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Square of Opposition is a diagram showing the relationship between categorical propositions. Logicians through the classical and the philosophical logic used the square diagram to explain the logical relationships embodying the square diagram (Correia, 2017). Using the historical development of the square of opposition, various assumptions were made from the particular propositions. For example, logicians assumed that proposition with empty subjects: negative proposition “Some S is not P” is vacuously true. As Demey & Smessaert (2018), asserts, logicians using the square diagram devised various laws and principles thus escaping modern criticisms. The paper will, therefore, attempt to describe the categorical logic behind the Square of Opposition, expound on the purpose of the Square of Opposition concerning its key features, and further show how to translate statements into standard-form claims using the Square of Opposition.
Classical logicians recognize four basic variables of propositions in the square of the propositions diagram. According to Choudhury & Chakraborty (2016), the first form, A propositions, also referred to as universal affirmatives assumes the form, “All S are P.” secondly, is the universal negations: E propositions which takes the form, “No S are P.” the I propositions also called particular affirmatives has the form, “Some S are P.” the forth proposition, O proposition takes the form, “Some S are P.”  
Moreover, the theses embodying the square diagram can be used to translate statements into corresponding standard forms based on the clear descriptions and the relationships of the propositions (Demey & Smessaert, 2018). To begin with, A and O, as well as E and I propositions are contradictory (Choudhury & Chakraborty, 2016). The logic behind the prepositions being contradictory is that the truth of one proposition, A and O implies the falsity of E and I proposition and vise versa. In that line, it becomes evident that the truth in “All S are P” propositions shows the falsity of the corresponding “Some S are not P” propositions. For instance, in case the proposition “all rich people are successful” (A) is true, then proposition, “some successful people are not rich” (O) must be considered false.
Again, Choudhury & Chakraborty (2016) postulates that the propositions A and E are contrary. Propositions that cannot be true are said to be contrary to one another. For example, if an A proposition, “all frogs have strong hind legs” is not true, then the corresponding E proposition: “no frogs have strong hind legs” is not true too. In that regard, the propositions A and E are contrary in their sentiments but rather not contradictory: they can both be false. 
Further, I and O are subcontrary propositions (Choudhury & Chakraborty, 2016). A subcontrary proposition is one that cannot be false in both scenarios. For instance, by treating the phrase, “some animal feeds are free” as false, then the phase, “some animal feeds are not free” must be true. More important, the phrases imply that the corresponding prepositions: I and O are true just like when one says, “some countries are landlocked,” and “some countries are not landlocked.” As such, the propositions are subcontrary but rather not contradictory or contrary.
Finally, propositions are considered to be in subalternation relation when the truth of the second proposition is drawn from the first proposition’s truth (Choudhury & Chakraborty, 2016). Therefore, proposition (A) stands in the subalternation relation with (I), which is the corresponding proposition. Consequently, (A) proposition's truth, "All fibers are synthetic," implies the veracity of the proposition "some fibers are synthetic." Nonetheless, the truthfulness of O proposition, "some phones are not China-made products" does not imply to the truth in the E proposition, "no phones are China-made products." The traditional logic, therefore, shows the clarity of subalternation relation of the propositions: The A and E proposition's truth implies the truth in the corresponding prepositions, I and O respectively. Also, the I and O proposition's falsity implies the falsity in the respective corresponding propositions, A and E. most important note, a particular proposition's truth does not imply the truthfulness of the universe corresponding proposition. Similarly, the falsity of a universal proposition in transferred downwards to particular propositions.
To wrap it all, the above presuppositions have helped logicians preserve doctrines against modern critics (Demey & Smessaert, 2018). The Square of Opposition has enabled the classical and philosophical logicians to validate the logical laws embodying the square diagram. Notwithstanding the modern logicians bringing some changes in the square diagram, the traditional Square of Opposition significantly contributes to the logic of the propositions.
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