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1848.] Remarks on a Passage in Plato’s Gorgias, 481

wrote the book of the Acts, and as the confidential friend and fellow-
traveller of the apostle Paul enjoyed such means for eollecting the
pecessary facts, stands before us with clains to our confidence which
still remain, and must ever remain, unimpaired.

ARTICLE I1I.

REMARKS ON A PASSAGE IN PLATO'S GORQIAS,
p- 497. A. ed. Steph.

By T. D. Woolsey, Yale College.

Callicles. Ovx ol) drta cogibe, © Jexgarss. Socrates. Oloda,
alda @xxGer, & Kallixle. xoi mgoid( ys én ely vobumgooder, ou
Hor Anpeis, iva eidjs g coos Gy me vovBersis. ovy dus Bnpay v
ixaarog memaveau xed dpa 1O0pevos di Tov mivew.

Traese words are intelligible enough in themselves, and there is no
uncertainty respecting the text, so far as it depends on manuscript
authority. There is howevgr a difficulty in the clause on1 Eyooy Angeis,
which all the commentators seem to feel. Cornarius proposed to read
& 71 &yoy Aqpeis, probably on account of the harshness of the paren-
thesis with o7¢ in this place. Coray conjectured ozt éxady Aygeis.
Heindorf®s nice tact led him to go deeper into the difficulty, and he
expresses himself as follows : * Verbis his 67¢ fym Aggeis quid faciam
nonr video. Calliclem haec sane decerent: (conf. § 100.!) Socratem,
leniter ubique et argumentorum vi, non verborum asperitate adversa-
rii nogas convincentem meo quidem judicio parum decent. Tum
prorsus pervertunt ironiam in verbis quae statim post inferuntur, ira
&3¢ ¢ copds oy pe yovdereis; atque, ut sunt h. 1. interposita sensu
propemodum omni carent.—Nunc nulla mihi relinquitur dubitatio
quin alieno loco a librario intrusa sint, in proximis fortasse Callicli sic
tribuendn ; ovx olda 67: Iyow Aypeic.”

In the appendix to Heindorf’s Select Dialogues of Plato (second ed.
Berl. 1829), Buttmann acknowledges in part the force of Heindorf’s
objections, but endeavora to weaken it by the following considerations:
s ut aliquo modo vulgatam lectionem tuear, per parenthesin guandam
inserta haec accipio, quae sic quoque, et magis sane pro more suo ef-

1 He refors to p. 490, D. E.
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ferre potuerit Plato: inpeic yao #yws. Iila antem, quae est in verbis
oi¢ 0opos av s yovBaveis ironia, mihi quidem non ita lenis videtor,
ut eam graviore hac reprehendendi formula perverti patem.” OFf
Heindorf’s argument, drawn from the inconsistency of these words
with the character of the Platonic Socrates, he says nothing,—per-
hape because he felt that it could not be controverted.

Stallbaum in his first Gotha edition (1828) and Ast (Vol. XL of
his Plato, p. 831), adopt the views of Heindorf and include the words
in question between brackets. On Buttmann’s words, which were
just now cited, the former justly observes: Buttmanno tamen omuis
sana videntur; nam 67 fyey Apeic per parenthesin esse insertum,
ita ut more usitatiore dici etiam potuerit: Angeic yap frwr. Quae
ratio haud scio an cniquam satisfaciat: mihi quidem displicet mirifice.”
Probably Buttmann meant no more than to make the best defence of
words, which he felt to be doubtful.

In his second Gotha edition (1840) Stallbaum has deserted his
original ground to adopt & remedy for the difficulty suggested by
Winckelmann in a note on Euthydemus, 295, C. (Leipzig, 1832).
This is a passage where the sophist expresses himself concerning So-
crates in language like that which we are considering: ovx dmoxgivas,
dgn, ngos & Gy dal vmodapfdyys, o7 Eywy PAvugeis xai coyascTQ08
el zov déorrog. 'Winckelmann—after remarking that in Gorgias, 490,
E. we should point moix vodjuara ; gplvagsic fyws, instead of mak-
ing of the four words one interrogative sentence,—goes on to suggest,
that the difficulties in the present passage may be removed by assign-
ing the words xai mdidi ye . . . yovBezeis to Callicles and making
Bocrates resume his discourse at oty ¢ua. Of the sentence begin-
ning at xai he says: ““xai in adhortando dici hodie satis constat. V.
Matth. p. 1258.” Stallbaum in embracing this conjecture says: “quo
uno errore” (the error of assigning all the words from OlgOa to zivacy
to Socrates) dici non potest quam multi alii quamque graves errores
prognati sint. De quibus quidem nunc, vero reperto, nacrare non at-
tinet. Debetur autem laus omnis bujus inventi Winckelmanno,” etc.

Now we think it may be shown that Stallbaum has been led by his
guide into an error which he would have avoided by trusting himself
to his own soundness of judgment, and familiarity with Plato.

For, in the first place, the words wi¢ cogos iy pe rov@ersiy have no
meaning in the mouth of Callicles. Socrates had nowhere been per-
forming this office, but rather sought to load Callicles by a series of
questioning after his usual manner to do it for himself. And,—what
is petfectly decisive in the matter,~—Socrates bad already used the
same word in speaking of the discourse of Callicles, p. 488, A.: o¥
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oy, Senep fokw vovlered e, uy derocric il ixeviie pos Evdesfes vl
ds11 vovze & émrydevedor poi. ‘The speech of Callicles containing
this sovPérnoug extends from 482, €. to 486, D, and contains the germ
of the remainder of the dialogue. The latter part of it especially,
frem 484, C. omwards, contains advice given in a lofty and even con-
tempiuons towe ; and is several times referred to by Socrates.

2. xmi 706504 ye, contsising an exhortation te advames in the argo-
ment is uvnsuited to Callicles, who wishes all the while, awd especiaily
bere, to clese it. It will net do te say that Callicles uttees these words
malicionsly, boping to invelve Socrutes in abeurdities; for swe lines
before he sees the conclusion coming down on himeelf and tries to es-
eape from it by the words osx o o ¢ cogiges ; and his nemt words,
ovx alda ¢ ts Léysss, o far from helping Socrates forward sre a poui-
five refusal to answer.

8. By the division of the words between the speakers, whiech Winck-
elmann proposes, an abruptness of transition is introduced which ap- ,
pears to us wholly unauthorized. Give xai mpdi®: to Socrates, and
it naturally leads on to what he had just said. The use of xaxi then
will resemble that in many other places where the sentence is earnest,
and either of the interrogative or imperative kind. But give these
words to Callicles—a new speaker, and we think that it will be hard
to defend xai by parallel places or by a logical explanation.

And 80 dua xai comes in without giving the slightest notice that a
new speaker begins. This might be allowed, if the preceding words
of themselves indicated such altering. Bat they tell so little abont it,
that Socrates if he begine at ovy dua pays not the least respect to the
words which had been just spoken by his antagonist.

‘We conclude then that the new way of marking the dialogue here
is altogether inadmissible. And on the other hand we are far from
thinking that we can remoVe the difficulty in érs #yew Aqgels, whieh
has troubled so mawy pessons. They look wholly undike & gloss,
oontaining, as they do, a very choice and idiomatic expression. They
are not entirely suited to the persen of Socrates. Heindorf’s conjec-
tmre tbat they weve thrast ont of their place in the text by ¢ # Adrugia
the sentenee ovy olda & 71 Adye, and thas them they orept baek from

tiwe margin into & wrong place may be entitled to some favor. And
yet it supposes two provesses, for neithar of which there is diplomatic
evidence. Siwoe then they form a part of the text smd are spoken of
by Scerstes, we must look arcund to find some apology for bie aster-
ng worts so little ir accordanos with his character. That apelogy
cmm be fowad only in tiie fact that he is mevely burling buck the words
of = peovoking sdversury. Callidles bad used similas expressions

VoL. V. No. 19. 87
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several times in speskmg of the pnmnts of Socrates. In P. 486, C.
be says: d@lloiw Ta xopya Tavr dgels, eirs Mwmu 199) pavas slyas
sits plvapias. In 489, B. he says: ovrosi asjp ov maveera give-
eor. And again in 490, E. occurs the passage which has already
been cited: moiz dmodipuara glvageic fzwy. Now sfter three such
passages and many others, filled with insults, it might be more in
keeping than on any other occasion with the character of Socrates to
retort the words in allusion to those of his adyersary. And Plato
might write thus with more than usual reason in the Gorgias, because
this dialogue is marked by unusual earnestness and by an irony which
sometimes runs into sarcasm and severity. If then the text is sound,
which certainly for the reason given by Heindorf-must be with ressoa
questioned, we believe that the above is the only possibie defence of
these words. In conclusion we remark that cogos o playfully ear
ries the mind back to cogi{a occurring three lines before.

ARTICLE IV.

HAVERNICK'S INTRODUCTORY REMARKS TO HIS COMMEN-
' TARY ON EZEKIEL.

Translated from the German by Edward Robie, Resident Licentiate, Theol. Seminary,
Andover.

[H. A. Ch. Hivernick, late ordinary professor of theology in the
university at Konigsberg, was born in 1799 at Cropelin in Mecklen-
burg. He studied some time at Halle and became the pupil and inti-
mate friend of Prof. Tholuck. He then went to Rostock as a privat
docent and licentiate, and thence as Professor to the New Theological
School at Geneva. Here, however, he remained but a shorttime. From
Rostock, where he had returned as professor extraordinarius, hé was
called by the government of Prussia to the university of Konigsberg.
Here, it is well known, he encountered a violent opposition from the
rationalist party long predominant there. His health sank under it,
and, it is said, that he died of a broken heart. He was a man of in-
defatigable industry and of great learning, and all his works breathe
the spirit of fervent love to the truth as it is in Jesus. Some of
his earlier productions betrayod marks of haste and inmccuraey.
This charge has not been laid, so far as we know, against his more



