
THE BERLIN FRAGMENTS OF THE 
ATH. POL. 

MORTIMER CHAMBERS 

University of California, Los Angeles 

The first known papyri preserving sections of Aristotle's Athenaion 
Politeia (AP) were two fragments that reached Berlin in I879. They 
were first published by Blass in I880 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 I5 (i88o) 366-82. Blass published 
two further notes in Hermes I6 (I88I) 42-46, i8 (1883) 478-80. 

Bergk: Th. Bergk, "Zur Aristotelischen Politie der Athener," RhM 
36 (I88I) 87-II5. 

Landwehr: Hugo Landwehr, De Papyro Berolinensi No. 163. Quaes- 
tiones ad historiam Atheniensium vetustiorem pertinentes. Diss. Berlin 
(Gotha, Perthes) I883.' Landwehr corrected some of his readings in his 
"Forschungen zur alteren attischen Geschichte," Philologus Suppl. 5, 
97-I96, esp. page I95. 

Diels: H. Diels, "Ueber die Berliner Fragmente der 'AOrlvatcov 
7roXAreta des Aristoteles," Abhandlungen der kinigl. Akad. der Wiss. zu 
Berlin, I885, Philos.-hist. Cl. II, pp. I-57. See Blass's review, Deutsche 

Litteraturzeitung 7 (I886) 184-85. 

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 

II have used the pamphlet by Landwehr with this title. His dissertation also appeared 
under the title Papyrum Berolinensem 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 II b ends with the words TrppEs ECCKarOV (AP 
22.7); but in fact there are remains of no fewer than nine lines in the 
Berlin papyrus following the line containing CKaCLTV. 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 I885;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 I88o'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 Muller, 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 I a. 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 
I and In; the order that he gave them turns out to be right. Blass also 
observed that fr. I 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. I a 
and the right one of col. I b are preserved (Diels unwisely violated 
these margins with restorations). He rightly assumed that the verses 
of Solon in I a 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 himselfjustly called this identification brilliant. Bergk saw that 
col. II 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: 'ApLaroreA7s Se 7TEptL KAELtrOeovS 
(7crtL' KaTearT7UcE Kal $rllapXovU T-jV avT7jv EXOviTaS EMTLEAELav 

TOtS 7TporepOV vaVKptpoLS. K a yap TOVsS SjqloOVS avrTt Tv vav- 

Kpaptpv E7rol7aEv."3 Since the other side of fragment n 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. II a concerns the reforms of Cleisthenes and 
col. II 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 as I a. 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. 

3 I 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.4 Bergk could not believe that Aristotle, 
or any other historian, would have quoted Solon's poetry at such length; 
he therefore inferred that col. I a 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. i b (Damasias), parts of another column of 

writing on the other side of the fold in the papyrus: this column we 

may call I c. In his editio princeps, Blass had read a few letters in this 
column. Now, in Hermes I6 (I881) 42-43, he tried to associate these 
letters with the context of the Cleisthenes-fragment so as to show that 
col. I c was really the beginning (that is, the left-hand portion) of the 
mutilated col. II a (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 II a 

S - - - 7fjLovs aCv[TtJ] TO)V 
6 va[vKpaptc)v - - - - 8 rtCV 
7 8J4i[tCv - - - - - - 7o 
8 Tr)V - - - - - - - mp 'Ov 

9 roEl [S - - -- - pa-rplas Kat 

10 o a[TptapXovs - - -Kasra 7a Tra- 

II Tpt[a - - - - - - - K TV 

12 ETr[Laleo?rCdaTircv - - - - f[rziLailtVEL 
13 A[eywv - - - - - - - YEvo/LEVcV TU- 

14 - - - 

The present state of the papyrus makes it almost impossible to 

identify any letters in col. I c 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: 

4 A judicious history and refutation of the hypothesis of the "Stilgesetz" is given by 
Carl Meyer, Die Urkunden im Geschichtswerk des Thukydides (Munich I955) I-Io. 
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line 8 Trwv rcov Twv 
line 9 rotor Tota avyro9cr (av extra marg.) 
line IO a o Oa 
line II .rp . ]pt arp.i (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 io 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. I c. Therefore it 
seems best to treat col. I c as an unidentified passage from the AP and 
to deal with II 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. I6) 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 
some new letters, including even a few in column I d-that is, the column 
across the fold in the papyrus on the fragment containing col. I a 
(Solon). None of the letters tentatively read by Diels (they are drawn 
with dotted strokes on his facsimile) can now be seen in col. I d. 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. I d. In fact, 
however, some of these letters actually do fit the text of II b, which 
would be the adjoining column if both fragments come from a single 
sheet. I give some examples, printing first the text of ii b as it can be 
reconstructed, and then the readings tentatively made by Diels that 
would come at the end of each line: 

n b Diels 

8 - - Tvpavvwv cov 
II - - Kal TrpCo- p.t) 

13 - - .La eTa 
14 r- .- a le- Tai 
20 - - 'A0rlvalwv EKa- AKa 

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, I903, 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 Illustrated by C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands, 350 B.C.-A.D. 400 (corr. imp. 
Oxford 1956) no. I3b. 
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neat as that of the Berlin Commentary on the Theaetetus,6 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 iL''vra (I a I3). 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 ofJuly 1966. 

number 
I a (I2.3-4) of letters 

I KaKOtcLv] EaO[Aovs cro oLplav EXELV. rTaAW ? 35 

SE Kal 7TEplJ] s aF[7rTOK07Tr]s T[vV XPEV Ka'v t) 34 
SovAevodvroy zv 7.rpo[r]epov AevOep [O3evTrW v 36 

4 Se Sta Tr-v a[E]LtcradOetav 'Eya. be [riv pfv OVVEKaL vvr^ ya- 42 
yov S f.Pv, t' VlwV rrplv Tvx.[IV 7Tav- 30 
acrdaav; av,LCjaprTpolY v ravT' a[v ev SEi7 X(povov 36 

prj7tP L'EYalqT SatLovcWv 'OA[VF Tr[wV ] iT. La . rfT[ 34 
8 rFj fLeAatva, r7s Ey; 7TorE .[po]VS avelZAv 7roA[Aa- 36 

X,7 'refrfyodTas, TpocrOev 8e Soy A.vo[v]aa, y[vv 33 

e'evOepa. 7ro)AAovs ' 'AOrvas, 7TrarpiS' [es Oe'KTT]roy, 40 

avjyayov fTpaOevYTas, aAAov EKiK[WO]S, a[AA]oy St- 36 

6 See W. Schubart, Papyri Graecae Berolinenses (Bonn 191 ) no. 3 ; id., Das Buch bei 
den Griechen und Romern (ed. 3 by E. Paul, Heidelberg I962) p. o05. 

7 Fragments of Pindar, dated to the first or early second century by Lobel. 
8 C. H. Roberts, "The Codex," Proc. British Academy 40 (I954) I69-204, lists (p. I84) 

nine papyrus codices of Greek literature, excluding Christian writings, that may be dated 
to the second century. 
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12 Kalcow, rovs 8a va'yKatr)S v- o XpE?v 0vyoyTa[s, yAXu- 39 
aav OVKET 'ATTLKV tEVTaaS, wS aVy 7rA[a]X7 3[Aa- 35 

vWot/evovs, rovs 8' E evab avroOv 8ov.try t EL[Kea 36 

e'Xovras, 41'r1 oearrorCv TpoeL?Ev.Lev[ov]s, [eA]evO[e- 36 
16 povs EOrlKa. TavTra ILEV Kparrq, 0dLov .3r v 8[e Kal 8L- 37 

Kl7V avvapLodras, c'pepCa, Katl 8FiBj[ov us VTrearoX- 36 

,Yv. 6Oe[ocrltv S' dolco Tw Karc KaAy [TE] a[0yOc, evOe - 35 

av ES ElKarroy [dJpj]o'ra[s] S'[KiV], p'y[paa. Kevrpov 37 

20 8' aAAos us E'y[cb A]af/Sv, [KaKobp]a.8[js Te KaTl i- 33 

AOKTLrWcV d[vY)p], OVK ay KaCT[E XE Oov' El 31 

yap .JOEAov a TO[Is EvavrtotLtv 'vsavev TOTE, 36 

avr.ts . da T[oLotv ovrepoL opaaaciao, rroAAXXv cav 37 

24 cdvpOC[v 7j' EXe?LP)0rl 7roAtLS. TrCv OVVEK a, - ? 32 

This poem is quoted, beginning with avuqlVaprvpolq, line 6, by Aristides, 
Or. 28.138-40 (2.185-86 Keil). The London text shows that Aristotle 

began his quotation with ,ycu, line 4. It is also edited in Anth. Lyr. Graec. 
(Diehl), ed. 3, Solon fr. 24. 

i, 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. -ad,uav: read -a',rlqv with London. Read also avifLiLaprvpoLr7 with 
Aristides and London. 

8. Tr7s (Berlin, London) confirms Scaliger's correction of 7sc (Mss of 
Aristides). 

9. 8e: so Berlin, London, Aristides; but consideration should be given 
to ye; Joseph Mayor, CR 5 (1891) IO9: "The participle [SovAevovua] is 
not opposed to what precedes but gives a reason for avutLaprvpolh." 

io. After Trarp6' Diels read e and s faintly. E' (Diehl), not els (London, 
Aristides). 

12. Either XpecWv (Berlin) or XpELovS (London) would be acceptable: the 

people had fled "because of (a) debt(s) arising out of necessity"; XprOcrLo6v 
AcyovTras (Aristides) can scarcely be translated. 

13. 7Trav[co][tovs London. 

15. Trpo/tEVt'[OV'] London. 

i6. For 8[e] (Berlin), read Tr (London, Aristides; note that Diels read a 
faint E). Another difference is more weighty. Berlin reads Kpadrr OdtOU; 

just before o/0ov- there seem to be marks like the first upright and the diagonal 
of nu. But 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 do0ov to vo'LOv. London reads KparEEl vopov, which Kenyon 
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(followed by several other editors) altered to KpdaEL vo'pov. The MSS of 
Aristides fluctuate between KpdCrq o,lov and KpadreL olov. Plutarch (Solon 

I5) attests odov. Blass defended Berlin's Kpd'rr, 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, ISI). Kaibel- 

Wilamowitz, Thalheim, and Blass (in his Teubner edition of the AP) chose 
KpadrE o'Lov: "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 
vopLov, while OdOVO is well attested elsewhere. 

The Ionic filr/v (Berlin) is preferable to Ptav (London, Aristides). 
17. All three earlier editors were able to see SiLXOov. VxrrLo'X.Ir[v] 

London. 
I8. OEoatov 8 : so Berlin, with 8 above this line; 0ecraov's 0' (0 above the 

line, correcting re) London, rightly; 0EarLovs 8' Aristides. KaXco: so Berlin, 
but misread by earlier editors; KaKco London and Aristides, probably rightly. 

I9. ap .ooraS LKV Blass, Landwehr; appLoaas cL. y e Diels. 
20. Ey)W Aafl.. KCaKo9 Blass, Ecy Aac3c Landwehr, eyw Aafi.v Diels. 
21. ayrvp ovK av KaTE Blass, a.rqp OVK av KaTE Diels. 

22-24. Part of the papyrus has been lost since the earlier editions. 
22. evavrtoLttv Blass, ro - - y. av ... .o.L Diels. 

23. airts- ' a r[ Berlin, av[0t]s ?' avroarwv London, agreeing with 
Aristides, MS U, av0ts- 8' a TrolIv Aristides ASQT, rightly. 

24. The exact length of this line is uncertain. In 1965 I read advSpiv 7'S' 
E'X[. Blass read avSpwv 17 . . XE and Diels avpcov rlv EX. But everything 
after avSpwc 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. I a and the 

beginning of I b can be recovered with the aid of London. It extends 

approximately from radvroOev (AP 12.4) to rerrapa 8lijyov (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 I a. 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 I a and I b 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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I b (I3.I-5) 
TI errapa otr'yov ev o'vUvXta]' (ro -s [rEEjLrjr ]7 c a Trv ? 38 

o'dhvos dpX7jv ov KaTr].e'T[rl]cav apXovra [ota 34 
Tv arrautv, Kat r]cdAtv EEL 7Tre,TrrU7 oTT rarTr7V rrv 39 

4 atrlav avapXlav E]7rolrtuav. eLEa d E' r7avra SLa r7v 39 
avTri'v xpo'vwv] Zactaalas aipeOels adpXcov ET'rr ovo KaC 41 
6v'o wLrjv]a[s p e]vy, EWss Ef7XrAa0r6 l3ia tr@Ts dpX7s. eIt' 38 

`S]go[E]vy avro[Zs 8t]a To TraatLE LV dtpXova as AE(TO6at 42 
8 s]jKa, Tre'VrE tdev eV7TarpLio)v, 7rpeS 6' a7TroLKco, ovo 38 

86] 8?7jLLOVpy.v, KaC OV7TOL TOV Iera Aatyaalav 'p- 37 

ea]v evtavrov. co Kat &rjAov o'TL /eylArUTV ovvaLLLv 38 

elTX]JV aPXcov atvovTrat yap at (arTaaLtaovres 37 
12 7Trpl T]a.vT7]? Trs dpXrjS. oAXwo 8e tLEAovv 7ra rpos 39 

eavTro]vs, oL JULEV aPX7jv Kal 7rpooaaLvy EXovTreS nTv 38 

7ov] Xpecov arTOKO7Tor1 (crvvefle7tjKEL yap avtrots yey- 39 
ove]va 7Trevr7crv), oi e 7oArroLTret`a vcrUXEpalvovTre 41 

i6 tLa To] LjfydaAXrv yEyove'vat erEafioAXqv, Evtol jLEV Cta 41 
T7'Yv 7rTp]o aAAOAjovs qiSAovELKav. ?Jrav Se at orraELS 41 

TrpES' la] .fEv -rcv 7rapaAlwv, &v .TpOETr KEC MeyaK- 39 

A7js o 'AAXK,ci`]voS, Ol S6 E8OKOVV ac[Ai]jrTa &LOKELV 38 
20 7T'v FJdEf]]]v TroATr[e]jav dAAX] &8 [T]?ov vr[E]8[L]aKy.3v, 34 

O T7V Aiyap[xtiav ]-Tov[v, '5]y?tro ? a[V]T(.V 34 
AvKOVpyoS' TpltTr ?' r TWraV 8laKplcpv, v f' Tf]rTaytevos f7v 42 

HEtlcarTparTOQS, &8-qOtTLK0)TaTOS-] ft[va]i 8OKCq)V. TrpoaE- 40 

24 KEKot L7]VTo S 8rovo Ol a p7]fLevotJ a pea 39 
TSa 7rv aTrroptav Kat o l TO yeveL tVLr KaOapot] .ta 37 

3. 7TrezjTTr co a TavTr7v T7V': so Berlin; London has 7re7TrrTW ' avt' 

a`rtav. Editors follow the text as restored by Kenyon: TrrE/jrrTc Sta T7-v 

avT7jv aLtrlav. 

6. e7]Adra607] Berlin, London; van Herwerden et al. correct to Ec:Aad07]. 
8. 6' aTrolKov: London reads Se aypoiKcov, 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. 

I0. /JEytarT]v cvvavLLv e1tXev Berlin, fLeyarTr7v EtXEv 8vvajtLv London; 
the latter-a less elementary word-order-is followed by all editors. 

II. ael: ale 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 8LereAovv, add vocaovres from London. 

i6. /Edv: $e London, rightly. 
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17. tXLAovecKlav: read hcAovtKlav with London. 8' at: S' at London; 
but hiatus after Se is permitted in the AP; see J. W. Headlam, CR 5 (I891) 
270-72. London has, for example, 8e uv at 18.1 and se 7 at 41.2 (only van 
Herwerden-van Leeuwen and Thalheim, copied by Oppermann, record the 
latter case, and Thalheim says without reason that e seems to be deleted in the 
London papyrus). 

18. 7TpoETorTKEL: 7rpOELtcn7Ke London, rightly. 
19. oZ 8E: read oLtEp with London. 

24. Blass, Hermes I6 (i88I) 45, and Diels both saw /Lev from adprl/ evoL. 
In August 1965 I read ]JLevot, but a small part of the papyrus has since been 
lost, and only ]TCr Xpea survives. 

25. S4a: represented only by points of ink. In August 1965 I read 
KaO].apot, but nothing of this word survives. 

II a (21.4-22.4) 
I - - - TOVS veoT07Toras, .AA a TouV Js'/JWv] aya- 

yopev'cov E o KSev Kal cKaovr]ytv 'Aorlyal?p a- 33 
aasv avrovs rtv 87r/Lcv. KarT]EeaTrr-ae Kal Srl/adp- 36 

4 Xovs T7jv aV7rjv CXovTas C7Tr]Lt/zfAEtav To9s rrpo- 36 
repov vavKpapotg' KaL] yap rovs 8jovs dV[rt] rTV 38 
vavKpaptL&v 7roit7a(ue. 7rp]oar)yopevaoe E TrCv 35 

tLWv rovs TOV a7TO ] wv T0o vT, 7 VST 'g aTro r- 32 
8 cov KTLraVTwv ov yap aTraVTreS V-TTpXov ev 32 

TOlS Tro7TO'S. T'a oE yevjr7 Kal rags cpaTrpas' Kal r- 36 
as lepcoavvas etlaacv eXtv] eEKaarTovg Kar Tara 7ra- 38 

rpta. rals SE <bvAais tro]irqJaev E7rwvToLovs 7K rOv 38 
12 TrpoKplOe'vTrV EKarTOv] apX7yerTWv, OVS avelA- 35 

ev 7 HivOla, 8eKa. TovTr]cv Se yevo/evvwv 8r- 31 

l,OTrKcorepa TroXA Trs' L6O].POSy? eyeveTo 7roAlL- 36 
Teta- Kal yap arvvefq] r[o]vs Z6Acovos vo/LovS 33 

I6 da'qav'rat Tr'v Tvpawvva &tja rTo / xpda&rat, Kat- 37 
vovs. ' 4aAAovg Oelvat] rov KAELOaev. crro[xao'-/ 33+4 
Evov TOV 7TAr0OovS, Ev oS eTer-q] CKa 6 7T pl toV oorTpa- 40 

KtULOV VO OWS. 7TPUTOV JLEV OVV ETEtl] 7ZEr'T/ETa 37 
20 ravrTv Tr)v Kaardaracav e' EpPoK,jpEovrog apxov- 38 

Tros Tr fovAr TOlsg TrevraKoaUoot To]v OpKOV E7TOl- 38 
)qorav ov ErT Kcat vvv oylvvovOtv. E].TETra TOVS qTrpa- 38 

Tr7yovs Ipovvro Katea , VAas, a7ro -("V; SKacr 7 37 
24 ova, Tg 8E da7rdors arpaTaaS ?y].ef/Lwv 7v 6 TroAe`/apXos. 41 

freT 8EL ETa rTara &oa ]KSejaT VtK7aavTES T'rV 36 
ev MapaOcvt IdaX7lv] t 'aLvL T7Trov apXovTos', 35 
lLaAL,trovreS srT7 8Vo Lera ] TryV v[t]K[rf]y, Oappo.vyT- 37 
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28 os 7j08 TOV 8 fLOV 7TE O pU)]TOV EXp4javTo Tw) vOLco 38 

7Co 7TEpl Trv or7paKL]QJcloy, oS 7EOS &&I 
t -iVa [v To- 36 

bcav 7rC0v eI TraiS ovvtaLEa,C]y, .oT . it 1.q.p[a]7os 37 

8r/aycowyos Kal arpa-r^yos] cv r.vpayYos K[a]T.a.r. 38 

32 Kac 7TrpCros c dJTpaKiatO r]qv c K5 E.KEyov vy?yeyc3 37 

'I7rrapxos Xadppov KoAAv7evs], .' o' Kat kia .[L].rTa 37 
Tov VO4LOV E677KE?V 0 KJ]AELaeE[v7s, EseAaCrai /ovAo'- ? 38 

i. 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 ava, 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. E'r]Lt,AetLLav: ETrltLAt,av London. Earlier editors read the first two 
letters of this word; these are now lost. 

8. vr7jpXov Ev [7S rots dTOtS Berlin, Vtr7jpXOV sTL roLs TOrdro7 London. 

The several German editors of the AP follow Berlin here (Blass was wrong in 

thinking that London also read v), while Kenyon and Sandys follow London. 

Papageorgios, 'AOBrva 4 (1892) 554, suggested VT7r'pxov e7t ev 7rols 7roTT0S. 

9. 7ro0 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. Xpaiai a: Xp7crO(at) London, rightly. 
17. The letters 7ro are dimly visible, but complete, above the line. 

Blass, without knowledge of the London text, read a.o.k on the line; this is no 

longer extant but fits perfectly. Probably the scribe wrote chi above the line. 

24. Kaibel-Wilamowitz (ed. 3 ofAP, praef. x-xi) record that Wilamowitz 
examined our papyrus for the sake of their third edition. He was able to 
add ]wcov -7v od 7roAheapXos to the already-known text, but he overlooked 
the nearly complete epsilon before pLov. 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 of34 is uncertain. 

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

lines as follows: 

/le?VOs awrodv. ot yap 'Arqvacot ovs r)v rvpavvcov 38 

t'Aiovs, ocrot tr)] avveEaptaTVprdvoLev e aZ rapa- 39 

xa t, e cov OlKEtV T7V 7T0oAv, XPW)pEVOL 7r elWo- 36 
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These lines bring the original number of lines in both II a and i b 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. I a and I b. 

II b (22.4-8) 

I vT[a oV0 or/Lov Trpdaorr7T' 3v rj7yetLjv Kat 7rporTaT- 37 

7rS f7yv ITTrapXO . EV[VS 0v 6E T Vcrrpt' Ep TErt 
e T- 36 

AEaiLov [KapXovro e Kvaruevaav TovS vvea ap-37 

4 XovTa KaLTa cvAaX[s EK TOV rrpOKpLt0VTrc V TO 35 
TCOV 8?7tLWV TreyTraKoU[ loV TrrE IerTa Trv Tvpavvt'a Trrp- 42 

Toy' ol o3 Trpodrpo 7Trar[vres 'av acperoU' Kal c- 36 

arpaKtaOr7 MeyaKA.[s '7 TTOKpadovso 'AAcO7TEKq- 35 
8 Oev. cTrl UEV oiv E r[-r rpetS TOVS Tv rTvpavvcov 35 

q)lAovs CoTrpaKtoVy, [&v xapLv o VoUOS ETE`Or, 34 
JLEa e ravra T TrcL o TE[apTC ETrEL Kal TrWv dhAcov e' 37 
TLS OOKol?7 u'eL4WV [etvaC teOlaTravro' Kal vrpc- 36 

12 Tros' crpaKa 0r r[v a7,rrcev r7gs rvpavvlos 35 
EavOTrTos o 'Ap. [povos. ETEl Se TpTp 'LETa 34 
TavTa NLKOO,q1LOV adp[XOVroS, wS E)dvr a TO.- 33 
raAAa ra ev Map[woveta Kal Trepeyevero rT rTOAeL 38 

i6 .K T.rV [E]]cpywv EKaT[ov rdAavTra, avtlovAev- 32 
OVT01V TtlV)V T(P [&5ppo StaVEIEalrOacL TO ap-32 

yvptov @eLjrUT[O]K<[A7T) KLAVOraEV, Ov AEycv 32 
o Tl Xpo'eraTL Toi[s XplaUav aA, a oLeL- 32 

20 acat KEAEVCoV TolS T[AOVUrtCTaToTLS- 'AOvaltDOv EKa- 38 
TOv KaraT rKTa[avTov, elT Edv tLEv apeaK' 32 
To dvd,ActuLa, CT,S 7'T [To[X eAtval T'rv 8aTravr)v,33 
el .E .lf., KOlcracra0aL Ta [Xprara trapa tv 32 

24 8avetorafeycov. Aafl.[v 3' o E TOvTOLS evav- 32 

-oay7oTaro rpLrgpeLs eK[arTov, eKaTrov vav- 32 

Tr7,yov.tLevov T~pV EKarT[v tidlav, als evavta- 32 
Xoauav [e]v ZaS.alv 7r[p]os' [rovs fl/apfldpovs. 32 

28 cocrTpaKlor77 o' ev TOvTOLS [Trot Katpots 31 
Apl'reT.ofs o Ava,daXo[v. TerdprcT S' E^TEL32 

Kf a]Te.efqayVTo TrdraVaS' T [(oarpaKtFotZv-32 
ovs, a;pxovros 'Y/,]iX'ov, .ta [rr)v epeov 3' 

32 'r]Tp,aTlaV Ka.[l] T? O'AITOV [Jpv aav TOlS :- 3' 
oTpaKLo0Le'vots] revTro [repaacrrov Kal 31 
ZKvAAaIov KTarOJK].Et [fv aTrlLovs etvat 3' 
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5. S7tJOwv: read 87jLor7 (= -raTv) with London. wrEvTraKoa[wov]: London 
has the complete word. But it is difficult to believe that each of the ten 
tribes ever had the right to nominate 50 preliminary candidates for sortition, 
since in AP 8.I Aristotle states that in his day there were but IOO candidates 

(ten from each tribe). Kenyon's correction of 500 to Ioo (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. Earlier editors read MEyaKA?s/. Diels's restorations in this column 
violate the left margin, which is and should remain intact. 

12. Diels and Blass read the complete rWtv. 
14. NLKo7r,Utov: London reads NCKo,Lks ovS; 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) II8. A. E. 

Raubitschek, Historia 8 (I959) I27-28, 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 Mapo[. 
3I. The papyrus is complete at the beginning of this line, but the first 

14 letters are so faint that they must be bracketed. 
32. a]TrpaTeClav: rapaprav London. 

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

Length uncertain. 

We are now in a position to draw somte 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. 

n a, in the right margin, and alongside col. I b, in the left margin. 
Blass noticed this fact in passing, Hermes I5 (I880) 376, but Diels evi- 

dently did not: at least, his facsimile shows no traces of writing in 

these spaces. The letters are now unreadable. Their significance could 

not have been recognized until the discovery of the London text. 

Since ii b continues ii 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 

9 It is possible that the outer margin of fragment ii 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 Io 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.0I 

We can also now be specific about the disposition of the text that 
is missing between col. I b and col. II a. It will be remembered that 
12 lines of text must be added to both cols. I a and I 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 
I b average about 38 letters. If we add I2 times 38 letters from the 
Teubner text of Oppermann (I928, reprinted 1961), we find that the 
original text of I b ended more or less with the phrase Sevrep') Kal 

rptaKoarT at 14.2 (p. I6, line 19 Opp.). Between that point and the 

point where the text resumes in I a, namely the word acvayopev'wotv 
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. I b was on a left-hand page and n a was on a 
right-hand page, 8 columns would bring us to the beginning of n a. 
Three of the 6 "extra" missing lines can be accounted for by observing 
that II 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. I a and i b, and that the first three lines of cols. II a 
and n b are missing. 

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

10 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 Rome2 (Oxford I95I) 0o9. 
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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 83,29I 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 monarchy. 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 I 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. I a 

(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 I a came on about page 13. This page 
was a right-hand page in the book, with verso before recto.II As we 
have seen, fragment nI was eight pages farther on in the book, and it 
too was a right-hand page. But in the case of fragment In, 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 

I I do not know whether the scribe began his text on a left or a right-hand page. 
Col. I a must have come from a right-hand page; but if the scribe began with a left- 
hand page, then of course col. I a was from an even-numbered page. 
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the first gathering consisted of eight or nine sheets, column n a was 
on about the 23rd page, in the second half of this first gathering.I2 

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 I5.3 cm. in width. Each page contained one column 
of text in 37 lines. The columns were about 20 cm. high and about 
I0.3 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.D. 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 Athenaion 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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2.312 k- 10.3 

14.3 

30.6 - > 

Ib --- - I a 

FIGURE I. Sheets reconstructed from remaining fragments. The drawing at the bottom 
represents Blass's proposed arrangement. (All measurements are in centimeters.) 
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