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that of the particular systemn examiihed in this chlapter. And yet
m-riters on logic have been ail but unanimnous iii their assertion, not
inerely of the Suprcmiacy, but of the universal suflieieiicy of syllogis-
tic inférence in deductii'e reasonitig." These statenients, tl]at con-
version and syllogismi are branches of a rnch more general prces
ha%'e of course no ineaning, cxcept on the supposition that the ',imuch
more gyeneral process" is not reducible to, conversion aud syhlogisin.
If reducible to these, it would not be a more general proeess. Kowv
wc tak-e oug stand firmily on the position, that a chaiin of valid reason-
ing, which cannot be broken into parts, every one of which shall be
an instance eithier of' conversion or of' syllogism, is not possible. MTe
are prepared to, show this in the case of every one of the examples of
his "more general process" which Professor Boole gives in bis work.
Nay, we go, farther, and as Nvas intimated above, hiold it bc be abs3o-
lutely denionstrable, that, fromn the nature of the ceinference
cannot be of any other description than conversion or s Clgim

To mnake this ont, let it be remarked that the conelusion of an
argumient exhibits a relation between two terins, sa.v Xand Y. ht
is an important assuiption in Professor Boo!e's doctrine, that a
proposition rnay exhibit a relation between miany termns. '1'his is not
cxactly true. A proposition inay involve ai relation between a variety
of terins implicitly; but explici tlv exhibits a relation onlv between
two. Take, for instance, the proposition-" Men who (10 not possess
courage and practise scîf-denial are not heroes." licre, oni Professor
Boolc's niethod, a varietv of concepts are supposed to be before the
mind, as, ?nen, tiiose who practise sef-denial, those wvho possess con1raýqe,
and heroes. But in reality, whien we florin the judgmient expressed
in the proposition gyiven, thie separate concepts, men, those who prac-
tise self-denial, tiiose ilao possess couraýqe, are not before the mnd;
but simply the two concep)ts, inen wvho do not possess conraýqe and
practise self-a'eniat', and bercs. Wliat is a judgmnent but aui act of
comparison ? And the coinparison is essentially a, caimparison
of two concepts, each of' which may no doubt involve in its expression
a plurality of concepts, but these necessarily bound together by the
comparing inmd into, a unity. Now, if the conclusion of an argu-
ment exhibits a relation between two ternis X and Y, this conclusion
must be drawn (what other way is possible?) eciher through an
immiediate comparison of X and Y with one anotlier, or by a miediate
coinparison of tbem thlrough somiething eise. If' àt be drawn by an


