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The first known papyri preserving sections of Aristotle’s Athenaién
Politeia (AP) were two fragments that reached Berlin in 1879. They
were first published by Blass in 1880 as P. Berlin 163.  After the second
World War, they were removed to Russia along with many other
antiquities from Germany. By good fortune, these scraps are again in
the Papyrussammlung of the Staatliche Museen in Berlin as Inv. No.
5009. The bibliography on these papyri follows:

Blass: F. Blass, “Neue Papyrusfragmente eines Historikers im Aegyp-
tischen Museum zu Berlin,” Hermes 15 (1880) 366-82. Blass published
two further notes in Hermes 16 (1881) 4246, 18 (1883) 478-80.

Bergk: Th. Bergk, “Zur Aristotelischen Politic der Athener,” RhkM
36 (1881) 87-115.

Landwehr: Hugo Landwehr, De Papyro Berolinensi No. 163. Quaes-
tiones ad historiam Atheniensium vetustiorem pertinentes. Diss. Berlin
(Gotha, Perthes) 1883.1 Landwehr corrected some of his readings in his
“Forschungen zur ilteren attischen Geschichte,” Philologus Suppl. s,
97-196, esp. page 195.

Diels: H. Diels, “Ueber die Berliner Fragmente der ’Afnvalwy
molirela des Aristoteles,” Abhandlungen der konigl. Akad. der Wiss. zu
Berlin, 1885, Philos.-hist. CL. II, pp. 1-57. See Blass’s review, Deutsche
Litteraturzeitung 7 (1886) 184-8s.

Six years after Diels’ edition of the fragments, which was the best
down to its time, the British Museum published the London papyrus
of the AP. The London papyrus includes all the passages in the
Berlin fragments. Yet, as the bibliography shows, no scholar ever

I Thave used the pamphlet by Landwehr with this title. His dissertation also appeared

under the title Papyrum Berolinensems No. 163 musei Aegyptiaci commentario critico adiecto
edidit Hugo Landwehr (Gotha 1883).
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made a systematic study of the Berlin fragments using the London
text as a control. The result is that inaccurate readings from the
Berlin papyrus have been passed down through all editions of the AP,
including even the most scrupulous, namely the fourth edition by
Sir Frederic Kenyon (Suppl. Arist. 3.2, Berlin 1903). Moreover, the
beginning and end of the several columns in Berlin have never been
correctly identified. Kenyon, for example, followed Diels in stating
that Berlin fragment nb ends with the words Tpujpers éxardv (AP
22.7); but in fact there are remains of no fewer than nine lines in the
Berlin papyrus following the line containing éxardv. This well-nigh
incredible situation deserves rectification.

In drawing attention to certain defects in earlier versions of the
Berlin papyrus, I am expressing no disrespect for the work of Blass
and his successors. To decipher the fragments in the first place was
a task calling for high skill. The writing is small and faint, and the
papyri are in worse condition than usual, even for such fragile docu-
ments: “‘negant enim qui museo Aegyptiaco Berolinensi praesunt viri
docti ullam se peius habitam chartam adservare” (Kaibel-Wilamowitz,
ed. 3 of the AP, praef. x). It is, however, regrettable that the Berlin
papyrus was not re-edited half a century ago, for its condition is now
worse than before. It was covered with varnish by Herr Hauben-
reisser, a restorer in Berlin, in 1885;2 this made the letters temporarily
clearer, but as the varnish has darkened over the years the letters have
become even harder to make out. To photograph it is useless, as it
was also in the 1880’s. In many places it can be read only with the
aid of the London text. The fact that Blass could decipher it, for the
most part accurately, without the aid of the London text, speaks
eloquently for his genius. The correct restorations by these nine-
teenth-century editors also deserve commendation.

In 1965 I twice examined the papyrus and prepared a tentative text
of it. At that time Dr. Wolfgang Miiller, the Director of the
Papyrussammlung of the Staatliche Museen, studied parts of the
papyrus with me and himself discovered several hitherto unread lines
in column ma. In 1966 I verified my text and once more had the
advantage of Dr. Miiller’s collaboration. 'We went through the text

2 See Diels, p. 4, note I.
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line by line together, and in my text I have printed no reading on which
we did not agree. I here offer him my sincere thanks for his kind

advice.

Before coming to the text itself, we may briefly survey the contri-
butions of the earlier editors.

Blass first deciphered the text and numbered the two fragments as
1 and 1; the order that he gave them turns out to be right. Blass also
observed that fr. 1 contains remains of two columns of writing on each
side. From the less well-preserved columns on either side he was able
to read only a few scattered letters (practically nothing of these columns
can be read now). He recognized that the left margin of col. 12
and the right one of col. 1b are preserved (Diels unwisely violated
these margins with restorations). He rightly assumed that the verses
of Solon in 1a were a citation. As concerning the author of the text,
Blass suggested Theopompus: the papyrus could be from the tenth
book of his Philippica, which was partly devoted to a censorious review
of the Athenian demagogues.

Bergk examined the papyrus and at once made his most valuable
contribution by showing that it contained excerpts from the AP;
Blass himself justly called this identification brilliant. Bergk saw that
col. b, lines 2—4 (as numbered by Blass) could be restored in accord-
ance with the following citation from the AP as preserved by the
scholia to Aristophanes, Clouds 37: > Apiororédns 8¢ mepl KAewoBévous
¢naol* “karéornoe kal dnudpyovs Ty adTiv éxovras émuéleiav
Tois mpPOTEPOV Vavkpdpols. kal yap Tols dnpouvs avti TV vav-
kpapi@dv €moinoev.”3  Since the other side of fragment 1 concerns
ostracism and the activities of Themistocles in the 480’s, Bergk rightly
inferred that Blass’s numbering of the columns on this fragment
must be reversed: col. i a concerns the reforms of Cleisthenes and
col. b the events of the 480’s. Bergk’s order has henceforth been
adopted. :

Bergk was perhaps naturally most interested in the long quotation
from Solon on the fragment numbered by Blass as1a. According to
a theory long maintained, ancient authors shrank from spoiling the
unity of their style by quoting the words of others in their writings.

31 quote Diibner’s text.
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This view (it is to be hoped) is no longer taken seriously, but in Bergk’s
day it found wide acceptance.# Bergk could not believe that Aristotle,
or any other historian, would have quoted Solon’s poetry at such length;
he therefore inferred that col. 1a was not part of Aristotle’s AP. He
suggested that the papyrus originally contained excerpts from the AP,
to which someone had appended the Solonian verses; alternatively,
Bergk was prepared to allow that the papyrus was part of a collection
from various authors of passages relevant to the Athenian constitution.

Blass re-examined the papyrus in the light of Bergk’s identification
and made another important suggestion. He had earlier seen, on the
fragment containing col. 1b (Damasias), parts of another column of
writing on the other side of the fold in the papyrus: this column we
may call 1c. In his editio princeps, Blass had read a few letters in this
column. Now, in Hermes 16 (1881) 42—43, he tried to associate these
letters with the context of the Cleisthenes-fragment so as to show that
col. 1¢ was really the beginning (that is, the left-hand portion) of the
mutilated col. mra (see figure at end of this article). In other words,
both Berlin fragments were originally from one sheet of papyrus that
had been bound into a codex. Blass’s proof rested on these lines
(numbered according to my text):

Ic Ima
s - - - 81f,u,ovs o’w[ﬂ‘,] TOV
6 va[vkpapidv — ~- - — 8¢ Tav
7 S p[pwv - - - -~~~ & amo
8 TOV — ~ - — - — — Umhpyov év
9 rois [8rpows - - - ~ ¢patplas kal
10 da[rpidpyovs - - - - Kkard Ta md-
11 Tptfa - - - - - - - ék 1AV
12 ér[ipaveordrwr - - - - o[npai Jvew
13 (\[e'ywv - - - - - - = ‘yevo,u,e'vwv T~
14 pliov - - — -

The present state of the papyrus makes it almost impossible to
identify any letters in col. 1 ¢ securely enough to confirm Blass’s sug-
gestion. If we have recourse to the work of editors who studied the
papyrus when it was in better condition, we find that both Landwehr
and Diels did read some letters that are close to those seen by Blass,
as follows:

+ A judicious history and refutation of the hypothesis of the “Stilgesetz” is given by
Carl Meyer, Die Urkunden im Geschichtswerk des Thukydides (Munich 1955) 1-10.
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Blass Landwehr Diels
line 8 Ty Ty TWY
line 9 TOLT TOLO avroig (av extra marg.)
line 10 da ¢ da
line 11 TPL . Jpe atpt (a extra marg.)

These letters, read by all three editors, would suggest that Blass’s theory
may well have been right. Against him, however, is the fact that the
phi in line 10 cannot be fitted into the text as the London papyrus
enables us to restore it. Moreover, this phi is one of the few letters
that can be read today with some certainty in col. 1c. Therefore it
seems best to treat col. I c as an unidentified passage from the AP and
to deal with 11 a separately, while still leaving open the possibility that
the two columns were originally part of the same one.

Blass also remarked that he saw nothing impossible in Aristotle’s
Laving included a citation from Solon in his work.

Landwehr’s edition, embedded in a brief dissertation, did not radi-
cally improve the text, but the author made two useful contributions.
He was the first to maintain that all four columns came from a codex
of the AP. He also resisted the opinion of Bergk, namely that the
writer had copied the Solonian verses from a text of Aristides, Or. 28;
Landwehr listed (p. 16) some ten places at which the papyrus and the
manuscripts of Aristides differ (in three of these, at least one manuscript
of Aristides does agree with the papyrus). The discovery of the
London papyrus confirmed Landwehr in his opinion that the verses
came directly from Solon and not through Aristides.

Landwehr also included a hand-drawn facsimile of the papyri and
of the letters he had read.

The edition of Diels far surpassed all others in size and utility. He
included several pages reproducing the texts of Blass, Bergk, and
Landwehr, as well as a carefully drawn facsimile that is still of great
assistance in studying the papyrus. His own text was the most nearly
accurate that had appeared. He read the papyrus immediately after
the application of varnish by Haubenreisser, and he was able to discover
somenew letters, including even a few in column 1d—that is, the column
across the fold in the papyrus on the fragment containing col. 1a
(Solon). None of the letters tentatively read by Diels (they are drawn
with dotted strokes on his facsimile) can now be seen in col. 1d. Diels
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even thought he saw some letters lying directly over the fold in the
papyrus; none of these can be seen and I doubt if any were ever there.

Like Landwehr, Diels accepted the probability that all four columns
are part of Aristotle’s AP, but he chose to regard the papyrus as a
series of excerpts copied out on two loose sheets “by a schoolboy of
Arsinoe” (p. 8). He did not accept the suggestion of Blass, that both
scraps come from one sheet of papyrus, because he was unable to
find a context for the faint letters he had read in col. 1d. In fact,
however, some of these letters actually do fit the text of b, which
would be the adjoining column if both fragments come from a single
sheet. I give some examples, printing first the text of i b as it can be
reconstructed, and then the readings tentatively made by Diels that
would come at the end of each line:

ub Diels
8 - — Tupdvrwy wy
11 - - kal mpd- pw
13 - — perad €1a
14 - = T4 pé- TaM
20 - - "Abnraiwy éxa- Aexa

These letters read by Diels support the possibility that we are dealing
with two parts of the same sheet, but their identity was never un-
equivocal and they cannot be read today. Therefore we do not have
sufficient reason to join the two fragments together.

I turn to the text in its present condition. Earlier editors dated it
to the second century A.D., following the authority of Charles Graux.
But Kenyon (AP, ed. 4, 1903, praef. vi) dated it to the fourth century,
and his opinion has prevailed with Thalheim and Oppermann. I
believe, however, that Blass was justified in placing the fragments in
the second century.  As he observed, the script is much like that of the
Hyperides papyrus, P. Lit. Lond. 132, which is now placed in the first
half of the second century.5 The writing of the Berlin text is small,
neat, rounded, and well aligned. It becomes pinched at the ends of
lines and columns, but it still remains vertical. It is not, indeed, as

s Nllustrated by C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 350 B.C.~A.D. 400 (corr. imp.
Oxford 1956) no. 13b.
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neat as that of the Berlin Commentary on the Theaetetus,5 nor has it
the pretensions to elegance of P. Oxy. 2450;7 but the sketch given by
Diels makes it unduly slovenly.

A few ligatures are admitted. There are no marks of breathings
(here I agree with Diels, 4-5, against Blass). By exception, the
scribe placed a diairesis over the iota of iévras (1a 13). Adscript iota
is always omitted; I restore this as subscript in my text.

If the papyrus comes from the second century, it joins a rare group
of papyrus codices from that date.8 This would lend some support
to the often-stated view that the AP was an exoteric, or published,
book, in contrast to most of the works of Aristotle. We have
evidence pointing this way in the fact that the AP was much quoted
by lexicographers.

In commenting on the text, I shall not mention readings made by
earlier editors that are now shown by the London papyrus to have been
wrong; but I shall note some letters credibly attested by other editors
that no longer exist and must be printed in brackets. The text is
reproduced in its condition as of July 1966.

number

La(12.3-4) of letters

I kakxolow] éof[Aods igopoiplav éxew. mdAw ? 35
8¢ kai mepl] ths d[mokom Jiis T[Gv xpedv Kal TdV ? 34
SovAevdvrwy pév mpd[T Jepov éevfep[wbévrwy 36

4 08¢ dia Ty ofefiodyfeav- *Eyw 8¢ [rév pév otvexa Evviya- 42
yov 8fjuov, T{ TovTwy mpiv TuyE[tv émav- 30
odpay; ovppaptupoiny Tadr dfv év 8ixy ypdvov 36
piirnp peyiorn Sawudvwr *ON[vumiwy] dpior/a, 34

8 I pédawa, tiis éyw mote §[po Jus dretdov moA[Aa- 36
X7} memnyoras, mpdofev 8¢ SovAevo[vJoa, v[dv 33
éleviépa. modovs 8 *Abrvas, marpid’ [és Bedrert Jrov, 40
avjyayov mpabévras, dA\ov éxdix[w]s, &[AXJoy 8i- 36

6 See W. Schubart, Papyri Graecae Berolinenses (Bonn 1911) no. 31; id., Das Buch bei
den Griechen und Romern (ed. 3 by E. Paul, Heidelberg 1962) p. 105.

7 Fragments of Pindar, dated to the first or early second century by Lobel.

8 C. H. Roberts, “The Codex,” Proc. British Academy 40 (1954) 169-204, lists (p. 184)

nine papyrus codices of Greek literature, excluding Christian writings, that may be dated
to the second century.
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12 kaiws, Tovs & avaykains ¥mo ypedv dvydvrals, yAdo- 39
oav ovkér’ *ArTikny iévras, s dv mo)[Aa ]xﬁ w[Aa- 35
vwpévovs, Tods 8 évfdd’ adrod SovAiny defkéa 36
éyovras, 116y deamordv Tpo,uevy.e'v[ov]s, [e’)\]‘evﬁ[e'- 36

16 povs €fnka. Tadra pév kpdrn, opod Biny 8[é kai 8i- 37
kMY ovvapusoas, épefa, kal SiiAd[ov s dmeoyd- 36
unv. Oe[o Juov §* dpoiws 76 kaAd [re] f;dyg[@@, elet- 35
av eis éxaaroy [dpp [doafs ]| 8i[kny], éy[paha. kévTpov 37

20 & dMos ws éy[w AJaBdv, [kaxodp [ad[s Te Kal di- 33
Aokrijuwy dfvip |, ovx Qv kar[éoye Sfiuov: el 31
yap 1fedov & To[Ts évavriowow 1jvdaver TdTe, 36
adris 8’ d 7[olow ovirepor dpacaiato, moAGY dv 37

24 dvdpd[v 18’ éyelpdbny méMhis. TV odvex’ dA- ? 32

This poem is quoted, beginning with ovuuaprupoin, line 6, by Aristides,
Or. 28.138-40 (2.185-86 Keil). The London text shows that Aristotle
began his quotation with éyw, line 4. It is also edited in Anth. Lyr. Graec.
(Diehl), ed. 3, Solon fr. 24.

1, 2. These letters are uncertain traces. They can be read only with the
aid of London and cannot be used to confirm the London text.

6. -odpav: read -odunv with London. Read also ovupaprupoin with
Aristides and London.

8. 7ijs (Berlin, London) confirms Scaliger’s correction of #s (Mss of
Aristides).

9. 8¢: so Berlin, London, Aristides; but consideration should be given
to ye; Joseph Mayor, CR s (1891) 109: “The participle [SovAevovoa] is
not opposed to what precedes but gives a reason for ovppaprvpoln.”

10. After marp(®’ Diels read € and s faintly. s (Diehl), not eis (London,
Aristides).

12. Either ype@v (Berlin) or ypewods (London) would be acceptable: the
people had fled “because of (a) debt(s) arising out of necessity”; ypnouov
Myovras (Aristides) can scarcely be translated.

13. mAav[w Ju'ovs London.

15. Tpopevu’[ovs | London.

16. For 8[¢] (Berlin), read 7e (London, Aristides; note that Diels read a
faint €). Another difference is more weighty. Berlin reads kpdrn opod;
just before Spot there seem to be marks like the first upright and the diagonal
of nu. Buit since corrections are usually written above the line (as in line 18
of this column) it seems better not to regard these faint marks as an attempt
to change duod to véuov. London reads xpareer vopov, which Kenyon
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(followed by several other editors) altered to xpdrer véuov. The Mss of
Aristides fluctuate between kpdy opod and kpdrer Spod. Plutarch (Solon
15) attests opod. Blass defended Berlin’s kpdrn, citing Sophocles, Antigone
485 in support: Solon could well be saying “These acts of force I accom-
plished, joining together strength and justice.” This possibility was rather
abruptly dismissed by Kaibel (Stil und Text etc., Berlin 1893, 151). Kaibel-
Wilamowitz, Thalheim, and Blass (in his Teubner edition of the AP) chose
kpdrer opod: “These things I accomplished by force, joining together
strength and justice.” This is probably the best reading. It seems pre-
ferable to Kenyon’s, which would mean “These things I accomplished by
the force of law, joining together strength and justice”: only London has
vépov, while Spod is well attested elsewhere.

The Ionic Binv (Berlin) is preferable to Béav (London, Aristides).

17. All three earlier editors were able to see dufjidov. Tmaygun[v]

London.
18. feopov §’: so Berlin, with § above this line; feopods 6° (6 above the

line, correcting 7€) London, rightly; feouods 8 Aristides. «ad@d: so Berlin,
but misread by earlier editors; xax® London and Aristides, probably rightly.

20. eyw Agfw. kaxod Blass, eyw AaBw Landwehr, eyw AaBwv Diels.

21. aynp ovk av kate Blass, a.mp ovk av kare Diels.

22-24. Part of the papyrus has been lost since the earlier editions.

22. évavriowow Blass, 7o — — v. avr . .. gw Diels.

23. adris 8" 4 7 Berlin, ad[0i]s 8 adrolow London, agreeing with
Aristides, Ms U, adflis 8’ d Totow Aristides ASQT, rightly.

24. The exact length of this line is uncertain. In 1965 I read avdp&v 16’
éx[. Blass read av8pwv 7 . . xe and Diels avdpwr 78 exe. But everything
after avdpw is now lost. ‘ ‘

I also read traces from another line (25), but this too is now lost.

The portion of the text missing between the end of col. 1a and the
beginning of 1 b can be recovered with the aid of London. It extends
approximately from wdvrofev (AP 12.4) to Térrapa Siufjyov (13.1).
This text can be arranged into 13 lines with an average length of some
35 letters. At least one of these lines was under line 24 of 1a. I shall
return (p. 63) to the question of how the other 12 lines were arranged.
In any case, the addition of 12 lines between 12 and 1b brings the
original number of lines in these columns to 37. I assume that the
scribe used the same number of lines in each column of his book;
even if he did not, he probably never used fewer than 36 or more
than 38.
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Ib(13.1-5)

1 Térrapa Suijyov év novyia] & 8¢ [méum|rw pe[ra Ty ? 38
ZéAwvos apyny ob kat Jéor[n Joav dpyovra [Sia 34
v ordow, kal 7 |dA\w érer méumrw dud TavTyy TV 39

4 aitlav dvapylav éJmolnoav. pera 8¢ radra dua TV 39
adTdv ypovwy | dapacias aipebeis dpywv érn Svo kai 41
8vo iy Jafs fpée v, éws éénAdobn Pla Tis dpxiis. elr’ 38
é]8o[Ee]v adro[is 8i ] T6 oracidlew dpyovras éNéofau 42

8 &8éJxa, mévre pév edmarplddv, Tpels 8 dmolkwy, dvo 38
8¢] dnpuiovpydv, kal obrow Tov era Aauaciav 7p- 37
éalv dnavrdy. § kal SHdov St peylory Stvauw 38
elyJev ¢ dpywv: aivovrar yap del oragid{ovres 37

12 mepl 7 Javrns Tis dpxiis. SAws 8¢ dierélovy Ta mpos 39
éavTo J¥s, ol puév dpynv kal mpdpagwy éyovres TN 38
7dv ] xpedv dmroxomiv (ouveBeBiiker yap adrols yey- 39
ové Jyar mémow), of 8¢ 7 mohirela Svoyepalvovres 41

16 &ua 70 peydAny yeyovévar peraBoiy, évior pév Sia 41
v 7p Jos AAfAovs duloveixlav. foav 8¢ ai ordoes 41
Tpeis: pla] pev 7@y mapadiwv, dv mpoeoriker Meyax- 39
s 6 "AXkpéw Jvos, of 8¢ éddkovy ud[AJora Sidrew 38

20 7w péon Jy modir[e Jiav: dAXy 8¢ [t ]dv m[e]d[tJard, 34
ol ™ 6/\]9?/gp[x[av él Inrov[v, ﬁ]:yeZ‘ro & afd]rov 34
AvkoBpyos: Tpity 8 1) TGV Suakpiwy, éd’ 7 T JeTayuévos 7y 42
Ieawiorpatos, Snporikdraros | €lfva i foxdv. mpooe- 40

24 kexdounvro 8¢ TovTols of Te ddnpmuévol] Ta xpéa 39
dua ™y dmoplav kal of 7& yéver un kabapol | dua 37

3. méumrw Sua Tavrmy Tiv: so Berlin; London has méumrwe 7 adr
alriav. Editors follow the text as restored by Kenyon: méumre 8ua v
adrny alriov.

6. éénAdafn Berlin, London; van Herwerden ef al. correct to éénAdfn.

8. 8" dmolkwy: London reads 8¢ dypoikwy, only slightly mutilated: part
of the gamma can be seen, and the rho is nearly complete, with the tail
easily seen. London is probably right, but we do not know who the
agroikoi were.

10. peylorny Svvapw elyev Berlin, peylorny elyev Svvauw London;
the latter—a less elementary word-order—is followed by all editors.

11. dei: alel London. Meisterhans (Gramm. d. att. Inschr.3, 1900, 33)
shows that del displaced alel in the late fourth century; therefore del
should be written in editions of the AP.

12. After Sierédovy, add vooodvres from London.

16. pév: 8¢ London, rightly.
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17. ¢pudoveiciav: read dulovikiav with London. 8¢ ai: 8 ai London;
but hiatus after 8¢ is permitted in the AP; see J. W. Headlam, CR s (1891)
270-72. London has, for example, 8¢ dv at 18.1 and 8¢ 5} at 41.2 (only van
Herwerden-van Leeuwen and Thalheim, copied by Oppermann, record the
latter case, and Thalheim says without reason that € seems to be deleted in the
London papyrus).

18. mpoeariiker: mpoerarrker London, rightly.

19. of 8¢: read olmep with London.

24. Blass, Hermes 16 (1881) 45, and Diels both saw pev from déypnuévor.
In August 1965 I read Juevor, but a small part of the papyrus has since been
lost, and only [ra ypéa survives.

25. dwa: represented only by points of ink. In August 1965 I read
rxaf Japoi, but nothing of this word survives.

M a (21.4-22.4)

I - - - 7oUs veomolitas, dAa Tdv Sjuwv] dra-
4 4 \ ~ > ~
yopebwaow- 6fev kal kadod Jgw *Abnvaior o- 33
~ k] \ -~ 4 ’ \ \ 4
¢ds avTods TV Sjuwy. kat Jéornoe 8¢ kai Snudp- 36
M k] M b4 k) ’ -~ 14

4 xous Ty adTiy éyovras ém Jiuédetav Tois mpd- 36
T€pov vavkpdpots® kal] yap Tovs Sjpovs dv[ri] Tdv 38
vavkpapi@v émoinaev. mp Joonydpevoe 8¢ Tdv 3s
8wy Tods pé v dmo Tdv Témwy, Tovs & dmwd T- 32

8 @v kTiodvTwy: ob yap| dmavres vmijpyov év 32

~ ’ \ \ /. \ \ s \
Tols Témots. Ta 8¢ yév [n kal Tas dparplas kal 7- 36
as lepwovvas eiaoey éyew] éxdoTovs kara Ta wd- 38
-~ \ -~ k) 4 k] 7 b3 -~

Tpia. Tais 8¢ gulais émo Ji[n Joev émwvipovs éx TV 38

12 mpokplfévrwy ékatov] dpymyerdv, ods dvetA- 35
ev 1) ITvBia, 8éka. TovT Jwv 8¢ yevouévwy 87- 31

7 \ ~ /7 k) /. €
poTikwrépa moAV Tijs X6 [Awvos éyévero 1) moli- 36
Teia kal yap owwéBn] 7[o Jvs Zédwvos vépovs 33
> ’ \ 7 \ \ M ~
16 adavioar Ty Tvpawvida 8ifa 7o un ypdobar, kai- 37
vovs & dAovs feivar ] ov KdewoBévn aro[yaldu- 33+4
~ 14 9 k) /, \ € \ ~ 3

evov 7ol wAijfovs, év ols éréln | kal 6 mepl Tob doTpa- 40
Koot vopos. mpddTov ey ody érel] méumtew pera 37

20 radTyy T kardoracw éd’ ‘Eppox Jpéovros dpyov- 38
T0s 77} BovAf) Tots mevrakoaiois 16 Jv Gpkov émol- 38
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28 os 70n Tod Snjpov TéTE TP JTov éypricavTo TH Vépw 38
7® mepl TOV SoTpakt Joudy, 8s €rédn dua T [vmo- 36
Piav 7@v év Tals Suvdueo Jv, i Iegiorp[a|ros 37
Snuaywyds kai oTpatnyds| dw Tipavves «[a]réoTy. 38

32 kal mpdros wotpakiotn T|dy éxeivov ovyyerdv 37
“Immapyos Xdppov KoMvreds |, 8¢ oy ral pd[tJora 37
76V vopov €bnrev 6 K [Aeofé[vns, ééeddoar BovAd- ? 38

1. The beginning of this line (and therefore the number of letters in it)
is uncertain. At the end are faint traces of ink compatible with dva, but the
reading is uncertain. The right margin of the column is preserved, and all
the final letters are well aligned vertically. Restorations belong at the
beginning of the lines; Landwehr followed Blass in putting them there, but
Diels wrongly extended his restorations into the right margin.

4. émJiuédewav: émuéhav London. Earlier editors read the first two
letters of this word; these are now lost.

8. dmfpxov év [rois Tdmows Berlin, dmijpyov érv Tois Témors London.
The several German editors of the AP follow Berlin here (Blass was wrong in
thinking that London also read év), while Kenyon and Sandys follow London.
Papageorgios, *Abnva 4 (1892) 554, suggested dmijpyov ért év Tols TomoLS.

9. Tois was once read by Blass and formed part of his case for joining the
two Berlin fragments (see above, p. 52), but the suggested collocation of
fragments is highly uncertain.

16. xpdofas: xpiof(a:) London, rightly.

17. The letters oro are dimly visible, but complete, above the line.
Blass, without knowledge of the London text, read afop on the line; thisis no
longer extant but fits perfectly. Probably the scribe wrote chi above the line.

24. Kaibel-Wilamowitz (ed. 3 of AP, praef. x—xi) record that Wilamowitz
examined our papyrus for the sake of their third edition. He was able to
add Juwv Fv 6 moAéuapyos to the already-known text, but he overlooked
the nearly complete epsilon before pwv. Kenyon, in his fourth edition (1903),
took no notice of Wilamowitz’ discovery and continued to state that
Berlin stopped at line 23, “praeter litteras nonnullas incertas.”

30-34. The letters in these lines are faint and nearly all uncertain. They
can be read only by deductions based on London.  The end of 34 is uncertain.

Col. 1 a is continued directly overleaf by nb, with the loss of only
a small portion of text. The missing text can be arranged in three

lines as follows:

k) 4 € \ ,Ae ~ \ ~ ’ 8
pevos adrov. ol yap Abnvaiol Tods &V Tupdvawy 3
$idovs, Soou un cvvefappaprdvorey év Tals Tapa- 39

~ ~ ~ >
xais, €lwy oikew T wéAw, xpwuevor i elwl- 36
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These lines bring the original number of lines in both ma and mb to
37 (unless the scribe was inconsistent in the number of lines he copied
into each column). This number agrees with the number we have
reckoned for cols. 1a and 1b.

12

16

20

24

28

32

II'b (22.4-8)

vifq Tod Srjpov mpadTyTL: v fyepww kal mpooTdt-
3. o« 3 \ \ -~ ¢ ’ 34 3\ T
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» -~ -~
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’ k] ’ N 4 (3 ’ 3 _ 7
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AY A -~ -~ /’ ¥ \ -~ » »
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5. &pwy: read dnpor’ (= -7@v) with London. geprakoo[iwv]: London
has the complete word. But it is difficult to believe that each of the ten
tribes ever had the right to nominate so preliminary candidates for sortition,
since in AP 8.1 Aristotle states that in his day there were but 100 candidates
(ten from each tribe). Kenyon’s correction of 500 to 100 (assuming that p’
in an earlier Ms was miscopied as ¢”) seems plausible, but it is notable that
the presumed error is common to both papyri.

7. Barlier editors read MeyaxAijs. Diels’s restorations in this column
violate the left margin, which is and should remain intact.

12. Diels and Blass read the complete 7dw.

14. Nikodjpov: London reads Nukopsidous ; but the testimony of Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, 8.83, surely points toward following Berlin, as Cadoux
did in his learned edition of the archon-list, JHS 68 (1948) 118. A. E.
Raubitschek, Historia 8 (1959) 127-28, suggests that the two names represent
two different archons, but the parallel confusions assembled by Cadoux
make it seem likely that London merely has the name misspelled.

15. Earlier editors saw Mapw/.

31. The papyrus is complete at the beginning of this line, but the first
14 letters are so faint that they must be bracketed.

32-34. Weak traces of ink, legible only by conjecture based on London.
Length uncertain.

We are now in a position to draw some conclusions about the original
form of the book from which our fragments have survived. The
first point to observe is that there are traces of writing on the second
fragment in addition to the columns of text: namely, alongside col.
ma, in the right margin, and alongside col. mb, in the left margin.
Blass noticed this fact in passing, Hermes 15 (1880) 376, but Diels evi-
dently did not: at least, his facsimile shows no traces of writing in
these spaces. Thelettersarenow unreadable. Theirsignificance could
not have been recognized until the discovery of the London text.
Since 1 b continues 1 a directly (with the loss of only three lines: above,
p. 60), these faint columns must be some kind of scholia or commen-
tary. The need to leave space for these scholia explains why the
makers of our book left a margin at least 4 cm. wide.”

9 It is possible that the outer margin of fragment 11 has been multilated and was once
wider than 4 cm., but in my reconstruction I assume that the margin is essentially

complete.
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It is also practically certain that the book had only one column of
text, along with scholia, on each page. We have already seen that
each column had some 37 lines of text; the height was about 20 cm.
But the columns are over 10 cm. wide. Thus an assumed page con-
taining two such columns, a space between the columns, and scholia
would have been at least 27 cm. wide, and thus wider than it was tall.
Perhaps this arrangement cannot be ruled out as impossible, but it seems
unlikely. Also, there was evidently no column of scholia in the
inner margin, a fact suggesting that the scholia were comments on
only one column of text.°

We can also now be specific about the disposition of the text that
is missing between col. 1b and col. ma. It will be remembered that
12 lines of text must be added to both cols. 12 and 1 b; this brings both
columns to 37 lines. The best result is obtained if we assume that these
12 lines are to be added to the bottom of each column. The lines of
1b average about 38 letters. If we add 12 times 38 letters from the
Teubner text of Oppermann (1928, reprinted 1961), we find that the
original text of 1b ended more or less with the phrase devrépw Kkal
TpLakooT® at 14.2 (p. 16, line 19 Opp.). Between that point and the
point where the text resumes in 11 a, namely the word dvayopedwaww
in 21.4 (p. 28, line 4 Opp.), there are 253 lines in Teubner. The
average length of a Teubner line is about 43 letters; so about 10,879
letters are missing. The average length of a line in the Berlin papyrus
is 36 letters; thus about 302 lines in the papyrus are lost. Reckoning
37 lines to a column, we may estimate that about 8 columns and 6 lines
are missing. Since col. 1b was on a left-hand page and ma was on a
right-hand page, 8 columns would bring us to the beginning of ma.
Three of the 6 “extra” missing lines can be accounted for by observing
that 1 a is only 34 lines tall as it stands. The result of this computation
therefore seems acceptable. Thus I infer that we have preserved the
top lines of cols. 12 and 1b, and that the first three lines of cols. ma
and 1 b are missing.

Conjecture can also help us to estimate the original length of our

1o Most papyrus codices have but one column of writing on a page. In examples
having two columns, the columns are usually much narrower than those in our papyrus.
See W. Schubart, Das Buch etc. (above, note 6) 122~23; F. G. Kenyon, Books and Readers
in Ancient Greece and Rome? (Oxford 1951) 109.
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book. Allowing for the short lines here and there, I reckon that the
Teubner text of the AP contains about 1937 lines of about 43 letters
each, or about 83,201 letters. This much would be equal to about
62.5 columns (in effect, pages) in the Berlin papyrus. To this we must
add something to allow space for the portion of the AP that is lost at
the beginning. This opening lost portion (as we see from the Epitome
of Heraclides) treated the coming of Ion, the formation of the state
by Theseus, and the end of the momarchy. I suggest that Aristotle
needed about four pages, and certainly no more than six, for this
highly mythical period. The last section of the AP, on the courts,
seems to end with a logical close, so we need estimate no additional
pages at the end of the text. The codex therefore contained about 66
pages. The interior margins in fragment 1 are small: the space between
the two columns is only 2 cm. 'We have no margins preserved at the
top or bottom of a column, but we might guess that these margins
were each about 2 cm.

Seventeen sheets of papyrus were needed to make 66 pages (they
actually make 68). They were probably laid atop one another with the
“recto” side uppermost. (I use the word “recto” to mean “with
the fibers horizontal,” and “verso” to mean the reverse.) They could
have been folded so as to make only one quire or gathering, for we
know of some papyrus codices in which a gathering contained dozens
of sheets. In fact, however, this was not done, as computation shows.
The preserved portion of the AP before the beginning of col. 1a
(AP 12.3) is about 260 lines in Teubner; this works out to about 8.4
Berlin-columns. If we add about four columns to accommodate the
lost part at the beginning, then 1a came on about page 13. This page
was a right-hand page in the book, with verso before recto.!!  As we
have seen, fragment 1 was eight pages farther on in the book, and it
too was a right-hand page. But in the case of fragment m, recto
precedes verso, and this can only happen in the second half of a gather-
ing. But the 23rd page would not be in the second half of a gathering
containing 17 sheets (i.e. 34 leaves, 68 pages). So we need at least two
gatherings; it is easiest to assume that there were only two. Whether

11 [ do not know whether the scribe began his text on a left or a right-hand page.
Col. 12 must have come from a right-hand page; but if the scribe began with a left-
hand page, then of course col. 1a was from an even-numbered page.
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the first gathering consisted of eight or nine sheets, column 1 a was
on about the 23rd page, in the second half of this first gathering.12

In sum, the book from which fragments survive in the Staatliche
Museen was a codex of the AP containing about 66 pages. It com-
prised two (?) gatherings, perhaps one of eight sheets and one of nine
sheets. The book was about 24 cm. in height and (when folded
closed) about 15.3 cm. in width. Each page contained one column
of text in 37 lines. The columns were about 20 cm. high and about
10.3 cm. wide; the average length of a line was 36 letters. Scholia
were written in the outer margins, a fact suggesting that the book
might have been part of an academic library. The book was probably
made in the second century A.p.  Its text agrees closely with that of the
London papyrus, written on rolls in the late first century. Such
agreement between two papyri is not conclusive, but so far as our
evidence goes it suggests that the text of Aristotle’s Athenaién Politeia
was transmitted fairly well from antiquity.

I append a reconstruction of the Berlin pages, showing the relation
between the preserved fragments and the sheets from which they were
torn. The measurements are given in centimeters and must be
considered approximate rather than precise.

12 If the first gathering contained nine sheets, all these columns could have come
from the seventh. This is additional evidence in favor of Blass’s hypothesis that both
fragments are part of one sheet.
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FIGURE 1. Sheets reconstructed from remaining fragments.

The drawing at the bottom

represents Blass’s proposed arrangement. (All measurements are in centimeters.)
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