical logic dominated the field of logic in the ancient world. Even today, categorical logic is 
sometimes called Aristotelian logic.4

It may seem as though a great philosopher such as Aristotle would have easily been able to 
analyze and categorize all of the rules of logic in his lifetime. However, logicians and philosophers 
over the years have realized that our thought processes and reasoning systems are so complex that 
they take a great deal of consideration and analysis from multiple angles. For instance, a school 
of philosophers called the Stoics, founded in the third century BC,5 loved to study arguments, 
propositions, and paradoxes that did not fit Aristotle’s system of logic.6 For example, the Stoics 
liked to study problems in logic such as the liar’s paradox. This paradox occurs when someone 
who has claimed that he always lies utters the phrase, “I am lying.” As you can see, this presents 
a problem. Do we simply accept his assertion that he is, indeed, lying? Or, do we assume that he 
is lying when he says he is lying and, therefore, he is not lying? The Stoics dealt with propositions 
and arguments that were more complex than those with which Aristotle’s logic dealt.

Although Aristotle’s studies in logic did not exhaust the study of human thought, his studies 
were so significant, useful, and profound that the study of Aristotelian logic dominated the field 
of logic even into the Middle Ages (AD 456-1400). At first, much of the learning of the classical 
world was lost in the wake of the fall of Rome and the confusion during the transition to the 
medieval era. Medieval scholars, therefore, had a considerable amount of rebuilding to do in 
retrieving and translating past writing in the area of logic.7 However, once Aristotle’s works had 
been recovered and translated, along with several other key logic texts, medieval scholars were 
convinced of logic’s importance. As William of Ockham (1285-1347), a famous medieval logician, 
wrote, “Logic is the most useful tool of all the arts.”8

During the Middle Ages, logicians, scholars, and philosophers recognized that logic was a 
necessary tool for the progress of philosophy and science. In addition, people desired to understand 
the world in an orderly way after experiencing so much chaos and confusion in the early Middle 
Ages, during which time there had been little time for contemplation of how the world worked. 
Consequently, scholars in the later Middle Ages were particularly attracted to the orderly categories 
of Aristotle.9 In fact, many medieval scholars used Aristotelian logic to prove Christian doctrine.10 
For instance, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) used Aristotle’s logic to develop arguments for the 
existence of God. The emphasis on Aristotelian logic, at the expense of other approaches, continued 
throughout the Middle Ages and into the Renaissance. At that time, logic took a firm place, 
along with grammar and rhetoric, as a member of the “trivium,” the three liberal arts considered 
foundational to education. As people began to rediscover the learning and knowledge that had been 
lost in the collapse of the Roman Empire, Aristotle’s organized system of thinking and classification 
helped them to begin to make sense of a seemingly chaotic world.
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ANSWER (continued)
2.  Summarize the contribution to the field of logic made by the three philosophers (or group of 

philosophers) listed below.

a. Stoics: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

b. Thomas Aquinas: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

c. William of Ockham: 
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

3.  Explain why Aristotle’s categorical logic might have especially appealed to people during  
the Middle Ages. 

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

4.  For another interesting look at the complexities of logic, go to the link listed below and study 
Zeno’s most famous paradox, which is the riddle about Achilles and the Tortoise: <http://
capress.link/dd0201>.

In the space provided below, explain Zeno’s paradox and why it presents a challenge to logicians even today.
___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________
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Answer (continued)
5.  William of Ockham, a medieval logician mentioned in this chapter, is known for his famous 

principle called Ockham’s razor. Do some research about this principle and then explain its 
basic idea in the space provided below. You can find information about this principle at the 
following link: <http://capress.link/dd0202>.

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Deduction in Action
Think About It
We want to get you warmed up to thinking about evidence, reasons, and arguments. Look at the quote 
at the beginning of the chapter and provide an answer for these two questions:

1. Why is it important to be able to entertain an idea without accepting it?

2. Why is entertaining an idea without accepting it especially hard to do? 
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Lesson 2.2: 
Part II: Aristotle Is Lost and Then Found

The Growth and Divergence of Modern Logic

A Brief History 
of Logic

2

Points to Remember

1.  During the Renaissance and Reformation, people began to question the prominent 
status of Aristotelian logic.

2.  People like Francis Bacon, John Stuart Mill, and George Boole attempted to address 
some of the weaknesses and limitations of Aristotelian logic.

During the Renaissance and Reformation, which took place between the fourteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, people began to question the prominent status of Aristotelian logic in the 
curriculum. There were several reasons why this occurred. First, new avenues of thought and new 
research tools emerged. People became increasingly interested in experience and the information 
acquired through the senses as a basis for knowledge. For example, the English scholar Francis 
Bacon (1561-1626) wrote a highly influential work entitled Novum Organum, which means “new 
instrument.” Bacon insisted that more attention needed to be paid to inductive logic and less to the 
deductive logic stressed by Aristotle. Bacon believed that rather than reasoning deductively from a 
priori assumptions, we should collect observations and examples from the world and form theories 
based on these observations.2 This new emphasis on induction formed the basis of the scientific 
method and was largely responsible for the advances in the empirical sciences achieved during the 
Scientific Revolution. (See The Argument Builder for a more in-depth discussion of Francis Bacon and 
some of his contributions to inductive logic.)

The second reason later scholars did not continue to hold Aristotelian logic in high esteem was the 
abuse and limitations of Aristotle’s logic. One limitation of Aristotle’s logic was that he often accepted 
truths that appeared obvious from common sense that, in actuality, were false. For example, Aristotle 
had proposed the idea that heavier objects would fall faster than lighter objects based on “common 
sense” observation. As later scientists, such as Galileo, proved, this was not true. Suddenly, Aristotle’s 
process of arriving at new truths through deduction from a priori beliefs appeared to be, at least 
occasionally, unreliable. Therefore, later scholars, especially in the University of Paris, began to doubt 
that Aristotelian logic was the “last word” in the field of logic. They began to react to the view that 
Aristotelian logic was like a gospel truth that could not be questioned. They realized that regarding 
Aristotelian logic as the best form of logic could prevent scholars from adding new perspectives 
and fashioning new logical tools, thus limiting advances in science and philosophy. As a result, 

The logic of words should yield  
to the logic of realities.

                                —Louis Brandeis1
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This approach lasted until the 1970s when, partially as 
a result of the emergence of classical schools and classical 
curricula, there was a revival of the idea that all thinking 
people needed to understand the basics of logic as a tool 
for life.6 Today, this movement continues and is expanding. 
As the movement grows, many people are rediscovering 
the benefits of Aristotelian logic, in conjunction with other 
types of logic, for clarifying and strengthening thinking.

As you continue your study of logic, it is important 
to realize that although categorical logic has some 
limitations, just as all types of logic do, it has helped 
people in the past to discover and formulate some of the 
most profound philosophical and scientific truths of our 
world. Furthermore, this logic still forms the foundation of 
many fields of study today, such as philosophy and ethics. 
Learning to use logic well will allow you to strengthen your 
own thinking and become an effective seeker of truth.

Aristotelian logic continued to be taught as a required 
subject in European universities well into the nineteenth 
century, but it had lost its status as the primary tool of 
serious scholarship.3

As the nineteenth century continued, philosophers 
and especially mathematicians took a second look 
at deductive logic and began to develop it in various 
ways, particularly in the area of propositional logic. For 
instance, George Boole (1815-1864) developed a system 
of symbolic logic known as Boolean logic. One of the 
strengths of Boolean logic was that it provided a logical 
framework for dealing with arguments or propositions 
about categories of things that didn’t actually exist or 
that were hypothetical possibilities, such as unicorns or 
ghosts.4 This was in contrast to Aristotle’s logic, which 
had focused on propositions about things that did exist. 
Boole also developed a logical system that applied to 
math, which became known as Boolean algebra, and he 
and other logicians increasingly applied logic to math. 
Later scholars began to apply logic to computer systems.5 
Another influential philosopher, John Stuart Mill, explored 
rules that could help scientists determine cause-and-
effect relationships. Cause-and-effect relationships are 
especially important in many scientific, medical, social, and 
psychological sciences. For instance, when doctors attempt 
to discover the catalysts (causes) for diseases like cancer and 
diabetes, they are studying cause-and-effect relationships. 
Mill’s methods are still studied in modern college logic 
textbooks, especially in deductive reasoning texts.

These new topics of study in logic were certainly helpful. 
However, logic increasingly became an isolated, abstract, 
and specialized “science,” rather than an “art” to be studied 
and used as a tool by all educated people. Perhaps this was 
partially responsible for logic’s slow disappearance from 
the list of required courses in universities over the next 
century. It just didn’t seem practical for the everyday person 
anymore. Logic either became an arcane subject that few 
students ever encountered, or it was repackaged as “critical 
thinking,” which tended to focus more on lists of types 
of bad arguments. Although the study of critical thinking 
and the study of bad arguments (also called fallacies) is 
extremely helpful, people can gain an overly narrow view 
of logic if they only study fallacies and neglect the useful 
aspects of a traditional study of deductive logic.
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Answer 1.  What were the two reasons why Aristotelian logic gradually became less dominant after the 
Middle Ages? 

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

2.  Name two of the modern thinkers (people who lived after the Middle Ages) mentioned in 
this lesson and summarize their contributions to the field of logic.

a.  _________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

b.  _________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________

Deduction in Action
Thinking About Logic

Throughout this book, as you encounter more Deduction in Action exercises, you will notice 
that some of them will help you to understand how logic is used in different areas of life, while 
others will aid you in analyzing other people’s arguments. Still other times, the Deduction in 
Action exercises will ask you to develop your own arguments. Especially at the beginning of the 
book, don’t be too concerned about how good your argument is or if it is structured properly. 
After all, you have just started learning about logic. At the beginning, focus primarily on putting 
your thoughts into words. Later, we will help you make sure that your argument is thoroughly 
developed and properly structured.

Consider this question: Why is it important for you to learn logic? As you will soon learn, all 
arguments have two main parts: a conclusion, which is the point you are proving, and a premise, 
which is the reasoning behind the conclusion. On a separate piece of paper, write a short argument 
with a premise and conclusion explaining why it is important for you to learn logic. Your 
conclusion will be this: “It is important for me to learn logic.” Your premise should be a specific 
reason that supports this conclusion. Make sure that your premise is specific and different from the 
conclusion. For example, you want to avoid arguments like this: “It is important for me to learn 
logic because logic is a good skill to have.” This supporting premise is weak, vague, and unhelpful. 
The more specific your premise is, the more helpful it will be.
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AAppendix A 

Figure and Mood

Figure

Figure 1 Figure 2 Figure 3 Figure 4

Major Premise M P P M M P P M

Minor Premise S M S M M S M S

Mnemonic
Barbara, Celarent, Darii, Ferio que prioris; Cesare, Camestres, Festino, Baroco secundae; Tertia, 

Darapti, Disamis, Datisi, Felapton, Bocardo, Ferison, habet; Quarta in super addit Bramantip, Camenes, 
Dimaris, Fesapo, Fresison

Mood

Figure 1 AAA EAE AII EIO

Figure 2 EAE AEE EIO AOO

Figure 3 AAI IAI AII EAO OAO EIO

Figure 4 AAI AEE IAI EAO EIO
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First-Figure Syllogisms

Barbara Celarent

All M is P.

All S is M.

All S is P.

M

PS

XX No M is P.

All S is M.

No S is P.

M

PS X
X

Darii Ferio

All M is P.

Some S is M.

Some S is P.

M

PS

X
X No M is P.

Some S is M.

Some S is not P.

M

PS X
X

Second-Figure Syllogisms

Cesare Camestres

No P is M.

All S is M.

No S is P.

M

PS
X X All P is M.

No S is M.

No S is P.

M

PS

X

X

Appendix B: 
Venn Diagrams of Valid Syllogisms 

Based on Mnemonic
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Second-Figure Syllogisms (continued)

Festino Baroco

No P is M.

Some S is M.

Some S is not P.

M

PS
X

X
All P is M.

Some S is not M.

Some S is not P.

M

PS

X

X

Third-Figure Syllogisms

Darapti Disamis

All M is P.

All M is S.

Some S is P.

M

PS

X
X Some M is P.

All M is S.

Some S is P.

M

PS

X
X

Datisi Felapton

All M is P.

Some M is S.

Some S is P.

M

PS

XXX No M is P.

All M is S.

Some S is not P.

M

PS
X
X
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Third-Figure Syllogisms (continued)

Bocardo Ferison

Some M is not P.

All M is S.

Some S is not P.

M

PS

X
X

No M is P.

Some M is S.

Some S is not P.

M

PS
X
X

Fourth-Figure Syllogisms
Bramantip Camenes

All P is M.

All M is S.

Some S is P.

M

PS

X
X

All P is M.

No M is S.

No S is P.

M

PS X
X

Dimaris Fesapo

Some P is M.

All M is S.

Some S is P.

M

PS

X
X No P is M.

All M is S.

Some S is not P.

M

PS
X

X

Fresison

No P is M.

Some M is S.

Some S is not P.

M

PS
X

X
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Part A: Write Out the Syllogism
 _______________________________________________________________________

 _______________________________________________________________________

 _______________________________________________________________________

 _______________________________________________________________________

Part B: Convert to Categorical Form
Hint: Fill in the conclusion line first and work up.

______________________ is ______________________.  

______________________ is ______________________.

Therefore, ______________________ is ______________________.

Part C: Schema
Reminder: Simply rewrite the syllogism, but substitute S, M, and P for the terms.

______________________ is ______________________.  

______________________ is ______________________.

Therefore, ______________________ is ______________________.

Part D: Mood and Figure
__________  __________  __________  –  __________

Part F: Circle the Fallacies, If Any:
Rule 1:  __________________________________________________________________

• Fallacy of Four Terms      • Equivocation

Rule 2:  __________________________________________________________________

Rule 3:  __________________________________________________________________

Rule 4:  __________________________________________________________________

Major? ______________________     Minor? ______________________

Rule 5:  __________________________________________________________________

Rule 6:  __________________________________________________________________

Rule 7:  __________________________________________________________________

Appendix C 
Syllogism Evaluation Form

Name: _________________________________________   Date: ________________
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Sometimes it can be very difficult to determine whether or not a fact is 100 percent true or 100 
percent false. For instance, consider the following statements: Meat is never an optimal food for 
humans; meat is an optimal food for humans. Eating any fast food is horrible for your health; fast 
food can be part of a healthy diet. God exists; God doesn’t exist. All people have guardian angels; 
guardian angels are fictitious, imaginary creatures. There is intelligent life on other planets; there is no 
intelligent life on other planets.

All of these statements are factual statements. They are propositions. Therefore, they are either 
true or false. However, as you can imagine, it is very difficult to prove the truth or falsity of these 
propositions with 100 percent accuracy. This is because some of these propositions, like the first 
couple about the effects of eating meat or fast food, contain so many variables that it is extremely 
difficult to determine their truth-value with 100 percent certainty.

The truth-value of statements like the last two about God and extraterrestrial life is difficult to 
prove because of several different reasons. We don’t have tests or technology at this time that can 
measure these types of things. Furthermore, many people would argue that science doesn’t have the 
capability, and never will, to measure spiritual or religious matters, such as whether God exists or not. 
What, then, do we do in situations in which we cannot determine the truth-value of a proposition 
with 100 percent certainty? We use inductive logic to examine whether the evidence supporting a 
proposition or argument is strong or weak.

You probably already know how to use inductive logic to some degree because you use it in 
your everyday life. For example, you may recall that inductive logic is based on generalization. 
That is, people make observations in everyday life, notice a pattern, and then make an inductive 
generalization based on the pattern they note. What kind of observations do people make? They 
might make an observation of cause-and-effect relationships. For example, a person might notice that 
when people study, they tend to get good grades, or when they smoke, they tend to get more diseases, 
such as lung cancer. That is, the person notices that one factor causes the other factor.

People might also generalize from examples or illustrations. For instance, someone might notice 
examples of absolute monarchs in history who are tyrannical, and she might generalize that absolute 
monarchs abuse power. She has generalized this from the historical examples she has examined. 
Another type of generalization someone might make is from expert opinion. For example, if a 
person is curious about the cause of poverty, he might read a lot of books on this subject. In his 
reading, he might notice that almost all experts agree that a lack of education is a common cause 
of poverty. Therefore, he might generalize that failure to graduate from high school is a common 
cause of poverty. These types of arguments—cause and effect, examples, and expert opinion—are 
just three types of generalizations people make. (If you are interested in learning other generalization 
techniques, you can study them in The Argument Builder, published by Classical Academic Press.)

In reading these examples of different types of generalizations, you probably realized that you do 
this quite a bit in your thinking and discussion already. In fact, almost everybody reasons this way. 
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that has questionable a priori propositions as premises is 
to use inductive logic to demonstrate that the evidence 
supporting the proposition is weak. In this way, you 
effectively use a combination of induction and deduction 
to critique the argument.

That is, people naturally reason by making generalizations 
based on daily observations. However, although 
generalization is a common and helpful reasoning tool, it 
is possible to make faulty or illogical generalizations. For 
example, one common inductive fallacy is illegitimate 
appeal to authority. This occurs when someone makes a 
generalization from authorities that are not authorities in 
the area about which they are speaking. For instance, let 
us say that Dr. Phillips, who has a doctorate in physics, 
mentions offhandedly in his physics class that one of 
the main causes of poverty is a very poor education. If 
a student in Dr. Phillips’s class later cited Dr. Phillips’s 
statement in a paper on the causes of poverty and relied on 
Dr. Phillips’s expertise to prove this statement, she would 
be committing the fallacy of an illegitimate appeal to 
authority because Dr. Phillips, while certainly an expert of 
some kind, is not an expert on the causes of poverty. He is 
only an expert in physics. There are many types of common 
inductive fallacies, and learning them can be a great aid 
in helping you to think more clearly. (If you would like to 
learn more about the inductive fallacies, you should consult 
The Art of Argument or The Argument Builder.)

Now that you have a basic idea of what generalization is 
and what a logical fallacy is, you can better understand how 
you might use inductive logic to dispute the soundness 
of a premise in a syllogism when it involves a complex 
empirical dispute. You would examine the evidence behind 
the premise to see if the inductive evidence supporting it 
is strong or weak. There are several different ways you can 
do this. You can demonstrate that the evidence supporting 
a premise is weak because the examples used to support 
the generalization are inadequate, misunderstood, or 
misrepresented. You can demonstrate that the evidence 
supporting the premise is factually incorrect. You can also 
demonstrate that the evidence supporting the premise 
commits a logical fallacy. Critiquing the evidence behind 
a premise inductively can be a very effective method for 
disputing arguments.

Through The Discovery of Deduction, you have learned 
that deductive logic works though inference from a 
priori propositions. However, you have also learned that 
sometimes people believe that the propositions in their 
arguments are a priori propositions when they actually 
are not. One way that you can critique an argument 
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One of the most difficult kinds of disputes to handle is a religious dispute or a dispute over the 
morals and ethics that flow out of religious beliefs. Many people feel that we shouldn’t even argue 
about religious beliefs. After all, some people will ask, aren’t all religions equally true?

As we have mentioned in this book, deduction works from inference from a priori premises. 
However, as we mentioned in the appendix on induction (appendix D), sometimes people believe 
the propositions in their arguments are a priori propositions when they really are not. One way 
you can critique an argument such as this is to use inductive logic to demonstrate that the evidence 
supporting a proposition is weak (see appendix D for an explanation of this process).

This is fairly easy to do when propositions pertain to matters such as eating habits, physical health, 
and causes of poverty, but what about propositions pertaining to religious issues, such as whether 
or not God exists, whether lying is wrong or not, or whether or not angels exist? After all, aren’t all 
religious beliefs equal? Can we really critique the truth-value of propositions that pertain to people’s 
religious beliefs? Furthermore, if we do attempt to critique the truth-value of a religious belief, aren’t 
we being intolerant?

The truth is that we can and even should critique religious beliefs, but civility and wisdom should 
certainly accompany any discussion of this kind. However, while tolerance, or civility, is important, it 
is not necessary to accept all religious beliefs as equally valid in order to be tolerant. In fact, declaring 
all religious beliefs as equally true can lead to contradiction and illogic, which are never helpful in the 
search for truth.

First of all, before we discuss religious beliefs and how and why we should critique them, it is 
important to clarify the difference between beliefs that are preferences and beliefs that are based on 
propositions that have a truth-value. For example, let’s say that a guy named Drew says, “I believe 
that green is the best color in the world,” but his friend, Jennifer, contradicts him, saying, “Blue is 
the best color in the world.” Would we be justified in saying, in this scenario, that both of them are 
right because Drew has his own favorite color, and Jennifer has her own favorite color? It seems like 
the answer should be “yes,” but in this scenario, it is actually misleading to use the word “right” to 
describe Drew and Jennifer’s declarations.

You might remember that in our discussion of propositions earlier in this book, we discussed that 
only propositions can have truth-values and that propositions are statements that can be proven true 
or false. Whether or not a color is the best color in the world cannot be proven true or false because 
there is no such thing as a “best color,” unless you are using the phrase “best color” in the context of 
which color best compliments another color. But that is not the context in which Drew and Jennifer 
are using the phrase “best color” in the illustration above.

In essence, both Drew and Jennifer are stating their color preference. That is, they are self-reporting 
on their favorite color. Self-reports are not debatable because we generally assume someone’s self-
report is true. In other words, they believe what they say they believe. Therefore, although it would 
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to prove any truth about lying, but these statements do 
contain truth-values—they are not merely preferences or 
self-reports.

Let us say, for example, that God does exist, and that 
He is, indeed, all-knowing and perfectly good. If this is so, 
then God is the ultimate source of moral standards because 
He always knows what is right in all situations. Therefore, 
people would look to God’s wisdom or commands in order 
to determine the truth-value of the propositions about 
lying. On the other hand, let us say that God does not exist 
and that there is no ultimately wise, ultimately perfect being 
who knows the ultimate good. Then, people would have to 
set forth another standard that would guide their decisions 
about lying. For instance, they might say that whether or 
not lying is good or bad always depends on the culture and 
what is best in that culture. Or they might argue that for all 
cultures, lying is generally bad for the community, but there 
are a few exceptions. This does not exhaust all the possible 
beliefs about God and lying, but it does illustrate some 
possible positions people might hold.

It is important to realize that although we cannot prove 
whether or not God exists with 100 percent accuracy, we 
can use logic to determine whether or not it is likely that 
God exists. If we can use logic to determine the likelihood 
of God’s existence, we can also use logic to determine the 
likelihood that beliefs that flow from a belief or disbelief in 
God are true or false.

Although we can use logic to do these things, you may 
be wondering if it is really worthwhile to do so. After all, 
why not just “live and let live,” as the saying goes? It is 
important to realize that if some religious beliefs are based 
on propositions with truth-values, then those beliefs are 
our guide about what is right, true, good, and beautiful. 
Whether or not we do what is right, good, or true certainly 
affects our lives, our families, our neighborhoods, and our 
societies, which is why it is good and even necessary to 
discuss and debate these ideas.

The point is that there is a right and a wrong answer 
about many religious issues, as well as the morals and ethics 
that flow from them. However, we cannot design a test or 
check a fact in a book to prove irrefutably the truth-value of 
such issues. Therefore, we must decide what we believe to 
be true, using logic as well as advice from our parents and 

be incorrect to say that both Drew and Jennifer’s beliefs 
are “right,” we could say, “Drew and Jennifer, you are both 
allowed to have your own favorite color, and it is silly to 
fight over this issue because favorite colors are preferences, 
not scientific facts. So, be kind to each other, and enjoy 
your own favorite color.”

The point of this illustration is to demonstrate that 
people are entitled to their own preferences, and they 
should be respectful of other people’s preferences. However, 
preferences are self-reports and do not contain truth-values 
and, therefore, it is incorrect to say that both people’s 
preferences are “right,” or true.

It is important to realize that while some religious beliefs 
may be preferences, many religious beliefs are based on 
propositions with truth-values. For example, let’s consider 
the statement “God exists.” Let us say that you have two 
people: one who believes that God does exist and one 
who believes that God does not exist. As we know from 
the square of opposition, it is impossible for both of these 
beliefs to be true at the same time because it is impossible 
for something to exist and not exist at the same time. 
Therefore, if one person believes that God does exist, and 
one person believes that God does not exist, one of them 
is right and one of them is wrong. However, it is likely 
impossible to prove which one is which with 100 percent 
accuracy, given our current scientific and logical tools. 
Even philosophers and scientists generally agree that it is 
impossible to design a scientific experiment or develop a 
philosophical argument that irrefutably proves or disproves 
the existence of God. Therefore, while the proposition 
“God exists” certainly has a truth-value, it is impossible 
to determine this truth-value beyond a shadow of a doubt 
with any current scientific or logical tools.

People often have very strong opinions about the truth-
value of the proposition “God exists.” Religious beliefs 
usually proceed from either a belief in God’s existence 
and how we believe He has told us how to act or from 
a disbelief in God’s existence. To illustrate the difficulty 
of analyzing religious beliefs, consider the act of lying. 
Someone might say, “Lying is always wrong,” and another 
person might say, “Sometimes lying is not wrong.” These 
statements are contradictory, meaning that if one is true, 
then the other is false. We cannot do a scientific test 
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mentors, and we must treat each other with kindness and 
civility when we disagree.

The United States has had a long tradition of religious 
freedom, which is a good thing because, frankly, you can’t 
force someone to believe what he doesn’t believe. We may 
hope to convince people that our belief is correct or, just 
as importantly, we may desire to recognize the flaws in our 
own belief system. The only way we can do this is to have 
productive, thorough, and clear discussions that help us 
search for the truth. Civility and kindness promote this type 
of discussion, whereas rudeness and hate disrupt it.

Interestingly, treating propositions that have truth-
values as though they were only self-reports or preferences 
(i.e., claiming that everyone’s belief is equally right) can 
also disrupt this type of discussion because it leads to 
contradiction and logical absurdities. Furthermore, it 
reduces all moral and religious beliefs to mere preferences, 
and it is silly, in most cases, to argue about preferences. 
After all, if, for example, all political beliefs have equal 
truth-values and are just preferences, we wouldn’t need to 
waste time watching presidential debates and discussing 
political platforms with our friends and family.

However, we recognize, inherently, that this is not how 
it is. We do believe that our beliefs, and the actions that 
flow from our beliefs, do make a difference in the world 
around us. They contain truth-value. Therefore, the best 
type of tolerance is the kind that recognizes that all people 
are equally valuable, but not all beliefs are true. We should 
engage in actions that promote reasonable, civil, and 
thorough discourse, because this is what helps us to discover 
truth. (For more information on engaging in productive 
debate and discussion, look for Classical Academic Press’s 
upcoming release Everyday Debate.)
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1. J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Sorcerer’s Stone, “Treebeard’s Stumper Answer,” <http://www.rain.

org/~mkummel/stumpers/17mar00a.html>.

2. The Declaration of Independence, The Charters of Freedom: The Declaration, <http://www.archives.
gov/exhibits/charters/declaration_transcript.html>.

Lesson 8.3: Evaluating Validity: Terminological Rules 3 and 4
1. J.R.R. Tolkien, “J.R.R. Tolkien Quotes,” ThinkExist.com, <http://thinkexist.com/quotes/j.r.r._

tolkien>.

2. Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, s.v. “Venn Diagram,” <http://www.merriam-webster.com/
dictionary/venn%20diagram> (accessed July 3, 2009).
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(Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), n.p.
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1. Spock, “The Squire of Gothos,” Star Trek, season 1, eposide 17, <http://www.imdb.com/title/

tt0708478/quotes>.

2. In traditional Aristotelian logic, sometimes the term “comprehension” is used instead of intension.

3. In common, everyday language, the term “denotation” is often used to mean the objective meaning 
of a word, and “connotation” is used to mean the subjective or emotive meaning of a word. This is 
not precisely how logicians use these words, since logicians use the terms as synonyms for extension 
and intension. To avoid confusion between the conventional and logicians’ use of these words, we will 
consistently use the terms “extension” and “intension.”

4. Thesaurus.com, s.v. “Love,” <http://thesaurus.reference.com/browse/love> (accessed August 10, 2009).

7. Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, s.v. “Integrity,” (Springfield, MA: Merriam-Webster, 1983).
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1. Aristotle, “Aristotle Quotes,” BrainyQuotes.com, <http://www.brainyquotes.com/quotes/quotes/a/

aristotle143026.html>.

2. Plato, Euthyphro, The Internet Classics Archive, <http://classics.mit.edu/Plato/euthyfro.html>.

Lesson 9.7: Pursuing Truth
1. G.K. Chesterton, The Quotations Page, <http://www.quotationspage.com/quotes/G._K._Chesterton/>.

2. This is a paraphrase of Plato’s work. You can find a direct translation of Plato’s The Republic, book 7, at 
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3. Lewis Carroll, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland, Answers.com, <http://www.answers.com/topic/alice-s-
adventures-in-wonderland-chapter-5>.

4. McKeon, 1086-1087.
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Abstraction: The process of observing and then mentally categorizing something. 3.1

Acts of the Mind: Different processes through which the mind proceeds in the act of reasoning. See also 
judgment, inference, and simple apprehension. 3.1

Affirmo: Latin word meaning “I affirm.” 4.6

A priori: An idea or truth accepted as already true. 1.2

Aquinas (AD 1224-1274): A medieval philosopher and theologian who wrote famous works, such as 
Summa Theologica. 1.3

Argument: An activity in which people provide examples or rational reasons for or against an action 
with the intent to persuade. 3.1

Aristotle (384-322 BC): A Greek philosopher and student of Plato who wrote famous works, such as 
Nicomachean Ethics and Metaphysics. 1.3

Augustine (AD 354-430): A medieval philosopher and theologian who wrote famous works, such as 
Confessions, City of God, and De Trinitas. 1.3

Axioms: Statements or propositions that are presented as true statements and from which an argument 
can be built. Also referred to as “postulates.” 1.2

Being Verb: The forms of the verb “to be,” including am, is, are, was, were, be, being, and been. 1.3

Borderline Cases: Cases in which it is unclear to which cases a certain term applies and which can be 
clarified by précising definitions. 9.4

Categorical Form: The arrangement of the terms and words in a statement so that the statement either 
affirms (supports) or negates (denies) something about a specific topic. 4.2

Categorical Logic: The branch of logic pioneered by Aristotle that deals primarily with categories of 
things. In a categorical argument, an argument can be represented with symbols, and each of those 
symbols represents a term, or a word or phrase, that describes a category of things. Categorical logic 
is always deductive logic, so only the structure or form of the argument is used to determine validity. 
Example: “All men are mortal” becomes All S is P. See also term. 1.3

Categorical Proposition: A proposition that either confirms or denies something about a class of 
things. 4.6

Categorical Syllogism: A syllogism in which the premises and the conclusions are written in standard 
categorical form, such as S is P. 1.3

Category: A class of things represented by a term. 1.3

Cause: Something that brings about a result or an effect. 3.1

Glossary
Glossary
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Certainty: The condition of knowing something absolutely. 8.5

Clarity: One of the three principles of critical thinking in which language used in an argument is clear 
and not open to multiple interpretations. See also presumption and relevance. 3.1

Class Inclusion: A state that occurs when one class of items is included in another class of items. 3.2

Commands: Verbal statements that instruct someone to perform an action. 4.3

Complement: The term that denotes everything not represented by a term; usually, this is represented 
by inserting the word “non” before the term. 6.3

Complex Empirical Dispute: This is a dispute that concerns the facts in an argument for which an 
answer cannot be easily located in a book. Complex empirical disputes often involve many intertwining 
variables and factors and are often debated, even by experts in the matter. 9.2

Conclusion: What a person believes based on evidence; the point of persuasion in a syllogism; that 
which the speaker is hoping his audience will be persuaded to do or believe; the last statement in an 
argument. 2.2

Conclusion Indicators: Words or phrases, such as “therefore,” “thus,” “so,” “it follows that,” and “in 
conclusion,” that indicate that the conclusion is about to follow. 4.4

Connotation: See intension. 9.5

Content: The ideas and information an argument contains. 1.1

Contradiction: The relationship of opposition that exists between A and O propositions and E and I 
propositions. Contradictory statements cannot both be true or both be false at the same time. See also 
contrariety, subcontrariety, subimplication, and superimplication. 5.1

Contraposition: This is a relationship of equivalence that occurs when you obvert a statement, then 
convert it, and then obvert it again. It exists only for A and O propositions. See also conversion and 
obversion. 6.1

Contrariety: The relationship of opposition that exists between A and E propositions. A and E 
propositions cannot both be true at the same time, but they can both be false at the same time. See also 
contradiction, subcontrariety, subimplication, and superimplication. 5.1

Conversion: The relationship of equivalence that occurs when you switch the subject and predicate of a 
proposition. It only works on I and E propositions. See also contraposition and obversion. 6.1

Copula: The logic name for the being verb in a proposition. 4.5

Counterexample Method: A method for determining the validity of syllogisms in which a person 
attempts to find a syllogism in the same schema that has true premises leading to a false conclusion. If a 
syllogism like this can be found, it proves that the syllogism schema is invalid. 8.1

Deductive: Relating to reasoning that argues by inference from a priori truths. See also deductive 
inference, deductive logic, and deductive reasoning. 1.1

Deductive Inference: A mental process through which a person arrives at new knowledge based on the 
truth of one or more given axioms or postulates. See also axioms and postulates. 3.1

Deductive Logic: Logic that proceeds by inference from a priori propositions. 1.1

Deductive Reasoning: A method of determining the validity of a “formal argument” (see formal logic) 
in which the conclusion must, necessarily, be true if the premises used to support it are true. Deductive 
arguments are said to be “black” or “white” and cannot be gray. 1.1

Definitional Dispute: A dispute that centers around the definition or use of a word in an argument. See 
also empirical dispute and presuppositional dispute. 9.2

D
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Definition by Subclass: A definitional device that is a listing of various subclasses that fit into that class. 
See also extensive definition. 9.5

Definition by Synonym: A method of definition that provides words similar or identical to the word 
being defined. 9.5

Demonstrative Definition: See ostensive definition. 9.5

Denotation: See extension. 9.5

Dialectical: Pertaining to the language of debate or to the interchange of ideas between two people, as 
opposed to the logic of one man reasoning all by himself. 1.1

Dilemmas: Situations in which one must choose between two unpleasant alternatives. 1.3

Distributed (or Distribution): A quality that describes a term that is talking about all of the members 
represented by that class. 8.3

Effect: A result or consequence that follows a cause or specific action. See also cause. 3.1

Either-Or Scenarios: Scenarios in which one of two options is possible. 1.3

Empirical Dispute: A dispute that centers around the facts in an argument. See also definitional 
dispute and presuppositional dispute. 9.2

Enthymeme: An abbreviated form of a syllogism in which one of the premises is missing. See also first-
order enthymeme, second-order enthymeme, and third-order enthymeme. 7.3

Enumerative Definition: A definition device that lists items that illustrate a term. 9.5

Equivocating Term: A term that occurs more than once in an argument that is presented as being used 
in the same way each time but is actually used in two different ways. 9.3

Equivocation: A fallacy in which a term that is used in two different ways is presented as being used in 
only one way. See also formal fallacies and fallacy of four terms. 8.2

Evidence: Facts used to support a conclusion or hypothesis. 1.2

Exclamations: Verbal expressions, such as “Good grief!” and “Terrific!” which are indications of strong 
emotion, such as surprise, anger, or happiness. 4.3

Explanation: A series of statements in which a cause is given for an effect. 3.1

Extension: The quality of a term that describes all of the members belonging to, or denoted by, that 
term; the sum total of all of the members of a class. Also referred to as “denotation.” See also extensive 
definition, intension, and intensive definition. 9.5

Extensive Definition: A definition that indicates, in some manner, the members that belong to a 
category denoted by a term. See also extension, intension, and intensive definition. 9.5

Fallacies: Poor arguments often created using false or invalid inferences. 1.1

Fallacy of Four Terms: A formal fallacy that occurs when a syllogism contains four terms, or when a 
syllogism uses three terms, one of which is used in two different ways. 7.3

Fallacy of the Undistributed Middle: A formal fallacy that occurs when the middle term of a syllogism 
is not distributed in at least one of the premises. 8.3

Fallacy of Two Negative Premises: A formal fallacy that occurs when a syllogism has a conclusion 
following two negative premises. 8.4

Figure: The way in which the middle term is arranged in a syllogism. See also mood. 7.4
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First-Order Enthymeme: A syllogism that has an implied first premise. 7.4

Form: Pertains to the structure of a deductive argument. 1.1

Formal Fallacies: Fallacies that pertain to errors in the structure and form of a syllogism. See also 
equivocation and fallacy of four terms. 8.1

Formal Logic: One of the two branches in the study of logic (see also informal logic) centering on the 
form of an argument; it is reasoning in the abstract, focusing on deductive reasoning, where the validity 
of an argument is based solely on the structure (form) of the argument. 1.1

Generalizations: Theories or hypotheses that are formed on the basis of perceived patterns in a variety 
of examples. 1.2

Genus and Difference: A definitional device that indicates the larger category to which a term belongs 
and then the particular characteristics that distinguish it from other terms in that category. 9.5

Givens (or Given Propositions): Basic conditions or assumptions. 1.2

Greetings: Verbal expressions that communicate welcome or hospitality to a person or group of people. 
4.3

Hypotheticals: Possible scenarios. 1.3

Hypothetical Syllogism: A syllogism that draws a conclusion from a cause-and-effect relationship 
between possible scenarios. 1.3

Illegitimate Appeal to Authority: An informal fallacy in which someone draws a conclusion from the 
testimony of an authority whose expertise lies in a different field. Appendix D

Illicit Major: A formal fallacy that occurs when the major term of a syllogism is distributed in the 
conclusion but not in the premises. 8.3

Illicit Minor: A formal fallacy that occurs when the minor term of a syllogism is distributed in the 
conclusion but not in the premises. 8.3

Immediate Inferences: Another name for the relationships of equivalence, which tell us what equivalent 
statement a proposition immediately implies or to which it is identical. See also relationships of 
equivalence. 6.2

Implied Conclusion: A conclusion that is not directly stated but can be inferred from the premises of a 
syllogism. 7.4

Implied Premise: A premise that is not directly stated but that can be inferred from the other premise 
and the conclusion of a syllogism. 7.4

Indefinite: The state of not being sure or certain. 4.8

Inductive: Pertaining to reasoning that draws conclusions from generalizations. See also inductive 
inference and inductive reasoning. 1.1

Inductive Inference: A reasoning process that occurs when someone arrives at a general conclusion or 
hypothesis based on observations of patterns in a group of examples. See also generalizations. 3.1

Inductive Reasoning: A method of determining the validity of an informal argument that tends to start 
with evidence that can be observed and compiled and works toward generalizations that are reasonably 
accurate with more or less probability. Inductive arguments are said to be either “strong” or “weak.” 1.2
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Inference: A reasoning process through which a person arrives at new information through the 
implications of other axioms, postulates, or observed examples. See also acts of the mind, judgment, 
and simple apprehension. 3.1

Informal Logic: One of the two branches in the study of logic (see also formal logic). Informal logic 
deals with ordinary-language arguments that tend to emphasize “inductive,” rather than “deductive,” 
reasoning. The structure or form of an argument is less the issue than the weight of the evidence, and the 
arguments are generally determined to be reasonably accurate with more or less probability. 1.1

Intension: The sum total of qualities that identify which entities are members of that class. Also referred 
to as “connotation.” See also extension, extensive definition, and intensive definition. 9.5

Intensive Definition: A definition that indentifies which entities are members of that class. See also 
extension, extensive definition, and intension. 9.5

Invalid: Refers to an argument that has a conclusion that is not supported by its premises. It describes a 
deductive argument that is structured incorrectly. See also valid. 1.1

Judgment: A thinking process that occurs when a person expresses a relationship between two terms; 
a mental process by which we recognize and name an object. See also acts of the mind, inference, and 
simple apprehension. 3.1

Key Terms: In a statement or proposition, these are the subject and the predicate. 4.4

Lexical Definition: A definition for a word found in the dictionary. 9.4

Logic: The art and science of reasoning. Most often broken up into formal and informal logic. See also 
formal logic and informal logic. 1.1

Logical Operators: Words, such as “and” and “or,” which connect parts of propositions. 1.3

Major Premise: The first premise in a properly structured syllogism; contains the major term. See also 
major term, minor premise, and minor term. 7.2

Major Term: The predicate of the conclusion, and the term that appears in the major premise. See also 
major premise, middle term, minor premise, and minor term. 7.1

Middle Term: The term that appears twice in the premises of a syllogism but not in the conclusion. It 
links the major and minor terms. See also major term and minor term. 7.1

Minor Premise: The second premise in a properly structured syllogism; contains the minor term. See 
also major premise, major term, and minor term. 7.2

Minor Term: The subject of the conclusion of a syllogism. It appears in the minor premise. See also 
major premise and major term. 7.1

Mnemonic: A device used to assist in memorizing a series of facts, words, dates. 7.5

Mood: The manner in which a syllogism’s propositions are arranged according to quality. See also figure 
and quality. 7.4

Nego: Latin word meaning “I deny.” 4.6

Nonsense Sentences: Sentences that are incomprehensible or whose key terms do not correspond  
to reality. 4.3
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Obversion: A relationship of equivalence that occurs when the quality of the subject of a proposition 
is changed and then the predicate is negated. It can be performed on all propositions. See also 
contraposition and conversion. 6.1

Operative Definition: A definition that gives a set of procedures (or “operations”) that can affirm if a 
term has the necessary qualities to fit into a given class. 9.5

Ordinary-Language Arguments: Arguments that are stated in the language people use when they 
are having an informal conversation. These arguments are not stated in categorical form and must be 
translated for use in deductive logic. Sometimes referred to as “everyday-language” or “everyday-English” 
arguments. 1.1

Ostensive Definition: A method of definition in which an example of a term is pointed at or indicated 
in some way in order to serve as an illustration of the term. Also referred to as a “demonstrative 
definition.” 9.5

Particular Affirmative: A proposition that affirms something about some of the members of a category 
represented by a term. See also particular negative, universal affirmative, and universal negative. 4.6

Particular Negative: A proposition that denies something about some of the members of a  
category represented by a term. See also particular affirmative, universal affirmative, and universal 
negative. 4.6

Particular Proposition: A proposition that affirms or denies something about some of the members of a 
category represented by a term. 4.6

Persuasive Definition: A definition that is worded in such a way as to convince people of a certain view 
of that term. 9.3

Plato (428-347 BC): A Greek philosopher who wrote famous works, such as the Republic, Euthyphro, 
the Apology, and the Crito. 1.3

Postulates: Statements or rules considered to be true and through which further truths can be 
discovered. See also axioms. 1.2

Précising Definition: A definition that reduces vagueness and ambiguity and indicates in which 
circumstances the term under consideration is to be used. 9.4

Predicate Term: The term in a proposition that follows the verb and renames or describes the subject. 4.4

Premise: A reason given that leads to the arguer’s conclusion. 2.2

Premise Indicators: Words or phrases, such as “since,” “because,” “for these reasons,” and “it follows 
from” that indicate that the premises are about to follow. 4.4

Presumption: One of the three principles of critical thinking in which language used in an argument 
presents data fairly and does not make unnecessary assumptions. See also clarity and relevance. 3.1

Presupposition: A certain view or opinion held about the world. 9.6

Presuppositional Dispute: A dispute that centers around people’s opinions or views of the world. See 
also definitional dispute and empirical dispute. 9.2

Probability: The likelihood or general reliability that something is right, true, or accurate. 1.2

Process of Inference: The steps through which a person proceeds in deductive or inductive inference. 
See also deductive inference and deductive reasoning. 3.1

Proposition: A single declaration or report of facts or opinions. This term is often used interchangeably 
with the term “statement.” See also statement. 1.1

Propositional Logic: A type of logic that deals with statements and their relationship to each other. 1.3
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Qualitative Rules: Syllogistic rules that pertain to whether or not the propositions in a syllogism are 
positive or negative. See also terminological rules. 8.2

Quality: The aspect of a proposition describing whether or not it supports or denies something. 4.3

Quantifier: A word in a proposition, such as “all,” “no,” “some,” and “some not,” which signals the 
amount of a class that a proposition discusses. 4.3

Quantity: The aspect of a proposition describing whether or not the proposition discusses all or  
some things. 4.3

Questions: Sentences that raise issues and ideas by inquiring or asking another’s perspective; they do 
not report facts or relationships of equivalence, which are the relationships that demonstrate which 
propositions are identical to other propositions. 4.3

Relationships of Equivalence: The relationships that demonstrate what can be inferred from 
propositions that are equivalent to each other. These relationships are used as a tool to change 
propositions into equivalent propositions. See also contrapostion, conversion, and obversion. 5.2

Relationships of Opposition: The relationships that demonstrate what can be inferred from 
propositions in opposition to each other in quality and quantity. See also quality and quantity. 5.2

Relevance: One of the three principles of critical thinking in which the premises of an argument provide 
some support for the conclusion. See also clarity and presumption. 3.1

Schema: The mood and figure of a syllogism. 7.5

Second-Order Enthymeme: A syllogism that omits the minor premise. 7.4

Self-Reports: Expressions of feeling or belief. 4.3

Simple Apprehension: The recognition and naming or classification of an object or concept. See also 
acts of the mind, inference, and judgment. 3.1

Sound Syllogism: A syllogism that is both true and valid. 8.1

Square of Opposition: A diagram that illustrates the relationships of opposition. See also relationships 
of opposition. 5.1

Standard-Form Syllogism: A syllogism written in categorical form with two premises and a conclusion. 
Each of the three propositions contained in a standard-form syllogism has a subject, verb, and a copula. 
See also copula. 7.2

Statement: A single declaration or report of facts or opinions. This term is used interchangeably with the 
term proposition. 1.1

Stipulative Definition: A definition for a word that is created ad hoc (on the spot) in order to add more 
clarity or to provide common ground in a discussion. 9.4

Stoics: A Greek school of philosophy founded in the third century BC. They studied logical problems, 
such as the liar’s paradox, which transcended the boundaries of Aristotelian logic. 2.1

Straw Man Fallacy: A fallacy that occurs when a person draws a conclusion from a caricatured or 
otherwise distorted version of his opponent’s argument. 9.6

Structural: A characteristic of formal logic that pertains to its investigation of the process through which 
an individual proceeds in order to reason from one statement or proposition to another. 3.1

Subcontrariety: A relationship of opposition that exists between I and O propositions. Subcontrary 
statements cannot both be false, but they can both be true. See also contradiction, contrariety, 
subimplication, and superimplication. 5.1
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Subimplication: A relationship that exists between A and I propositions and E and O propositions. The 
truth of the universal implies the truth of the particular. Also referred to as “subalternation.” See also 
contradiction, contrariety, subcontrariety, and superimplication. 5.1

Subject Term: The term in a proposition about which the proposition is written. It is the first noun 
term in the proposition. 4.4

Superimplication: The relationship of opposition that exists between I and A propositions and O 
and E propositions. The falsity of the particular implies the falsity of the universal. Also referred to as 
“superalternation.” See also contradiction, contrariety, subcontrariety, and subimplication. 5.1

Syllogism: A deductive formal argument consisting of two premises followed by a conclusion. 3.1

Symbols: A sign or figure used to represent a word or concept. 1.1

Term: A word or phrase that represents a class of related things. 1.3

Terminological Rules: Syllogistic rules that apply to the terms in a syllogism. See also  
qualitative rules. 8.2

Theoretical Definition: A definition built upon a certain philosophical view of a word. 9.4

Thesis: The main idea or proposition of an argument. 3.1

Third-Order Enthymeme: A syllogism that omits the conclusion. 7.4

Translate: The act of putting an ordinary, everyday argument into categorical form. 4.1

True Syllogism: A syllogism that is factually accurate and correct. 8.1

Truth: A right understanding of reality. 1.1

Truth-Value: The truth or falsity of a proposition or statement . 4.3

Undistributed: A term is undistributed when only some of a class is referenced in a proposition. 8.3

Universal Affirmative: A proposition that affirms something about all of a category. See also particular 
affirmative, particular negative, and universal negative. 4.6

Universal Negative: A proposition that denies something about all of a category. See also particular 
affirmative, particular negative, and universal affirmative. 4.6

Universal Proposition: A statement that affirms or denies something about all of a category represented 
by a term. 4.6

Using the Complement: Providing the complement of a word in a proposition. See also complement. 6.3

Valid (or Validity): An adjective describing a deductive argument that is structured properly, or uses 
right reasoning form. Inductive arguments are considered “strong” or “weak,” whereas deductive 
arguments are considered “valid” or “invalid.” See also invalid. 1.1

Valid Syllogism: A syllogism that is structured correctly. 8.1

Venn Diagram: A diagram consisting of interlocking circles that illustrates the relationships between the 
three premises of a syllogism. 8.3

Verb of Being: Also known as “being verbs.” Verbs such as am, is, are, was, were, be, being, and been, 
which serve as the copula of a proposition. See also copula. 4.5
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Stories give us an experience of certain knowledge, which is why how we 
feel about the book is part of what the book is teaching us. We have kept 
this in mind while making the Walking to Wisdom Literature Guides, 
to be used in conjunction with the works of C.S. Lewis, J.R.R. Tolkien, 
and Dorothy Sayers. Each literature guide both stands on its own and 
interacts with the others, with sidebar comments and thematic continu-
ity. Th ese books will change students’ lives and, in the meantime, teach 
them how to read with delight, depth, and skill.

“I believe that a large part of the value of reading great books is 
wrestling with the ideas and stories, and this series seems to be one 
of the best I’ve ever seen for accomplishing this.” —Cathy Duff y

Our literature guides thoughtfully instill students with the 
following habits:
•  taking notes in their books
•  answering reading questions and creating their own questions
•  keeping notes book-wide on themes and motifs
•  answering discussion questions about thematic material
•  memorizing important quotations
•  preparing, while reading, to write
•  participating in creative enrichment activities related to the 

books

LEWIS TOLK IEN SAYERS

walking 
TO wisdom

l i t e r at u r e  g u i d e  s e r i e s

When lilacs last in the door-yard bloom’d, And the great star early droop’d in the western sky in the night, I mourn’d—and yet shall mourn with ever-returning spring. O 
ever-returning spring! trinity sure to me you bring; Lilac blooming perennial, and drooping star in the west, And thought of him I love. O powerful, western, fallen star! O 
shades of night! O moody, tearful night! O great star disappear’d! O the black murk that hides the star! O cruel hands that hold me powerless! O helpless soul of me! O 
harsh surrounding cloud, that will not free my soul! In the door-yard fronting an old farm-house, near the white-wash’d palings, Stands the lilac bush, tall-growing, with 
heart-shaped leaves of rich green, With many a pointed blossom, rising, delicate, with the perfume strong I love, With every leaf a miracle......and from this bush in the door-
yard, With delicate-color’d blossoms, and heart-shaped leaves of rich green, A sprig, with its flower, I break. In the swamp, in secluded recesses, A shy and hidden bird is 

warbling a song. Solitary, the thrush, The hermit, withdrawn to himself, avoiding the settlements, Sings by himself a song. Song of the bleeding throat! Death’s outlet song 
of life—(for well, dear brother, I know If thou wast not gifted to sing, thou would’st surely die.) Over the breast of the spring, the land, amid cities, Amid lanes, and 
through old woods, (where lately the violets peep’d from the ground, spotting the gray debris;) Amid the grass in the fields each side of the lanes—passing the endless grass; 

Passing the yellow-spear’d wheat, every grain from its shroud in the dark-brown fields uprising; Passing the apple-tree blows of white and pink in the orchards; Carrying 
a corpse to where it shall rest in the grave, Night and day journeys a coffin. Coffin that passes through lanes and streets, Through day and night, with the great cloud 
darkening the land, With the pomp of the inloop’d flags, with the cities draped in black, With the show of the States themselves, as of crape-veil’d women, standing, With 
processions long and winding, and the flambeaus of the night, With the countless torches lit—with the silent sea of faces, and the unbared heads, With the waiting depot, the 

arriving coffin, and the sombre faces, With dirges through the night, with the thousand voices rising strong and solemn; With all the mournful voices of the dirges, pour’d around 
the coffin, The dim-lit churches and the shuddering organs—Where amid these you journey, With the tolling, tolling bells’ perpetual clang; Here! coffin that slowly passes, I 

give you my sprig of lilac. (Nor for you, for one, alone; Blossoms and branches green to coffins all I bring: For fresh as the morning—thus would I carol a song for you, 
O sane and sacred death. All over bouquets of roses, O death! I cover you over with roses and early lilies; But mostly and now the lilac that blooms the first, Copious, I 
break, I break the sprigs from the bushes; With loaded arms I come, pouring for you, For you, and the coffins all of you, O death.) O western orb, sailing the heaven! 
Now I know what you must have meant, as a month since we walk’d, As we walk’d up and down in the dark blue so mystic, As we walk’d in silence the transparent 

shadowy night, As I saw you had something to tell, as you bent to me night after night, As you droop’d from the sky low down, as if to my side, (while the other stars all 
look’d on;) As we wander’d together the solemn night, (for something, I know not what, kept me from sleep;) As the night advanced, and I saw on the rim of the west, 
ere you went, how full you were of woe; As I stood on the rising ground in the breeze, in the cold transparent night, As I watch’d where you pass’d and was lost in the 

netherward black of the night, As my soul, in its trouble, dissatisfied, sank, as where you, sad orb, Concluded, dropt in the night, and was gone. Sing on, there in the 
swamp! O singer bashful and tender! I hear your notes—I hear your call; I hear—I come presently—I understand you; But a moment I linger—for the lustrous star has 
detain’d me; The star, my departing comrade, holds and detains me. O how shall I warble myself for the dead one there I loved? And how shall I deck my song for the 

large sweet soul that has gone? And what shall my perfume be, for the grave of him I love? Sea-winds, blown from east and west, Blown from the eastern sea, and blown 
from the western sea, till there on the prairies meeting: These, and with these, and the breath of my chant, I perfume the grave of him I love. O what shall I hang on 
the chamber walls? And what shall the pictures be that I hang on the walls, To adorn the burial-house of him I love? Pictures of growing spring, and farms, and homes, 
With the Fourth-month eve at sundown, and the gray smoke lucid and bright, With floods of the yellow gold of the gorgeous, indolent, sinking sun, burning, expanding the air; 
With the fresh sweet herbage under foot, and the pale green leaves of the trees prolific; In the distance the flowing glaze, the breast of the river, with a wind-dapple here and 
there; With ranging hills on the banks, with many a line against the sky, and shadows; And the city at hand, with dwellings so dense, and stacks of chimneys, And all the 
scenes of life, and the workshops, and the workmen homeward returning. Lo! body and soul! this land! Mighty Manhattan, with spires, and the sparkling and hurrying 
tides, and the ships; The varied and ample land—the South and the North in the light—Ohio’s shores, and flashing Missouri, And ever the far-spreading prairies, cover’d 

with grass and corn. Lo! the most excellent sun, so calm and haughty; The violet and purple morn, with just-felt breezes; The gentle, soft-born, measureless light; The miracle, 
spreading, bathing all—the fulfill’d noon; The coming eve, delicious—the welcome night, and the stars, Over my cities shining all, enveloping man and land. Sing on! sing on, you 
gray-brown bird! Sing from the swamps, the recesses—pour your chant from the bushes; Limitless out of the dusk, out of the cedars and pines. Sing on, dearest brother—war-
ble your reedy song; Loud human song, with voice of uttermost woe. O liquid, and free, and tender! O wild and loose to my soul! O wondrous singer! You only I hear......
yet the star holds me,  but will soon depart;  Yet the lilac, with mastering odor, holds me. Now while I sat in the day, and look’d forth, In the close of the day, with its 

light, and the fields of spring, and the farmer preparing his crops, In the large unconscious scenery of my land, with its lakes and forests, In the heavenly aerial beauty, 
(after the perturb’d winds, and the storms; Under the arching heavens of the afternoon swift passing, and the voices of children and women, The many-moving sea-tides,—and 
I saw the ships how they sail’d, And the summer approaching with richness, and the fields all busy with labor, And the infinite separate houses, how they all went on, each 

with its meals and minutia of daily usages; And the streets, how their throbbings throbb’d, and the cities pent—lo! then and there, Falling upon them all, and among them all, 
enveloping me with the rest, Appear’d the cloud, appear’d the long black trail; And I knew Death, its thought, and the sacred knowledge of death. Then with the knowledge 

of death as walking one side of me, And the thought of death close-walking the other side of me, And I in the middle, as with companions, and as holding the hands of 
companions, I fled forth to the hiding receiving night, that talks not, Down to the shores of the water, the path by the swamp in the dimness, To the solemn shadowy 
cedars, and ghostly pines so still. And the singer so shy to the rest receiv’d me; The gray-brown bird I know, receiv’d us comrades three; And he sang what seem’d the 
carol of death, and a verse for him I love. From deep secluded recesses, From the fragrant cedars, and the ghostly pines so still, Came the carol of the bird. And the 

charm of the carol rapt me, As I held, as if by their hands, my comrades in the night; And the voice of my spirit tallied the song of the bird. Death Carol. Come, lovely 
and soothing Death, Undulate round the world, serenely arriving, arriving, In the day, in the night, to all, to each, Sooner or later, delicate Death. Prais’d be the 
fathomless universe, For life and joy, and for objects and knowledge curious; And for love, sweet love—But praise! praise! praise! For the sure-enwinding arms of 

cool-enfolding Death. Dark Mother, always gliding near, with soft feet, Have none chanted for thee a chant of fullest welcome? Then I chant it for thee—I glorify 
thee above all; I bring thee a song that when thou must indeed come, come unfalteringly. Approach, strong Deliveress! When it is so—when thou hast taken them, I joyously 

sing the dead, Lost in the loving, floating ocean of thee, Laved in the flood of thy bliss, O Death. From me to thee glad serenades, Dances for thee I propose, 
saluting thee—adornments and feastings for thee; And the sights of the open landscape, and the high-spread sky, are fitting, And life and the fields, and the huge and thoughtful 
night. The night, in silence, under many a star; The ocean shore, and the husky whispering wave, whose voice I know; And the soul turning to thee, O vast and well-veil’d 
Death, And the body gratefully nestling close to thee. Over the tree-tops I float thee a song! Over the rising and sinking waves—over the myriad fields, and the prairies 
wide; Over the dense-pack’d cities all, and the teeming wharves and ways, I float this carol with joy, with joy to thee, O Death! To the tally of my soul, Loud and 

strong kept up the gray-brown bird, With pure, deliberate notes, spreading, filling the night. Loud in the pines and cedars dim, Clear in the freshness moist, and the 
swamp-perfume; And I with my comrades there in the night. While my sight that was bound in my eyes unclosed, As to long panoramas of visions. I saw askant the armies; 
And I saw, as in noiseless dreams, hundreds of battle-flags; Borne through the smoke of the battles, and pierc’d with missiles, I saw them, And carried hither and yon 

through the smoke, and torn and bloody; And at last but a few shreds left on the staffs, (and all in silence,) And the staffs all splinter’d and broken. I saw battle-corpses, 
myriads of them, And the white skeletons of young men—I saw them; I saw the debris and debris of all the dead soldiers of the war; But I saw they were not as was 
thought; They themselves were fully at rest—they suffer’d not; The living remain’d and suffer’d—the mother suffer’d, And the wife and the child, and the musing comrade 

suffer’d, And the armies that remain’d suffer’d. Passing the visions, passing the night; Passing, unloosing the hold of my comrades’ hands; Passing the song of the hermit 
bird, and the tallying song of my soul, (Victorious song, death’s outlet song, yet varying, ever-altering song, As low and wailing, yet clear the notes, rising and falling, flooding 
the night, Sadly sinking and fainting, as warning and warning, and yet again bursting with joy, Covering the earth, and filling the spread of the heaven, As that powerful 
psalm in the night I heard from recesses,) Passing, I leave thee, lilac with heart-shaped leaves; I leave thee there in the door-yard, blooming, returning with spring, I 
cease from my song for thee; From my gaze on thee in the west, fronting the west, communing with thee, O comrade lustrous, with silver face in the night. Yet each I 

keep, and all, retrievements out of the night; The song, the wondrous chant of the gray-brown bird, And the tallying chant, the echo arous’d in my soul, With the lustrous and 
drooping star, with the countenance full of woe, With the lilac tall, and its blossoms of mastering odor; With the holders holding my hand, nearing the call of the bird, Comrades 
mine, and I in the midst, and their memory ever I keep—for the dead I loved so well; For the sweetest, wisest soul of all my days and lands...and this for his dear 

sake; Lilac and star and bird, twined with the chant of my soul, There in the fragrant pines, and the cedars dusk and dim.
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When lilacs last in the door-yard bloom’d, And the great star early droop’d in the western sky in the night, I mourn’d—and yet shall mourn with ever-returning spring. O 
ever-returning spring! trinity sure to me you bring; Lilac blooming perennial, and drooping star in the west, And thought of him I love. O powerful, western, fallen star! O 
shades of night! O moody, tearful night! O great star disappear’d! O the black murk that hides the star! O cruel hands that hold me powerless! O helpless soul of me! O 
harsh surrounding cloud, that will not free my soul! In the door-yard fronting an old farm-house, near the white-wash’d palings, Stands the lilac bush, tall-growing, with 
heart-shaped leaves of rich green, With many a pointed blossom, rising, delicate, with the perfume strong I love, With every leaf a miracle......and from this bush in the door-
yard, With delicate-color’d blossoms, and heart-shaped leaves of rich green, A sprig, with its flower, I break. In the swamp, in secluded recesses, A shy and hidden bird is 

warbling a song. Solitary, the thrush, The hermit, withdrawn to himself, avoiding the settlements, Sings by himself a song. Song of the bleeding throat! Death’s outlet song 
of life—(for well, dear brother, I know If thou wast not gifted to sing, thou would’st surely die.) Over the breast of the spring, the land, amid cities, Amid lanes, and 
through old woods, (where lately the violets peep’d from the ground, spotting the gray debris;) Amid the grass in the fields each side of the lanes—passing the endless grass; 

Passing the yellow-spear’d wheat, every grain from its shroud in the dark-brown fields uprising; Passing the apple-tree blows of white and pink in the orchards; Carrying 
a corpse to where it shall rest in the grave, Night and day journeys a coffin. Coffin that passes through lanes and streets, Through day and night, with the great cloud 
darkening the land, With the pomp of the inloop’d flags, with the cities draped in black, With the show of the States themselves, as of crape-veil’d women, standing, With 
processions long and winding, and the flambeaus of the night, With the countless torches lit—with the silent sea of faces, and the unbared heads, With the waiting depot, the 

arriving coffin, and the sombre faces, With dirges through the night, with the thousand voices rising strong and solemn; With all the mournful voices of the dirges, pour’d around 
the coffin, The dim-lit churches and the shuddering organs—Where amid these you journey, With the tolling, tolling bells’ perpetual clang; Here! coffin that slowly passes, I 

give you my sprig of lilac. (Nor for you, for one, alone; Blossoms and branches green to coffins all I bring: For fresh as the morning—thus would I carol a song for you, 
O sane and sacred death. All over bouquets of roses, O death! I cover you over with roses and early lilies; But mostly and now the lilac that blooms the first, Copious, I 
break, I break the sprigs from the bushes; With loaded arms I come, pouring for you, For you, and the coffins all of you, O death.) O western orb, sailing the heaven! 
Now I know what you must have meant, as a month since we walk’d, As we walk’d up and down in the dark blue so mystic, As we walk’d in silence the transparent 

shadowy night, As I saw you had something to tell, as you bent to me night after night, As you droop’d from the sky low down, as if to my side, (while the other stars all 
look’d on;) As we wander’d together the solemn night, (for something, I know not what, kept me from sleep;) As the night advanced, and I saw on the rim of the west, 
ere you went, how full you were of woe; As I stood on the rising ground in the breeze, in the cold transparent night, As I watch’d where you pass’d and was lost in the 

netherward black of the night, As my soul, in its trouble, dissatisfied, sank, as where you, sad orb, Concluded, dropt in the night, and was gone. Sing on, there in the 
swamp! O singer bashful and tender! I hear your notes—I hear your call; I hear—I come presently—I understand you; But a moment I linger—for the lustrous star has 
detain’d me; The star, my departing comrade, holds and detains me. O how shall I warble myself for the dead one there I loved? And how shall I deck my song for the 

large sweet soul that has gone? And what shall my perfume be, for the grave of him I love? Sea-winds, blown from east and west, Blown from the eastern sea, and blown 
from the western sea, till there on the prairies meeting: These, and with these, and the breath of my chant, I perfume the grave of him I love. O what shall I hang on 
the chamber walls? And what shall the pictures be that I hang on the walls, To adorn the burial-house of him I love? Pictures of growing spring, and farms, and homes, 
With the Fourth-month eve at sundown, and the gray smoke lucid and bright, With floods of the yellow gold of the gorgeous, indolent, sinking sun, burning, expanding the air; 
With the fresh sweet herbage under foot, and the pale green leaves of the trees prolific; In the distance the flowing glaze, the breast of the river, with a wind-dapple here and 
there; With ranging hills on the banks, with many a line against the sky, and shadows; And the city at hand, with dwellings so dense, and stacks of chimneys, And all the 
scenes of life, and the workshops, and the workmen homeward returning. Lo! body and soul! this land! Mighty Manhattan, with spires, and the sparkling and hurrying 
tides, and the ships; The varied and ample land—the South and the North in the light—Ohio’s shores, and flashing Missouri, And ever the far-spreading prairies, cover’d 

with grass and corn. Lo! the most excellent sun, so calm and haughty; The violet and purple morn, with just-felt breezes; The gentle, soft-born, measureless light; The miracle, 
spreading, bathing all—the fulfill’d noon; The coming eve, delicious—the welcome night, and the stars, Over my cities shining all, enveloping man and land. Sing on! sing on, you 
gray-brown bird! Sing from the swamps, the recesses—pour your chant from the bushes; Limitless out of the dusk, out of the cedars and pines. Sing on, dearest brother—war-
ble your reedy song; Loud human song, with voice of uttermost woe. O liquid, and free, and tender! O wild and loose to my soul! O wondrous singer! You only I hear......
yet the star holds me,  but will soon depart;  Yet the lilac, with mastering odor, holds me. Now while I sat in the day, and look’d forth, In the close of the day, with its 

light, and the fields of spring, and the farmer preparing his crops, In the large unconscious scenery of my land, with its lakes and forests, In the heavenly aerial beauty, 
(after the perturb’d winds, and the storms; Under the arching heavens of the afternoon swift passing, and the voices of children and women, The many-moving sea-tides,—and 
I saw the ships how they sail’d, And the summer approaching with richness, and the fields all busy with labor, And the infinite separate houses, how they all went on, each 

with its meals and minutia of daily usages; And the streets, how their throbbings throbb’d, and the cities pent—lo! then and there, Falling upon them all, and among them all, 
enveloping me with the rest, Appear’d the cloud, appear’d the long black trail; And I knew Death, its thought, and the sacred knowledge of death. Then with the knowledge 

of death as walking one side of me, And the thought of death close-walking the other side of me, And I in the middle, as with companions, and as holding the hands of 
companions, I fled forth to the hiding receiving night, that talks not, Down to the shores of the water, the path by the swamp in the dimness, To the solemn shadowy 
cedars, and ghostly pines so still. And the singer so shy to the rest receiv’d me; The gray-brown bird I know, receiv’d us comrades three; And he sang what seem’d the 
carol of death, and a verse for him I love. From deep secluded recesses, From the fragrant cedars, and the ghostly pines so still, Came the carol of the bird. And the 

charm of the carol rapt me, As I held, as if by their hands, my comrades in the night; And the voice of my spirit tallied the song of the bird. Death Carol. Come, lovely 
and soothing Death, Undulate round the world, serenely arriving, arriving, In the day, in the night, to all, to each, Sooner or later, delicate Death. Prais’d be the 
fathomless universe, For life and joy, and for objects and knowledge curious; And for love, sweet love—But praise! praise! praise! For the sure-enwinding arms of 

cool-enfolding Death. Dark Mother, always gliding near, with soft feet, Have none chanted for thee a chant of fullest welcome? Then I chant it for thee—I glorify 
thee above all; I bring thee a song that when thou must indeed come, come unfalteringly. Approach, strong Deliveress! When it is so—when thou hast taken them, I joyously 

sing the dead, Lost in the loving, floating ocean of thee, Laved in the flood of thy bliss, O Death. From me to thee glad serenades, Dances for thee I propose, 
saluting thee—adornments and feastings for thee; And the sights of the open landscape, and the high-spread sky, are fitting, And life and the fields, and the huge and thoughtful 
night. The night, in silence, under many a star; The ocean shore, and the husky whispering wave, whose voice I know; And the soul turning to thee, O vast and well-veil’d 
Death, And the body gratefully nestling close to thee. Over the tree-tops I float thee a song! Over the rising and sinking waves—over the myriad fields, and the prairies 
wide; Over the dense-pack’d cities all, and the teeming wharves and ways, I float this carol with joy, with joy to thee, O Death! To the tally of my soul, Loud and 

strong kept up the gray-brown bird, With pure, deliberate notes, spreading, filling the night. Loud in the pines and cedars dim, Clear in the freshness moist, and the 
swamp-perfume; And I with my comrades there in the night. While my sight that was bound in my eyes unclosed, As to long panoramas of visions. I saw askant the armies; 
And I saw, as in noiseless dreams, hundreds of battle-flags; Borne through the smoke of the battles, and pierc’d with missiles, I saw them, And carried hither and yon 

through the smoke, and torn and bloody; And at last but a few shreds left on the staffs, (and all in silence,) And the staffs all splinter’d and broken. I saw battle-corpses, 
myriads of them, And the white skeletons of young men—I saw them; I saw the debris and debris of all the dead soldiers of the war; But I saw they were not as was 
thought; They themselves were fully at rest—they suffer’d not; The living remain’d and suffer’d—the mother suffer’d, And the wife and the child, and the musing comrade 

suffer’d, And the armies that remain’d suffer’d. Passing the visions, passing the night; Passing, unloosing the hold of my comrades’ hands; Passing the song of the hermit 
bird, and the tallying song of my soul, (Victorious song, death’s outlet song, yet varying, ever-altering song, As low and wailing, yet clear the notes, rising and falling, flooding 
the night, Sadly sinking and fainting, as warning and warning, and yet again bursting with joy, Covering the earth, and filling the spread of the heaven, As that powerful 
psalm in the night I heard from recesses,) Passing, I leave thee, lilac with heart-shaped leaves; I leave thee there in the door-yard, blooming, returning with spring, I 
cease from my song for thee; From my gaze on thee in the west, fronting the west, communing with thee, O comrade lustrous, with silver face in the night. Yet each I 

keep, and all, retrievements out of the night; The song, the wondrous chant of the gray-brown bird, And the tallying chant, the echo arous’d in my soul, With the lustrous and 
drooping star, with the countenance full of woe, With the lilac tall, and its blossoms of mastering odor; With the holders holding my hand, nearing the call of the bird, Comrades 
mine, and I in the midst, and their memory ever I keep—for the dead I loved so well; For the sweetest, wisest soul of all my days and lands...and this for his dear 

sake; Lilac and star and bird, twined with the chant of my soul, There in the fragrant pines, and the cedars dusk and dim.
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