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that the soul during its past existence learned all things; and this is
precisely what is taught in the later passage. For while it is there
demonstrated that Meno’s attendant had learned geomefry, and so
obtained an acquaintance with that science (éxe xor pepafiycer) in a
former state of being, the remark is added, that the demonstration
is applicable, not to a few geometrical propositions merely, bub to
the whole range of truth (Svros yap womoer mwept waoys yewperpias
Taura TavTe, KoL TeY GAAwy palpparwy Gravrwv).

The expression 7a é&fade, in the earlier passage, is worthy of notice,
as shewing, that, when Plato wrote the Meno, he held the opinion
that not merely our apprehensions of eternal and immutable truths,
but also, in part, our mental representations of absent objects of sense,
are the revival of knowledge which we possessed in a former life.
The same thing is apparent from the words are yap 75 pvoews draoys
ouyyevous dvoms . - . . durov avevpew. The term ¢uai, though em-
ployed in a wide sense to include what may be termed the universe
of abstract truths, cannot be taken as exclusive of the universe of
gensible objects ; and therefore the import of the sentencc is, that,
since all things in nature, sensible aad supra-sensible, are of kin, the
knowledge of any one may reawaken the knowledge which we for-
merly had (either in this life or in a preceding) of any other. The
Meno in this respect differs from the FPhaedrus, where the hypothesis
of our possession of knowledge in a former life is advanced solely to
account for our apprehiensions of eternal and uchangeable truth.

Nore VI.

‘O7¢ wpooayopevets dvra dvopata dvra €Tepw, dyoope, dvopart. Acyes
vap @yaba wav? édwar Ta Hdea.—( Philchus, § 7. Bekker).

~

From Stallbaum’s remarks, quoted by Bekker, it appears that the
word é&repw in this passage has greatly perplexed commentators.
The solution of the supposed difficulty, which finds most favour with
Stallbaum, is, to take érepw Svopare as signifying improprio nomine.
Shonld this rendering not be adopted, he would, with Heindorf,
change &epw into & ye 7o. I am not able to sce any reason either
for altering the text, or for departing from the ordinary meaning of
&epw.  Protarchus has undertaken to defend the position, that plea-
sure is the summaum bonum. In opposition to this, Socrates has
urged that pleasures are various, some being very ualike others.



