=

162 P, ELMSLEY’S REVIEW

Blomfield; and that no metaphysician or political economist what-
soever is responsible for any of the sentizaents which they contain,

We presume that our readers are well aware, that we should

act in a mode perfectly inconsistent with the mysteries of our
- profession, if we entered mto any explanation as to the manner
in which our review of Mr Butler’s work was composed, or the
persons who assisted in the composition. It is with considerable
reluctance that we speak even hypothetically upon a question
which we wish to involve in the most profound secrecy. We
shall content ourselves, therefore, with observing, thatif Mr
Butler’s suspicions are well founded, the appellation of the fairest
of critics is no less due to Mr Blomfield than to the Rev. Luke
Milbourn, whose remarks upon Dryden’s translation of Virgil
were accompanied by a ‘specimen of a rival translation executed
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The rivalry which may be supposed to exist between the Pro-
metheus of Mr Butler and that of Mr Blomfield, does not arise
from| any vemarkableiresemblance, eitherin the plan or the exe-
cution of the two works. Mr Butler’s edilion contains the cor-
213 rupt text of Stanley; three distinct sets of Scholia; a Latin ver-
sion; the commentary of Stanley; a very ample selection of va-
rious readings, and critical remarks on the text; and; lastly, an
equally ample selection. of ‘explanatory notes. The quantity of
matter comprized in these various articles 'is so great, that My
Butler’s edition of the Prometheus occupies nearly two thirds of
. a considerable volume in quarto. Mr Blomfield's edition, which
15 a pamphlet of moderate dimensions, contains a Greek text, ex-
‘ceedingly diflerent from that of Stanley, wunder which are ex-
hibited the most important various readings, -interspersed with
occasional observalions, chielly relating to points of verbal criti~
cism. . An explanatory glossary is added at the end of the vo-
lume. We shall endeavour to give our readers an account of the
manner in which Mr Blomfield has executed each of the three de+
partments of his work, - | ot DS >4

" In our account of Mr Butler’s~edition, we lamented that he
was compelled, by the stern decree of Lhe Syndics of the Univer-
sity press, 1o adhere stricily to the text of Stanley ; which, . in
fact, is no other than ﬂip text of Henry, Stephens, with a_few
alterations and improvements by Canter, and by Stanley himself,

J , _ . 3 !- ; 14 . e fﬁ"”.'ﬁ,
™ See Pope’s note on the Dunciad, book ii. v. 349,  Perhaps
récent instance of a similar nature may oceur o the attentive read-
ers of the Edinburgh Review, . V575 M0 o i e ana
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