490 NOTES ON PASSAGES IN THE .

Protarchus, though it was with difficulty that he was brought to con-
cede the point, does at last grant in a sort of way that it may be so; |
and asks,—* Wel}, what then ?* The answer of Socrates (6 mpoca-
yopevess . 7. A) is in substance : —The admission made has a direct
bearing on the question in dispute. For, you call pleasures, which
are dissimilar from one another, by a different name (érepw dvopart)
from pleasure, namely, by the name good (Aeyers yop dyafo wavs’ éwas
Ta 9dea). Now, had you confined yourself to the single name ples-
sure, you would have been in no difficulty; since, dissimilar as
pleasures are, no one can deny that they are all pleasures (7o pev
Swv py dux dca dwor Ta Hdea Noyos Sudets duoSyre). But when,
though you do not go so far as T do in suying that the mass of plea-
sures are evil and that some only are good, you acknowledge pleasures
to be dissimilar, and nevertheless call them all by this other name
of good (xaxe & dvr dvrwy Tay wolha kat dyafa B¢, bs ues papey, opws
wavra ov wposayopevas dyaba dvre, dpoloywy dvopoia éwar, Tw Aoyw é
715 o€ mposavaykalor), you are bound to shew what that is, common
to all pleasures, the bad and the good (as I term fhem) alike, which
you express by the term good (v Svv 8y Tavrov & Tais kaxas opows Kas
& ayofas évov macas Hdovas dyafov &war mposayopevers).—Here Protar-
chus, blinking the real point of his opponent’s argument, and
seizing hold of the incidental circumstance that Socrates had stated
some pleasures to be good and others bad, asks how Socrates could
expect him, or any one who had defined pleasure to be #he good, to
admit that any pleasure can be bad (7ws Aeyers, & Zwkpores; e yap
rwe k. 7. X).  Of course, this wws Aeyas of Protarchus was merely a
trick of fence; for Socrates had himself indicated that he did not
expedt Protarchus to agree with him in describing certain pleasures”
as bad (&s jues papey contrasted with ov wposayopeves), nor had he
founded his argument upon the idea that pleasures are some good
and others bad, but only on the admitted fact that they are dissimilar.
The response is therefore directly given : AN dvv dvoporovs ye dyoas
duras @aAdqats dwar kot Twas évavrias,

The above explanation will shew how utterly at sea Stallbaum is
in his criticism. “ Seriem disputationis,” he says, *si spectamus,
sensus requiritur hie: id certe efficitur, voluptates non esse communi
boni nomine appellandas, wt quae sagpenuwmere ctiam malae sint. Quod
quum verbis, non inesse videtur, varias tantarunt emendationes viri
docti.” That the semes disputationis would lead us to expect any



