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distinet argument;s, and that the premises of the one are inter-
wingled (though not in a confused manner) with those of the other ;
the conclusion not being expressed in connection with each of the
courses of reasoning separately, but being formally deduced, once
for 1), only after the premises of both arguments have been fully
stated. The following scheme, in which the proposition marked ¢ is
the conclusion, following in a strictly iogical manner from the pre-
mises of either argument, and therefore legitimately deduced by
Plato from the premises of Loth combined, will make the matter
clear.

Areunexnt I. ArevuesT IL
a. What is always moved is im- ¢. Every soul is self-movmg
mortal. d What is self-moving is a prin-
b. What is self-moving is always ciple of motion. _
moved. e. A principle is unproduced.
¢. Bvery soul is self-moving. J- What is unproduced is inde-

structivle and immortal.
7. Therefore every soul is immortal.

The order in which the propositions formlng the premises of t,hese
arguments are brought forward by Plato is the followmg —(a). 7o
‘yap aetcumrov dfavarov. -—-(b) povov 317 70 GUTO Kwowy, dre Suk avrokem-ov
cavro, du mote )\m/ec kevovpevov.—(d). TOUTG WIHYY) Kou apx‘q Kun)asws‘.
(e) apxq de & aye‘m)'rov —(f). érady 8e ¢ a-yany'ov éory, KaL a&at[)ﬂopov avro
dvayin war—(c). dfaverov 8¢ meaguevov Tov ¥’ éavrov kwovpevow,
x,bvxv;; ovotay TE Kot ?\o'yov TOUTOV QUTOV TIS }\e-ywv ook duryvveTar.

‘With regard to the expression in (¢), dfavarov 8¢ medaouevov rov
¥¢p avrov xwoupevoy, it may be remarked, that, though the position :
what is self-moving is immortal, has not been formally and in express
terms lnid down in the previous part of the argument, propositions
have been laid down, viz.: (2) and (), which logwally involve it.

I may add, as Ast, in a note quoted by Belker, distinguishes be-
tween myy and dpxy in (&), making the former the principivm reale
seu materiale, and the latter the prmczpzum ideale sew jbrmale, that
there is not the shadow of a foundation for the distinction in the
writings of Plato. That the allerred distinetion was not in Plato’s
mmd when he wrote the passage under consideration, and that it
bas uothmg to do with the course of his argument is obvious from
thn, that, while he employs both wyy and dpxy, as if to give fullness



