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232 Prolegomena to Friedrich August Wolf
could cite a rich bedy of monographic

work to support his perverse belief that no extant set of scholia
antedated Eustathius: “rivalry led others to follow his example, and
even to try to surpass Eustathius’s diligence.” No wonder, too,
that a far less conventional man like J. J. Reiske denounced the
of scholia as a fad as early as 1770:

n wholly with me, I would have added no
scholia at all to my Demosthenes. Most of them are emptier than

a nut with no meat, futile, footling, trivial, childish. The language
is full of unbearable solecisms. But who can stand against a flood?

I therefore decided to leave the commentaries commonly attrib-
uted to Ulpian to others to edit—if anyone wants to do so—and
give here only what my Bavarian and Augsburg codices afforded
me. It is not that they are better than the common ones—they
are about the same—but that they will give my edition the at-

traction of novelty and make it more saleable . . .7

hiberi vecte possint (1785),

study

Had the decision lai

By 1788, then, German scholars were well prepared to see the
historical importance of the A and B scholia. Prepublication an-
pouncements had made them curious as well.?® Hence several of
them—including Wolf and Heyne—skimmed the cream from this
material in elaborate reviews.” The anonymous reviewer in the
Bibliothek der alten Litteratur und Kunst, for instance, took Villoi-
son’s edition as the starting-point for a long investigation of all the

Homer scholia in print, which he traced back to two distinct original
sources.'® G. C. Ha iews of Villoison and his

critics in staggering detail i of his new edition of
Fabricius's Bibliotheca Graeca (1790). He dealt with the scholia in
all their forms, assembled the information they yielded about the
lives and lost works of the Alexandrian scholars, and, imitating
Fabricius’s treatment of Eustathius, had indices to the new scholia

drawn up.'®!

Wolﬁ—was—as—e*ei-ted—as-aﬂyene_by_thﬂrn_ice\Sd‘Plia, but his

treatment of them differed markedly from those summarized by
Harles. As C. G. Schiitz put it in 1796:

An},'one who compares Harles’s edition of Fabricius and Villoi-
son’s Prolegomena will easily see that Mr. Wolf has done moreé
than emulate in his own futher investigations their Sammlerfleiss—
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e really valuable in .the lightl of the intention behind theijr
y historical reasoning and ingenious rapprochements [of
has established new results, and thus greatly surpassed

ore precise way of expressing the difference would be to say

:haw@l—?‘mmher than the history

°melwm .
needed reliable dates and bibliography. But he de-

Alexandrian 0ECCES
Voted most Of his time and ettort to reconstructi@ﬁé technical

r hod each ancient critic had used—and, through them, the sory
of }_{PE_e__l{s__fgw__-_Ydlmson and others, as we saw, had known that
the scholia should be made to tell this tale. But they did not make
them tell it."” Paradoxically, Wolf learned more than others had
from the scholia precisely because the scholia themselves did not
nterest him as much.

THERE WAS a model for the “reasoning” and “rapprochements”
that set Wolf’s work apart. Since the Reformation, the textual
history of the Bible—especially that of the Old Testament—had
recéived much passionate attention. It posed intractable prob-
lems. The Hebrew text of the extant manuscripts and the printed
editions had undergone radical changes since the days of Moses
and David. The square-charactered alphabet in which it was writ-
ten was not the original one, as Jerome and others pointed out.
The word divisions, the vowel points, the accents, the marginal
apmmm reamparently been introduced by
the Masofetes, the Hebrew grammarians of the Near Fast, during
the first millennium A.D. Some Protestants inferred from these
facts that the Septuagint was more reliable than the Hebrew. After
all,. it had been translated with divine help from good manu-
scripts. The Greek and Hebrew texts disagreed because perfidious
JEWS_ l}ad deliberately altered their manuscripts. Others denied
pamsuc'and Jewish evidence alike and claimed that the extant
Masoretic text of the Pentateuch went back to Moses, vowel

5[0 Ints, variants, and all. Catholics on the other_h ded to
am thar the Latin vulgate surpassed both the Hebrew and the

Septuaging,ios—
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odium theologicum as well as p}""""fosimm.
ra: lll;;dal;ri hot. Scaliger, Casaubon, the Bux‘ta‘l:ﬁ;"th;headebate
Morin, and the Vossiuses took s}cks. By 1678 the Or ‘Lgrianpﬁ?u""
ard Simonﬂlyip;g#@_t;gg_agmm_q[&e 0ld 'ﬁfiyfh‘
wkﬁi"cﬂaéd’_gl_lgfpa_trmlc .emdence,ftheﬁTalmud;ﬁid._ e :le.h |
scholaly apparatus and commentaries £0-ceconstruct the g - 1
the biblical text century by Ce“tuﬂf_f_r_t_ﬁ_rg its origi";;c?his & of
. e lioped to show that no version was Complere ang i :;J o

W
;-llr:;ce'a_ne had to rely on Mother Church, mf?wa—s“mided le.
infallible Tradition, to compensate for fa_lfky Scripture;tos__ by

_ﬁ@iﬁfﬁtﬁ_ﬁfﬁi@g and CONEIGVersy wag still a“_‘

. the eighteenth century; and Wolf had it very much i, mi::il\'e
he;a;ked on Homer. In calling Wre collations of Mmanyscy; N
hE?Fof?ihat “Homer still awaits his K_ennicou.“wo He l'eferl:ts'
to Benjamin Kennicott, whose CrltlFal edition of the Hebrey, Bibfd
based on obsessively minute collations, had appeared a Oy, y &
1776-1780. In reviewing Villoison, Wolf explicitly COmpare( tlin
Alexandrian scholars to the Masore@s."" In the bt he
likened the Venice scholia to the apparatus of the Masoreric Bilble.
“Let the Oriental masters, proud of their Masorah, cease ¢ deplo:'
the bad fortune that makes us rely on such late manuscripes f.:'e
the text of Homer . .. We too now have a sort of Greek Masora) '

And he made clear that his efforts to reconstruct the megpq ds of

Alexandrian scholars were exactly similar to what the orien, alist

had zlread ient Jewish-scholars Q@I_gh_they had beep
hindered by the comparative poverty of their sources);

The Oriental masters would, I think, be delighted if they kney
for certain what Gamaliel or any other early Jewish doctor re,g
in three passages of Moses and the Prophets. We know why

Zenodotus read in Homer in some four hundred passages, wha
Aristophanes read in two hundred, what Aristacchus read in more

than a thousand.'®®
Wolf even compared those who tried to defend the authenticity
of the standard text of Homer to the Buxtorfs, who had defended

the theopneustia of the Masoretic Old Testament.'”
It is not surprising that Wolf knew this body of work. Many of

his best friends were theologians who used a historical method.
W'
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one of the few'Gi')turlng_en teacbc.ers he hac.i liked, Michaelis, had
been 3 pioneer 10 applying a critical technique to the Old Testa-

oat, Wolf's c!osest ally in the e.a'rly days at Halle, Semler, was a
dical theologian and textual critic of ’the New Testament. And
he knew and greatly respected Semler’s pupil Griesbach, whose
dition of the New Testament was the model for Wolf’s own final

110 B
Jeluxe Homer. -

But there is more than general analogy and biographical anecdote
(0 connect Wolf’s work to that of the biblical scholars. The evi-
dence SUBBESS that the .Prolegomena were directly modeled on one
of the most controversial products of the German biblical schol-

—_— Y of . . e

Jiship of Wolf's time: J. G. Eichhorn’s Einleitung ins Alte Testamens,
which began (0 appear in 1780. Like Wolf, Eichhorn studied at
Géttingen under Heyne and Michaelis. He returned there as a
professor in 1788.""" His works on the Old and New Testaments
fascinated literati of widely different stripe. Coleridge filled the
margins of his copies with approving, detailed notes."2 Wolf
thought the volumes on the New Testament exemplary. He cited
thoMTestament in passing in the Prolegomena, and
recommended them to_ his friends and students.!? But the con-
nection between his work and Eichhorn’s is far closer than his
explicit remarks suggest.

Like Wolf, Eichhorn treated his text as a historical and anthro-
pological document, the much altered remmant of an early stage
in the development of human culture."* Like Wolf, he held that
the original work had undergone radical changes, so that the serious
biblical scholar must reconstruct “the history of the text.”'" Like
Wolf, too, he saw the true history of the text as its ancient history,
before the standardized manuscripts now extant had been pre-
pared. With the work of the Masoretes, he wrote, “properly ends
the history of the written text; for the chief work was accomplished,
and the Hebrew text continued now, some insignificant changes
excepted, true in all its copies, to its once-for-all established pat-
tern, as is clear from Kennicott’s ‘Collection of Variations.” "''¢

Uf}lfke Kennicott, Eichhorn spent hardly any space on the printed
edgﬁMﬁeﬁeb;ew text.
“ichhorn ransacked the Masorah for evidence about the methods

0 : i
'S Creators as ruthlessly as Wolf later attacked the Venice scholia.
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His conclusions, S€t out point by point in heavily doc“me"wd
hapters, fesem d Wolf’s far mo ; 20 anything | ave
cha . srricely classical philology. If Wolf showegq

| ica P .
been 8D clasifying the critical igns By which Alexangy..

{ resource , .. .
grea sed their opinions of the received text of Home,
)

scholars expres iti
Eichh}@ziﬂ@ﬂdwm%arks -
margins of the Masoretic text (and which, like the A).

filled the _
exandrian signs, assumed that the received text should pe te.
spected). Here, for example, is his chapter on the Masorey,

marginal direction Qere velo Cethib (literally “read and not written”)

. . . ’
which instructs the reader to insert a word into a given passage of
the Bible when reading it aloud or analyzing it, but not whe,

copying the text proper:

The Talmud already knows seven instances of the Qeré velo
Cethib: the Masorah lists ten of them at the beginning of the fifth
book of Moses. Our editions, finally, note a still greater number,
but they deviate from one another in the passages where they
omit the Qeré velo Cethib. The passages in the Masorah are:
Judges 20.13; Ruth 3.5, 17; I1 Sam. 8.3; 16.23; 18.20; II Kings
10.31,37; Jerem. 31.38; 50.29. In our editions cf. I Kings 20.13;
Ezech. 9.11; Is. 53.4, 9; Ps. 46.2; Jos. 22.24 . ..

The Qeré velo Cethib are not variants, as they have been pre-
viously presented, but exegetical glosses . . . For all the words
added in the Qeré could be omitted without harming the sense.
An interpreter presumably added them for the sake of clarity in
meaning. Further, in the passages that I checked by way of trial,
there is no evidence that the ancient translators read them. Finally,

they are simply exegetical glosses . . .'"’

Even the Dutch had not made such systematic use of evidence
from scholia.

These parallels, though striking, do not prove that Wolf imitated
Ei@omm—ﬁﬁfﬁ‘ﬁﬁssify and analyze
Masoretic critical methods. The Masoretes-themselves sometimes
listed the passages at which a given marginal direction occurred;
the Masora magna o Deuteronomy 1.1, for instance, gives €0
cases of Qeré velp Cethib.'® Jacob ben Chajim and Elias Levita dis
cussed in the sixteenth century the origins and nature of the dit-
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erent forms of variant found in the Masorah."® Louis Cappell
reworked the ew'dence in his Critica sacra of 1650: in the case of
ihe Qeré velo Cethib as elsewhere, he provided the bulk of Eichhorn’s
collections of cases in point.” The younger Buxtorf went over the
same ground from the opposite point of view in his reply to Cap-
pell, the Anticritica.'” Brian Walton summarized Buxtorfs and
Cappells in his Prolegomena to the London Polyglot of 1657. Those
who referred the Qeré “to the traditio of Moses on Sinai,” he wrote,
«Jeserve laughter rather than serious refutation.” It was clearly the
wotk of later scholars, and consisted partly of variant readings
drawn from manuscripts, partly of rabbinical conjectures designed
to replace “voces obscoeniores.”'?2 The most active eighteenth-
century textual critics of the Hebrew Bible, Kennicott and de
Rossi, naturally also raised and gave answers to what had become
a canonical set of problems about the extent to which the Qere
came from collation or conjecture.'”? And Simon had shown long
before Eichhorn how to insert a systematic analysis of the Masorah
into a diachronic account of the history of the biblical text. Wolf
did not have the Hebrew to study the Masorah on his own; but
the scholarship of the Republic of Letters could obviously have
offered him a plethora of sources and partial models for the Pro-
legomena even if he had not read the Einleitung.

Yet it seems all but certain that Eichhorn was Wolf’s source.
For Eichhorn provided-both-formutations and solutions for tech-
amples. First, Wolf argued that the Venice scholia did not fully
explain_the methods Alexandrian scholars had used-in collating
manuscripts and assessing the-worth-of -variants:-“The most im-
portant-facts—that is, what-innovations Aristarchus made in the
poems as a whole, how scrupulously he dealt with old MSS, how
he used the recensions of Zenodotus, Aristophanes, and the rest—
these cannot now be ascertained by certain or even probable ar-
guments.”' Wolf explained this gap in the information offered by
the scholiasts historically, in terms of the cultural situation of the
ancient grammarians. Exact details of a critic’s reasoning about
variants simply had not interested them: “The ancients apparently
never worried about oxr problem.”'? Eichhorn had already solved
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in a parallel way: namely, why the M“Ofetes
o preserve the older, unpunctuated Manuscrip,
hich they copied their own more usable texts:

he mManuscripts of the fngigq'i pattern were worthy of

reservation for the sake of t.hell' crmca} vaﬁeT.But at that time
criticism was regarded in a different point of view from that of
our days. The Jews be ieved themselves to have furnishednyaq.

uscripts better, an containing more information, =5t
their ancestors and to have imparted to the forme T

valuable in the latcer; they were flattered also at beholding the
manuscripts of their creation adopted' and prgferred. How prob-
able then, under such circumstances, is the disuse and neglect of

the older manuscripts.'?

Second, Wolf argued that in the Venice scholia the opinions of
individual scholars were irretrievably mingled and confused; since
hé Alexandrians had fiot considered it worthwhile tokeep them
se@mﬁmwmgm_
new emendations and observations were added to it; the names of
the original authors of the readings were generally omitted, except
perhaps where they disagreed.””” Hence no single recension—
even the best-attested, that of Aristarchus himself—could be re-
constructed line by line or word for word. Eichhorn had made
exactly the same point about the Masorah: “We must regret that
in the Masorah the earlier and later recensions of the Jews are

mimsults of his
critical work separately or designate his own contribution more
precisely—in short, that we can no longer distinguish the old Ma-
soretic recension from the new one.”'?® In each case, Eichhorn’s
argument combined existing methods in a novel way. Michaelis
had given him the techniques for studying Masoretic scholarship,
and thg conviction that the Masoretes had introduced changes and
ertors in their text.'” But Michaelis had freed himself from the
::‘t;l:lf:;i :-:lt?er_an view that the Masoretic text was perfect only
Shirdo evefn ‘Iisnlﬂs ZTY sympathy to the Masoretes “whq‘si nflmes
Grillen." 0 EiCthW,, and whose arguments were often 1l'1d|sche

orn’s other teacher, Heyne, had consistently

taught tha e
Derson ar ; o:e must bring imaginative sympathy to every Past
Phenomenon—that even early textual critics deserved

Truly t
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o for their learning and Prilliance “if one considers the
sdmire” which [they} lived.”"*! Eichhorn applied Heyne’s histo-
imes 10 he material Michaelis had made available. Only in the
cicism © could Wolf have found a method so apt to fit Kis own

o Jest g :

Em{:‘dices and interests.

pr?lwi —Clear by now that Wolf’s treatment and Eichhorn's both
t

any modern Textgeschichten, to results of great interest

Tesom
d. Tike SO e :
le 'istorians but mimimal utility to editors. In both cases, close
t0 ,
iy of the evidence showed t ork of the ancient scholars
could not be reconstructed fully—and thus that a really critical

rext could not be produce.d. It would be hard for two treatments
of different bodies of evidence to resemble one another more
closely.

Three further bits of evidence confirm the view that Wolf imi-
uted Eichhorn. In a brilliant essay in the Repertorium fiir Biblische
andmrgv/ﬂla"ndijcbe Litteratur, Eichhorn argued that the stories
about Prolemy Philadelphus and the LXXII translators of the Bible
had been conflated from two divergent accounts, both intended to
win credit for the Septuagint. He compared them explicitly with
the story transmitted by a scholiast to Dionysius Thrax: that Peis-
istratus had reassembled the poems of Homer with the help of
LXXII grammarians."*? Wolf, discussing the story about Peisistra-
tus, made the same analogy in reverse. The LXXII Homeric gram-
marians were a Hellenistic mvenﬁcfn, and should be eliminated
from history just as “viri docti” had already eliminated the “Jewish
invention of the LXX interpreters.” Wolf’s footnote made his ref-
erence clear: Eichhorn had treated this problem “acutissime om-

nium.”'3 n this one case Wolf admitted how much his historical

insight owed to Ei rn’s.

W‘he resemblance
between Wolf and Eichhorn. In 1827 H. K. A. Eichstidt remarked
th?E_Fji_d‘h&n had set out “to acm“éss for biblical
E““Clsm what Wolf did for Homeric criticism.” Both, he re-
;TWM ohat 7
" to be expected in critics. Eichstadt's chronology was back-

Ward— T : -
dorn but such an error is not surprising in a man so cavalier with
etajls, 135

Third, Wolf himself hinted in a variety of ways that biblical
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model that anyone interested in the b;
ancient scholarship must imitate. In ;hapte.r 4 of the Py, L
he wrote that the true natufe of ancient criticism woulq becoma
clear “throu h comparison of both of these farragoes resk :2;
Hebrew.”% Of the two chapters of Part I1 of the Prolegom, thar
hmleted, one compared at length t!me' textual histories of the
Old Testament and Homer, ancwah e
the Venice scholia:

rew text derived from a paradosis; so, clearly, did oy
vulgate Homer. [n each paradosis a choice was made among reaq.
ings, which we may nonetheles§ re_work. Ineach text, the paradys;;
itself has undergone some mutilation and corruption . . . The Ma.
sorah is full of uifles and feeble, superstitious inventions; this
mass of scholia does not lack similar things. True, Greeks rave

in one way, Jews in another . . ."¥

And he explicitly advised hi if they-hoped to understand

Greek textual criticism, to approach it through that of the Jews:

scholarship was the Storyof

Our Heb

One who wants to penetrate more deeply must concern himself
with the history of the Masoretic MSS. True, these came into
being much later than Greek criticism. But there is much simi-
larity with the earliest Greek criticism. It is at least clear that they
were not so bold as the Greek scholars. But one must not think
that we have the Old Testament in its original form.!*®

\{. I do not think that it is stretching a point to is_passage as

autobiographical. Wolf himself had learned from the Masorah, as
a ichh the Venice scholia.

Moreover, Wolf stated in the preface to his Homer of 1804 that
he used critical techniques “established by Griesbach, that out-
standing practitioner of Critica sacra.” Griesbach had argued that
the extant manuscripts of the New Testament fell into three great
recensions and laid down rules for choosing among the readings
they offered: 1o Wolf held that these rules should guide the Ho-
meneﬁscpolauweu._ﬂuoommc)‘gg%gg_t merely among
manuscripts but among distinct recensions—the ancient ones that
Wolf hz'ld reconstructed. Th@mmhmcould set

X out deliberately-to-borrow-tools-from-another discipline. And it
suggests-that-his-grand-plan-was-to-forge-a-Homeric criticism that
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on both 0ld and New Testament scholarship. The former v~
W

dwwgsﬂsion , the latter how

wou

pather he annexe for clafsic_al studies th.e most sophisticate
w@ﬁu@mmt&_mmmm

:1” soon 0 annex'“.uth greater success t!le methods of New Tes-
ament cextual criticism. '4! ’Mh‘wﬁ*ﬂ‘fﬂolf )l
used had received powerful help from eighteenth-century classical
sclmw

WHAT REMAINS of the Prolegomena after all this is subracted? A
eat deal. WoIf combined detailed work on textual criticism with

a general contribution to broad and fashionable literary problems.
e

st ade priology more ncelectually respectable and iner
esting than it had been since the late Renaissance " As Humbotd
put it in another context, he showed that the study of grammatical
details could be gesstwoll. "2 This was the best possible response to
the philosophes’ scoffing about pedantry.

Wolf also achieved a masterpiece of presentation. He could state

the commonplaces of eighteenth-century scholarship in a style that
gleamed with polish. No one could put the insights of Bengeland

Griesbach more pithily:

Newness in MSS is no more a vice than youth in men. For just
as age does not always make men wise, so insofar as each MS
closely follows an old and good authority, it is a good witness.'*?

No one could admit with a prettier pretence of humility that poets
understand the growth of an epic more profoundly than scholars:

I'have done what I could . . . But this is a subject worthy of the
study of many, and of men who will follow a different path; above
all, of those who can measure the poetic abilities of the human
m"?d by the standard of their own intellect, and possess powers
of judgment trained by classical literature: the Klopstocks, Wie-
lands, VOSSCS."“

NO One could explain more powerfully just what it meant to think
istori ‘
Storically, to recognize the pastness of the past:



e
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Here we must completely forget the archives and librarje
nowadays preserve our studies, and transport ourselves S that
different age and a different world. There a great many dlm'o a
thac we think necessary for good living were unknown toe ‘:,ci::

men and fools alike.'®

If the ideas were well known, Wolf’s axioms and images were ;i
. is
own. To that extent at least—as a literary masterpiece composeq

from already existing sources—the_Protegomena deserved the ep
. . . —— -
thusiastic reception they received from such connoisseurs of style

as Flaxman, Goethe, and Leopardi:

The ultimate fate of the Profegomena had little to do with the
work’s real origin and merits. In a sense, it is emblematic of Wolf’s

own larger fate as a writer. The Prolegomena became the model of
philological criticism. Even :hmm of
the Historsiche Schule, men like Niebuhr and Varnhagen von Ense,
came to see the Prolegomena as the work “in which the higher

criticism attained completion”; as the work that inspired a revo-

gilution in biblical as well as classical scholarship. ' Newcomers to

German philology,me Bancroft, were told
to master “Wolf & yet Wolf & yet Wolf.”'*” The Prolegomena were
reprinted several times in the nineteenth century so that students
could have direct access to them.

Like some other classics of German scholarship—F. Schlegel’s
book Ueber die Sprache und Weishest der 1 ndier is a case in point—
Wolf’s work was seldom criticized in detail.'® Even those who

denied the novelty of his general thesis applauded the rigor and
originality of his technical work.!*? This need not surprise v The

admission that Wolf could have had predecessors in his technical
discoveries could have suggested that the Historische Schu

did not spring full-grown from the Sturm und Drang.

What is more surprising, at first, is that even those who ¢t
0 etween

Wolf’s work did not mention or follow up his comparisons betwe
Alexandri Sarted Jew, set out
exandrians and Masoretes. Karl Lehrs, a converted Jew,

Je itself

o continued
i

in the 1830s to show that Wolf had greatly unde_rgic_i‘nlatfdﬂthe
ual criticism. Lehrs

cgﬂency and seriousness of Alexandrian text
did not use the Masorah and made clear in passﬁifﬁgif
knowledge of things or languages oriental.!*® Parthey,
of the Alexandrian Museum, followed Wolf rather ¢

hat he had a0
the historia®
han Lehrs 1?
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. Jiscussion of textual Cl'itic_ifm- He too failed to refer to or use
b h material. Parthey’s critic Ritschl showed no greater com-
ewis e interest.”’ Even Grifenhan, whose comprehensive Ge-
ichte der blassischen f’bilologie im /.\lterthum summed up all that
ivas known of the subject by the mid-1840s, used strictly Greek
sources © reconstruct .Greek methods."” Onl.y in very recent times
haﬂﬁiw%ig%am Wolt's questions—
apparentlY in ignorance of Wolf’s work.' TWOCS”
have not Yet been compared in detail .

The reasons why W(-)lf s program was not carried out are not far
o seek. Jews and)udalsrrll seemed far le.ss attractive in Restoration
Germany than they had 1n'the late Enlightenment. To use Jewish
material to clear up Homeric problems would perhaps have seemed
an oxymoron in 1840. More generally, th%oizw
comparisons that had been Vﬂm@ﬂm‘gpect
in the age of pure hustoricism. C@@Wnal
specnihsts, who neithier expected nor were expected to deal with
semitic philology. Wolf was not condemned for his excursions into

Judaica; rather, they were not noticed. The founder of German
pbWWWterisdc
of the true Philologe. Generations of scholars apparently read and
digested the Prolegomena without even-noticing—far less building
on—the remarks about the Masgrah.

Nineteenth-century readers failed to see that Wolf, for all his
self-conscious modernity, remained a good citizen of the old-fash-
ioned, Lati@gﬁlg Republic of Lettets—that rich continent of
the mind, whose baroque contours have not yet received their
map. Wieland, a fellow citizen of the Republic, sketched Wolf’s
true historical location far more vividly than Wolf’s professional
successors could: “I have always wanted to see the vast learning
of Salmasius, which I know from his Exercitationes Plinianae, united
in one mind with the elegance of my idol Hemsterhuys. I have
now found them truly united in Wolf.”1%¢

a[ativ
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