Reprinted from the CrLassical REVIEW.]

NOTES ON THE TEXT OF THE 'A®HNAION IOAITEIA.

OuRr next number will, we hope, contain a
review of the newly discovered treatise by
one who is generally recognized as the first
English authority in regard to Aristotle’s
political writings. Meanwhile we insert a
complete list of the emendations of the text
which have been sent directly to the Classical
Review, as well as of those which have ap-
peared elsewhere up to Feb. 21. Each emen-
dation is assigned to its author by the
initials. ‘Where two or more emendations
have been sent on the same passage, they
are given in the order in which they were
received by the editors. Where the same
emendation is made by more than three
persons it is followed by Z instead of by the
initials.

Mr. Kenyon has kindly compared the
emendations offered with the papyrus, and
added a note (signed K) where they are con-
firmed by the MS. reading.

We hope to have a further list of emenda-
tions in the April number.

The emendations are by the following
contributors :—

J. Burnet (JB.), I. Bywater (a) (B.), L.
Campbell (LC.), C. E. Haskins () (CEH.),
J. W. Headlam (JWH.), R. D. Hicks (b)
(RDH.), A. E. Housman (H.), H. Jackson (J.).
E. C. Marchant (ECM.), John E. B. Mayor
(M.), Joseph B. Mayor (JBM.), A. 8. Murray
(ASM.), W. L. Newman (N.), W. R. Paton (c)
(WRP.), A. Platt (P.), F. T. Richards (a)
(FTR.), H. Richards (a) (HR.), W. Ridge-
way (d) (WR.), W. G. Rutherford (R.), J. E.
Sandys (¢) (8.), A. Sidgwick (AS.), J. A.
Smith (a) (JAS.), C. Torr (/) (CT.), W.
Wyse (g) (W.).

(a) These appeared in the Acudemy for Feb. 14.

(b) In Cambridge Reporter for Feb. 17.

(¢) In Athenaewm for Feb. 21.

(d) In Academy for Feb, 21,

(e) Partly in Academy for Feb, 7, partly sent direct
to C. R.

(f) In Athenacum for Feb. 7.

(g) Partly in Athenacum for Feb. 14 and 21, partly
gent direct.

c. 2 pr. p. 2 L 4 perd 8¢ 7alra cuvéfy
oTacudoal TOUs TE Yyrwplpovs kal 1O wAffos
wolvv xpdvov ¥ tov Sfuov. ¥ ‘ 7ov Sfpov : these
words are superfluous and are probably a
gloss upon 76 mAjbos.’

When Cobet removes glosses from late
texts, he can appeal to scholia, in which even
common words are explained. Readers and
scribes in Egypt, say 100 A.p., needed no
such helps : again, 7Ajfos is not co-extensive
with 87uos, and is elsewhere found in close
connexion with it. Thus ¢. 20 pr. p. 52:
nrryuévos 8¢ Tals erapelats 6 Khewdéms mpoo-
fydyero Tov Sfjuov, dmodidods T4 wAjfer T
wohrelav. €. 21 pr. p. 53 8ia p&v olv ravras
7&s airias émiotevev (so the Editor in the note
for émiorevov of MB.) 6 Sfjpos ¢ Khaobéver
tére 8¢ Tob mAfjfovs mpoeaTyrds. In e. 2 ol
yvapyor and 76 wAjBos are the factions whose
struggles convulse rov Sjuov. For oracidfw
is here transitive. Otherwise mwoliv ypdvov
must have been placed just before or just
after oraoidoar. In the ms, reading it
separates the complex subject of the verb
from the object, and keeps the reader in
suspense.

c.2pr.p. 2cf e. 5 pr. p. 13 rowavrys St
TIN5 Tdéews ovons év r7f woliteln kal T@Y wOANGY
Sovhevdvrwy Tols SAiyuts, dvréorn Tols yyvwplpots
6 Sypos, where 6 8fjuos does denote a party in
the state. Inc. 256 p. 69 L 5 it 1s again
found with wAfjfos : avéavopuévov 8& ot mAnfovs
yevépevos ToU djuov mpoordrys Egudlrys.  cf.
Aristot. pol. iv 6 p. 1293 a 3 peréyovor pev
mévres Ths wolirelas Bia Ty Umepoxyy Tob
mApfovs. Thuc. vi 39 § 1 mpira pev Sjpov
£dumay dvopdabar, SAiyapyiav 8¢ pépos. M.

P.2,1.6. 7v yap... Read v yap rdre
JAS,

P. 3,1 6. «ai dedewévor. Insert ydp after
xal. JBM.

P. 3,1 9. yakemdrarov pév ovv rai mupd-

Tatov v Tols woAAols TGV kaTd THs wo AL
relas [dpxdv py per|éxew. I do not think
that the lacuna is rightly filled up; but
dpxdv, if right, carries with it the cor-
rection kara Tty mohirelav. W. For ris
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mo\relas dpxdv read Tyy wokireiay Sikalwv.

JBM. ‘73 mwolurelar is consistent with
MS.!” K.

P. 3, I. 14. Read Apdxo[woq TOL(iSE]-
R

P. 5, 1. 3. Iosert 9 between émwxaréory
mokepapxia 50 as to assimilate it to wpdry
pev 7 rov Bacihéws in 1. 1 and relevrala 8 4
Tob apxovros, p. 6, 1. 1. JBM,

P, 6,1. 4. For dpxlew read dpélew.
future after duviovor. W,

P. 6, 1. 5—10. mapaywpnodvrwv tdv
Kod[pdav)... 76 dpxovre * Sopedv.¥ Todro pév
olv omoTépws T ov €xe puxply, [kal éyévero 87
v Tov]rois Tols xpbvorst [om]uetor kal...plwv TOV
dpxovra Swowely damep & Pacihevs kai & molé
papxos, dAa... Read wapaxwpyodvrov Tév
Kobpddv 7dv wpooytyvopévuwy 1% dp-
XovTe Swpedv. TOUTO pev oty dmoTépws Exet pik-
pov Stapéper éyévero 8 év rTovros Tois
xpovors. JBM.  uukpdv Swpéper dre 8% év
drdxrows Tols xpovors, and at the end dAda 7a
érifera.  WRP. For xat...pwv read ro p3
Ty pyvoryplov, referring to p. 143,1. 3
JB. The words lost between dAAa and 8o
are perhaps domep of fecpoférar. Some dis-
tinction seems to be drawn between the
mode in which on the one hand the Bacilevs
and the woléuapyos administered the Siaori
pw, and on the other the dpxwv and the feo-
pobérar. R,

P. 6, 1. 8. Was the last word in the
lacuna warplwv? It should be noted that
the archon performed none of the 6fuvoia
wdrpeot, cp. p. 143, But I hesitate to propose
a supplement before seeing the facsimile.
W. ‘aarplwv is possible. K.

The

P. 6, 1. 14. The supplement aip[efévres
émi] is unsatisfactory. Read alp[ovpevor] ris
apxds. W.

P.6, 1. 17.

[ofrol] pev otw [&] rocobrov
mpoéxovow dAAwv.  dxnaav & oy dpa mdvres
oi éwéa dpxovres. ‘The MS. reading here,’
says the editor, ‘is aM\pwvyoar.” Read aA\j-
Aov. Hoav. J. In connexion with this cor-
ruption it is worth while to draw atten-
tion to Diog. Laert. i. 2, 58, «xai mporos Ty
owaywynv Tdv évvéa apxovTwy émotpaey €ls TO
owearew, bs AToMGbwpds ¢now év Sevrépw
mept Tov vopoferav. This passage fits with
Suidas cited in the note ovx éffv airols Gua
Suxdlewv, and throws some doubt on Dr. Jack-
son’s suggestion aAjwrv. Hoav. W.

P. 6,]. 17. The form és does not seem to
be used in this treatise, so that if there is
only space for two letters ¢s is wrong. But
the copy is evidently so carelessly made that
nothing can be decided in such questions till
the facsimile appears. R.

P. 7, last line. Cf 129-10. If we keep

xpivew perhaps we should read avroredds.
JBM,

P. 11, . 1. I would prefer to read
npadvro 8¢ Tovs piv éwéa dpxovras xal Tovs
Taplas ovolay kextnuévovs ovk edrTw Séxa
pviv  edevBépav, 7is & dNias dpxas oUk
édd7rTo € (for éldrrovs) éx rhv dmha mape-
xopévov x.r.A. R.  Probably é\drrw, i.e.
e\dTro xexmypévous, the property of the dAlat
apxal being lower. The orparyyol 1entioned
afterwards are exceptional. ECM.

P. 11, 1. 3. Iregard ékardv as corrupt. R.

Aevfépwr. Read edevbépav. AS.,, W. For
iddrTov’ read eharrov adv.: see Dobree Advers.
on Thue, I1. 13. ECM,

P. 11, 1. 5. rovrovs. Read rovrov. R.

3eiv eivar] (on which we are told in the
note that e is a correction, the word origin-
ally written beginning with &), read &ia-
pévew, with a reference to the following peéxpt
ebbuwav. JBM, LC.

P, 11,1 5. For rovrovs Se—rob yévous, we
ghould perhaps read rovrov dt—7ob Télovs.

P. 11,1 6. rovs trmdpyous ToD yévous
pnéxpt eVBwdv. .. Tas § éx Tob alrod Télovs dexo-
pévovs obmep oi orparyyol. Read rovs trmdp-
Xous éxdoTov éTovs péxpl edfuvdv, AoyuLa-
Tas & <elvar> ik Tod alrod Télovs yev o
pévovs ovmep kv X. JBM, Fill up lacuna
by Soxiparrds and read perhaps mapexouévovs
for dexouévovs. R.

P.11,1. 12, xAypovobat 8% kal ravryy xal
[ra]s dA[has] dpxas Tols Umép Tpudkovra Em
yeyovéras, kai Sis TOv ailrdv uy dpxew wpod TOD
wavr[as wepcJed@etv. This passage suggests
an explanation of the use of the lot in
elections. The rule that no one should sit
for a second time until every qualified person
bad sat once, seems to imply that, theoreti-
cally, the lot decided, not who should hold a
given office, but in what order the qualified
persons should succeed to it. Thus con-
ceived, the use of the lot is not so plainly
repugnant to common sense as it is generally
supposed to be. J.

P 12, 1. 2. wpd Tob mdvr[as mept]erfetv.
With this reading I suppose mdvras must be
subject, ‘all came round again.’ A more
usual construction would be eis wdvras
meprelfeiv or 8.a mdvrwy Stedfely
mw dpxjv. JBM. Perhaps mpo tob mdvr{as
é&ys] Aaxetv.  Cf. Xenophon, Rep. Ath. i. 6,
w3 €dv Aéyew mdvras é&js unde Bovievew. 8.

P. 14,1 5. kat yap éwHAavvev kol mpds
éxarépovs Umep ékatépwv pdxerar xal Swpio-
Byret.  The editor says ‘ the reading is very
doubtful, with the exception of the first xai
For émnlawey, which appears to give no
sense, read éraXAdrra. Cf. Pol. 1i. 6, aimwoy



THE CLASSICAI: REVIEW. 3

B ravrys ™8 dudiofnTicews kal & wowd Tols
Adyovs émaiAdrre. JBM.,, HR. (the latter
adding that it is a favourite word with
Aristotle, which seems suitable to describe
the attitude of a man who sees and takes
both sides of a question at once, who is at
home in both camps). émpdwver. WR. ém-
Baldv. R. ¢Cannot reconcile any of these
with MS.” K.

P.14,1.8. v &6 Sdhowv 1) pév froet
kar T Son T@v wpdrev, ™) 3 ovola kai Tols
wpdypact 7oy pecwy. proe here being impos-
sible, I thought of ¢ voer; and it seems
confirmed by p. 48, 1. 10, of kai [-rﬁ]gbﬁa'ﬂ oY
émpavdv.. foav. This use of ¢iois1s perhaps
against Aristotelian authorship. So is the
use of ra wpdymura, unless Pol. i. 11, 12 be
parallel. HR., W, citing Plutarch Solon c.
1, obaig pev kai Svvduer péoov Tév TOMrGV,
oiklas B¢ TpdTNs kard yevos. ¢ Ppuoe is consist-
ent with MS.” K.

P. 15, 1. b. of moM\bv dyafav és xépov
éadagarte The last word is always used in
a transitive sense, which seems here impos-
gible. Should we correct ficare ‘who
bave arrived at a plethora of wealth’?
JBM. Dr. Postgate proposes the certain
emendation nAdoare, comparing Tyrtaeus 11
(7), 10 dugporépwr &' els xdpov yAdaare.

P. 15,1 6. [pépectle. Read r[fecble. P.

P. 15, 1. 10. Reading 6 for e we get
Solon’s pentameter iy re ¢papyvpiav iy 6
vrepnepaviayv, where the double e suggests a
poetical quotation. JBM., J, Cf. Plut. Sol.
c. 14, § 3 dxviv dnow 176 mpdrov &facbar Tis
molitelas kai Oedowds TGV uév THv duloypy-
pariav tdv 8¢ Ty dmepndaviav. We thus have
Sedowkdrs v prhoxpnuariov Ty § dreppdaviav.
M.

P. 15, last line. & ols mepivral m (xai]
SiaBdMewv aivrév. Read rwes for ¢ [xal] W.

ds cagdyfeaav xalolow, ds dmocerod-
pevor 1 Bdpos. The present kalobow can
hardly refer to those who shook off the
burden under Solorn. I propose dmoceacauévwy
gen. abs. JBM.

P. 16,1 4. For [xexrn|uévor read [BovAd]-
pevoy, thus supplying a government for the
following Blag¢nueiv, while the subsequent
words depend on ouwéfn at the beginning of
the sentence. JB, M., W.

P. 16, L 7. ywopérns. Read yeouévms.

P. 16, 1. 11.  For (dpa] 7° é£v, where the
brackets show that dua is put in by Mr.
.Kenyon to represent something illegible,
read dor €£év. dpa Te is quite ungram-

matical. HR., J., putting a comma after
Tis mohéuws.
c. 6 p. 16 L 13 dmey[0dv]esbac.. xai...

[mot]noacfar.  Obviously both verbs should
be in the aorist and the ms. allowsit. M. ¢I
think it would be possible to read dmexféofar.
There is a lacuna after the y, and if § were
written rather large, it would with the first
part of the ¢, be sufficient to fill it K

P. 16, 1, 17. peTexpovaaro, said by the
editor to be ‘a very doubtful reading.” Read
peraxepiodpevos idoaro, JBM., pereyelpiraro,
8., citing Plat. Rep. 408 C iarpol...vocddes
perexepioavro ; ib. 346 E ra d\\drpua kaxa
perayepileadar dvophoivra. HR.'s suggestion
of karemavoaro seems hardly possible.

P. 16, L 18. For pepuvyre read péumyras

©Z. ¢I find that the MS. has uépvyrar’

K.

P. 17, last line. 16v8e Tpomov occurs with-
out the article also in 82, 11, 97, 1. And so
Tobrov Tpémov in 28, last line but three, where
the editor inserts réy. No doubt this should
be done in all cases, or 7dvde changed to

roovde. JBM., AS, W. .
P. 19, 1. 8 r4s oikelas. Read yis
olkelos. B.
P. 20, L. 2. eixdv Awpidov. Insert "Avfe-

wlwves : the statue dedicated by Anthemion
could not have been one of his father Di-
philus, who, as it appears, belonged to the
class of Thetes, and therefore could not
properly be represented with a horse beside
him. The occurrence of the name below
may have occasioned its omission here.
ASM.

P. 20, I. 5. wapéoryxer Immos éxkpaprupdv
Gs Tyv immd8a 10dT0 onpalvovear
The last five words are obelized. Is there
any objection to taking them as an accusa-
tive absolute, as in p. 81 last line ds ov Snpo-
ruy oboav iy mohrelav? JBM. M. AS.
ékpapropdv should have been marked as
corrupt. W.

P.24,1. 3. (olov [eixds) yélyparrar Tovs
vaukpdpovs elampdrrew. Onoit round brackets,
JB.; and read doov for olov ‘to exact as
much as is fitting.” JBM.

P. 24, 1. 4 We should perhaps read
apyvpliov] for dpyvp[lov]. R.

P. 24,1. 8. 1t is pretty plain that & (aic)
td re &Aa is not right. R. Cf. n. on

. 6.

P. 24, last line. ras éxricas dvépepev els
wéXiv. Should we not read here eis axpd-
wolw as in p. 149, 6 ; or at least eis r7v
wéXwv if we suppose the author to have
used the word in the old sense of acropolis
JBM.

P. 25, L 6. (Gpav) éviovs 8 Ty pabuplav
[6roordlvrastoadTdpartoy vépov Efne
wpds avrovs idwov. For ro adréparov I pro-
pose Tév mpaypdrwyv. JBM. Perbaps
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dmokvodvTas 70 avréparoy, R, dmopmé
vovtas Or TepLpEvovTaS TS avrdparov
‘letting things take their chance.’ Plut.
Sol. 20 says ﬂ'epque'vuv akwdivws Ta THV _kpat-
owrwy. ECM. repL,uevov'rug Or dyam@®vTas.
M. For [amoordvras 76 avréparov, we should
expect [ﬁspr.evo]V'ra; T0 a'rroﬁawov 8.

P. 25,1 8.

0s av...un alpnTat & 6rha

pnde p,e@' érépuv. Read wy alpyrar, W py
rfyrar, HR.

P. 26, 1. 2. [&K&Zea@m.] Cf. Plut. Sol

c. 18, ypdpeabar tov ddwotvra xai dudkew. I
first thought of ypddeofas, but now [ripw-
peiofar] seems the appropriate supplement.

P. 26, 1. 7. From g\’ domep to émundijpwv
may be an adscript. R.

P. 27,1. 1. Solon is thought to have pur-
posely made the laws obscure orws T s
rpicews (Elxn (6 Mpos k]¥pros. Should we
read 8ua s kploews éxn & Spos 16 kdpos§ Cf.
1. 94. 9 10 «Dpos 0 v ev Tols dikaoTals kaTev-
gav. I at first thought of ein & Sfuos
kv pios, bubt the writer seems always to keep
the subjunctive in final sentences. JBM.

P. 27,1. 1. Asp'is the symbol for pera
in composition, we might venture to read
s Kkploews peréxn & S'f;/u.os kuptos. A parti-
ciple seems required : can dv have fallen out
before ov? W. For xvpios, read perhaps
kupiws, comparing p. 9, 1. 3. J.

P. 27, 1. 11. [exo]ucra The supplement
should mean ‘weighing’ : I thought of dyouv-
oa and éikovoa, the former being the usual
word. If Bods should be restored from
Pollux on p, 57, 1. 13, possibly 8idpdyuov
<Bovs>. W.

P. 27, 1. 12. If mapamhijowv is right we
must I‘en.d Spaxuais for 3pa.x;w.§ R.

P. 27,1 13. Read émoinoe d¢ xai U"raepov
mpos TO vomopa, ékatév Spaypds Ty pvav kal
éénrovra pvas To Tdhavrov. The corruption of
éxatov Spaxpds Tyv uvav may have arisen from
the words in an earlier copy being written
tachygra,phically as p'<r ,uvav R. émoinoe
8¢ xar (rra@p.ov rpos 7[0] VO[-U-O'[J-Q *r(p)ets kac¥
ébprovra pvas 16 tdhavrov dyovoas. Mr. T.
R. Glover, Scholar of St. John's College,
Cambridge, here suggests rifeis kad’ é&xovra
uvas. 8. “rfels is possible, but xai is clearly
written.” K.

P. 27, last four lines. Proposed reading:
7 pvd wpdTepov pev exovoa Tpeis kai €330
wikovre  Spaypas dverhnpwldy Tals  ékatév.
émoinoe 8¢ kai oTabuév TapaTAjoLoy mpos
76 vopio pa, éérovra pvas 16 rdhavrov dyovoas.
To this I think there was a marginal gloss
v 8¢ 6 dpxatos xapaxrnp Bovs kel T0 Vvi-
propa Odpaxmov. JBM. Mr. Kenyon
suggests that rpcis kal may have been written

as an explanation of the indefinite wapamis)-
owv as it stands before éBdoprkovra, and
then inserted in the wrong place.

On p. 27 we get some information about
Solon’s reforms in weights, measures and
currency, as the writer says that after the
Seisachtheia Solon increases the measures,
weights, and currency (mjv 7e rév pérpwv kat
oTafudv kel Ty Tob voploparos abénow.) For
the measures were made greater than those
of Pheidon (a fact of great importance for
those who wrangle over the Attic foot), and
the mina which heretofore contained 70
drachms was made up to 100. Then we are
informed that the ¢ancient stamp’ was a
didrachm ; after which he adds émoinoe B¢
kal orabuov mpos T6 vépiopa Tpels rkai éénkovta
uvas 7o Tdhaytov dyovoas kal Emdeveuifnoav
ai pvat 1§ oTarip. kai Tois dAlots oTabpols.
Mr. Kenyon thinks tpels xac ¢ corrupt,’ as
there never was a talent with 63 minae.
Now, as we are told by Plutarch that 73
(not 70) old drachms (Aeginetan drachms
are, of course, meant) went to the talent, it
is very tempting to suppose that rpels xai
really belong to éB8oprkovra three lines above.
But if this be done, there is no augmentation
of weights effected. It is therefore, probably
safer to take the reading as it stands, and
to understand that Solon augmented the
talent by adding three additional old minae,
the pew talent, of course, only having 60
minae, as the three additional minae were
spread over all. The old stater of 129 grs.
was thus raised to 135 grs., and so on pro-
portionally in the case of the drachm and

obol. WR.

P. 28,1. 1. Can émdwevepibnoav be right
JBM. 1 5. Read jroyrow.

P. 28, 1. 7. dwodnplayv éloyloarTo.

Read mpovgacivaro, JBM., éroujoare, HR.,
citing p. 32, 18, where the same phrase
recurs. Mr. Kenyon states that, after re-
inspection of the MS., he believes the latter
to be the true reading. [Corrected in ed. 2.]

P. 28,1.8. For s Acyv'lr'rov [rspr. Ka]
vémrov [1r o >\.] €L Oéxa € ETa.)V, perhaps es Alyym-
TOV ‘ra. 'UTI'E KaVlDﬂ'O'U (l)O'fL 86/(0. GTLI)V (Jf
Plut. Sol. 26 (Bergk, fr. 28), Nedov éml
TpoOXONTL Kavwﬁt’goc éyyvBev  axrys  JBM.

Read perhaps eis Alyvrrov [émi Ka]vdmov
[GoJer 8éka érdv. In the next sentence for
dixawov read 8ikatos. J. The nom. c. infin,
after 8lkawov elvar may perhaps be defended
by Dem. 15 § 16 dv oddevos airor dotvar dikny
dikawov &v €lvar (where, however, several edi-
tors prefer &lkawor &v, which involves a
hiatus); and by Dem. Proem. p. 1439, 14
éyd pév &) Sikawov vmelAnga mpdrov amdvrwv
avrés eimetv.  In the text the construction
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after B8ikawov evar is apparently identical
with that frequently found after 8ev
(Rehdantz, Indices Dem. s.v. olecfar). 8.

P. 28, 1. 138. For dudorépas read dugoré-
povs. R.

P. 28, 1. 17. For [uévroi] I should sug-
gest S6lwv. JBM,

P. 28, 1. 20. dmwexfectivar. Read dmey-
Oéabar. W. dmexféoclar dvagdoas. R. ‘Theve

can be no doubt that dreyfechipvar is the MS.
reading.” X.

P. 29, last line but two. For xal mdiw
Sitayvd . mol Néyee read xai wdhw &
dAXof{ mov Aéye, JBM., B. érépwbi mov,
RDH., W., 8. 3, d\ b mov. JAS. ‘The
8 is certain.” X.

P. 30, 1. 8. fdxowsw. Read kakolow. N., P.
Mr. Kenyon believes this to be the true
reading of the MS., which is rather rubbed
here. [Corrected in ed. 2.]

P. 30, 1. 13.

N Sy
eyd ¢ TV pev olvex” dlorilatov
Sjudv 7L TovTov TpIv TUXAYV Emavod-
B v,
.,
ouppapTupoln, &c.

Obviously corrupt but, if déovdlarov is
sound, the general sense clear: ‘Why I
saved the afflicted people...may be my
witness.’

Read

Yo O& Tob pév ovvex’ d€ovhh

€y 8¢ Tob pév ovvex’ dfoviidaroy

Sjuov, TotovTwV TPl TUXOVT, ETavoa
voy, ...

where viv is in antithesis to mplv. AS.
Read eivexa fevirarov (due to a friend).
Mr. Wyse suggested éxvoduny for émavoduny ;
perhaps éppvoduny would be nearer the MS.
The whole must bave been something like

eyl 8¢ Tov pév (1) elvexa fehatov
Sripov Tapovody Typovdy éppuoduny. P.

‘ovvexae is clear, I think the letter after ¢
is o. The most doubtful is A, which might
be ¢ or y. Ihave no doubt about éravoduny,
but é\voduny is nearer the MS. than éppu-
capypr.” K.

P. 31,1 4 moAAay® memyydra[s]. Per-
haps mé\\" érqy for the somewhat uvnmean-
ing moAayy. JBM,

P.31,1.5. I propose mpdofev y € for mpéa-
fev 8¢ Sovlevovoa. The participle is not
opposed to what precedes but gives a reason
for cuppaprupoly. JBM,

P. 31, 1. 16. Oeopovs 8" Suolws. Read
feapovs 8 dpolovs with Bergk. W. ‘Original
re corrected, I think, to . K.

P. 33 1 2
corrupt passage

The MS. reads the highly

. €l yap 7fehov
& Tols évavrio [wi]v vlavey rére
avfis B¢ adrolow ovrepar dpacalaro,

where the text of Avristides reads for the
last line

adfis &' @ 7olow répocs Spadar Sixa,

in which drépois, being an anapaest, is in-
admissible, Now here 7dre is superfiuons,
and I believe 8/ya has got in from a gloss:
I should propose
s
el yap Nfelov
a Tols évavtiolow nvdavev moew
° A \ v /
avbis & & Xwpls aTepot ¢ppacaiaro,

so that ywpis is explained by dpacar dlxa.
AS. aifs § @ Tolow obrepor Pppacalato, P.,
observing bowever thav the construction of
nhedov remains a difficulty. Mr. Kenyon
mentions that Bergk had already pointed
oub that drépois, the reading of Aristides,
involves an unjustifiable quantity. Prof,
Diels takes olrépar as ot érépa.

P. 32,1. 4. v ovvex’. Should this be rav
ovvex’, as in p. 30, 1. 129 JBM, VYes. K.

P. 32,1 4. mwowdpevos. Read wocluevos.
Aristides has xvkevpevos in this passage. P.

Also we have above, p. 31, 12, rpouei-
Hevol

P. 32,1. 8. Swadpadiv. Read p’ dpepadiv.
P.

P. 32, 1. 4 from Dbottom.
pdfas miap eferelv ydla. Read mpw
dvrapdfas mhap éfeilev ydia. AS,
Mr. Kenyon says éfeihev is certain; av is
obliterated, and there is room, if needed, for
more than two letters. [In the Corrigenda
we find dvrepdfas and éfeiher.]

P. 33, L 1. The comma after drodyu-
noavros destroys the sense. R.

N X
7TPtV ay Ta-

P. 33, 1. 5. Ty admi airiav dpyalav émoly-
cav. Read 8¢& mijv abryy alrloy dvapxiav
érolpocav.  H., JB,, LC. But can dvapxiav

Towety mean  they left the state without an
archon'?

Perhaps v admy ad dvapxiav émoinoav.
[In this treatise the rule of the hiatus,
though generally observed, appears to admit
of occasional exceptions.] J.

P. 35, 1.5. A lacuna should be marked
after ¢pyjv. R. :

P, 36, 1. 10, lege pera v Tov Typdwvev. R

P. 36, last line but three. érolnyoav dia-
pnpopév. Read Saymeiondy found in Atheu-
aeus p. 218 A, and confirmed by Siaymepilov-
Tav below, p. 107 last line. 8.

P. 39, 1. 1. o« (or ovdér) érefev. RDH.,
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P. 40, L. 4.
xatafovoys. R.

c. 14 p. 41 1. 1. Read Huaviéov M., RDH,
¢ Dawaviéwy can be read ; I confused the final
stroke of the v (which is obliterated) with
the .’ K.

We should perbaps read

P. 41, 1. 3. O@pprrav. Read @parrav.
AS. “Possible’ K

P. 41, 1. 11. xaréoyer. Read xareiyev.
w

P. 42, 1. 8, lege mapeilero 8e. R.
P. 42, 1. 11. [povp & ébexhnollacey puxpdv.
Perhaps a more possible reading is ¢uyiyy 8¢
pereoxevacey pkpdv. JBM, The word before
puxpéy is perhaps kareoxevocer. R.

P. 42, 1. 15, émr rovrwv. Read éri
Tovrw. R., M. comparing Plut. Sulla 14
§ 10 Koupiwvos €mi Toure TeTaypévov. In p.
143, 1. 7 the MS. bas éri Anvaiwv for Anvaiy.
‘The MS. has unquestionably érxi rovrwy, but
the corruption would be easy.” XK.

P.43,1.2. émiriév idlwv. Add pévew, IBM., or
elvar, ECM.,, who cites Aesch. iii. 8, Demosth.
15,11 ; vi. 4; 26, 33, &c. Compare also 1. 16
below. The sign for elva: is only a stroke \.
Probably it has fallen out after et rav Slwv.
W. Mr. Kenyon, on a re-examination of the
MS., confirms the latter reading, which is
given in the Corrigenda to ed. 2.

c. 15 f. p. 43 1. 2 od[82 xara]fupeiv. T be-
lieve the scribe wrote merely ov8¢ fupew and
Suafupelv, I quite agree, is probably prefer-
able to karafupeiv.’ I had suggested to the
Editor dvofupetv, because Aristotle uses ddo-
fvpos and Svobupuia. M.

P. 43,1 3. [etrd viv] pedjoecfar.  Read
avrds émpefoecbar. 2.
P. 43, 1L 11. mpoeddveile xprpara.

Read mpoceddvecfe. W, R But mpo-
here seems more appropriate than mpoa-. The
money is lent beforeland to enable the
farmers to cultivate the ground ; it is not an
additional loan. That there is no classical
instance of its use is not an objection to it
more than to many other words used in this
treatise.

P. 43, 1, 12. Swa[pmelpes. Objected to by
HR. and W. The former suggests 8i& movrds
as possible. That dore dia...es éyewpyodvro
is an adscript seems to be proved by the
way in which the next sentence begins.

éyewpyoivro. Read éyedpyovy,
RDH. See p. 44, 5.

P. 44, 1 14. mapdyhe
JBM., W.

P. 44, L 15. émpea §[V]houxiav. Per-
haps & fovyias, ‘ kept (the people) at rest.
JBM. <I am inclined to think the M8, has
mp not 8. K.

W, JAS.

Read mapnvéyhec

P. 44, 1. 18. It is easy to see that the
supplied words are wrong. R.

P. 44,1 18. & [‘rﬁg {»Bpswg]. Read 8w
™ vBpw. .
P. 44,1 20, péyporov 8¢ mdvrav v [rdv

dpeako]pévev 1o Spporkdv elvar TG nbe.
For dpeokopévor read émacvovuéva.
JBM., N. xexapiopévor is suggested by
HR.

P. 44, last line. Euewe [rvpavvaw, el]r
éxméoor wakww émrelduBave padlws. For
eir’ read émér’. AS. For éredduBave read
dmeddpfBave. 'W. Probably corrupt. There
is no object after ¢meldpBave, and no infini-
tive after éBovlovro. Perhaps éuewe, [xatl
8% kai o6wd|r éxmégor, mddw bmerdp Bave
padivs <rnv apyxjv> JBM.

P. 45, 1. 4. mpos apdorépovs émepixe xalbs
can hardly stand as it is. Has ra di\a been
lost before it and + Tvpawis at the end?
JBM.

P. 45, 1. 4. [o¢pé\naer]. Read [édnpayd-
ve].  Cp. Aristot. Pol. 5, 11, 33, 1315b 3
8q-; 2,9, 20, 1270b 13 s¢q.; 5, 6, 6, 1305b
23 8q9q.; 5,12,1,1316b17 3. N. Perbaps
éfdymrevey. M.

P. 45,1. 7. xaf[vix]ov wpds THs Tupavvidos.
If kabjrxwv is right we must read either
xabjxwy Tpos Ty TupavviBe. O xabiikwy v Tpos
Tis Tvpawidos. R. For mpds read perbaps
mepl. W,

P. 45, 1. 9—11. édv [rw]es rvpavvery
éravioTw[v]ral [}] émt Tvparvide Tis ovyxabiomy
v Tvpavvide. This cannot be right. W. He
suggests that 4 should be read for 7is. For
the last two words LC. proposes 7o’ érarpelav.
Mr. Kenyon thinks ér: Tvpavvide a gloss on
Tvpavvely which crept into the text. He
refers to the so-called Solonian law in
Andoc. De Myst. p. 13, 13, édv 1is Tvpavvely
émavaoTy 7 TOV TYpavVOV oUyKaTaoTo).

Insert ém<ribfijrar> before rvparvids, cf.
Lycurg. in Leoer. § 125, Aris. Pol. viII (v),
c. 7§7,1308 a 22, etc. RDH.

P. 45,1. 12. Tt is a great pity that the
editor has seen fit to alter such excellent
spellings as évxareyipace. R.

P. 45,1 22. Read mpodyovres. R,

P. 45, 1. 8 from bottom. Should it not be
épevyev ‘was in exile,” rather than &puyer
‘went into exile’ ¢ JBM,, R.

P. 45, last line but one. xareiyov ™y
dpxnv mpoayayovrTes rta mpdypara ToV
atrov Tpémov. Below, p. 80, we have mpodyew
(ris molirelas) Ews pndiv mopavopoiev. We
want here, not mpoayaydvres, but a present
participle to express ¢ carrying on.’ JBM.

P. 46, 1. 3. @érralos for ®erralds is still
found even in the second edition here, and
in Il. 7 and 21, and in |. 18 of p. 47. R,
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P. 46,1. 9. «koploavros. One would bhave
expected relcavros or Ieciorpdry xapi{dpmevor.

JBM.

P. 46, 1. 11. 7év pév mpaypdrov. Omit
pév. JBM.
P. 47,1 8. pera mwoliTdv moAADw

In the note it is said the first letters of
wohirdv are doubtful, and that according to
Thucydides the conspirators were od wollol.
Should we read pera cuvveiddrwv o
roAdav? JBM.

P. 47. perepydpevos. Read katapydpevos.
HR., W. ‘The p is certain,” X,

P 48,1.5. [rnv pevodvdAly éhvpal
vovro mpalw, adtdv & 6 pév ‘Bppodios edféws
érexevryaev. The proposed filling up of the
lacuna seems scarcely to explain the oppo-
sition implied in the pév and following &
There is nothing to balance the general
failure, Perhaps we should read odvrws
odv THv Te 6Anv and suppose the de to
stand as an emphatic substitute for the moxe
usual «a/. JBM,

P.48,1.16. eéméumovro. Read émepmov. Ww.

P. 48, last line, For dyevvels read évayeis.
HR.,, R. But would the act of putting to
death the guiltless be in itself sufficient to
entail a curse upon them ¢ Perhaps dmrexbeis.
JBM.

P. 49. éx el pebiSpvaduevos.
éxetoe. JBM., AS,

P. 50, 1. 13. 'With some diffidence I sug-
gest d6ev evmipnoav xpnopdv (dele comma)
wpos k.7.A.  If so in line 15 J¢ must be re-
placed by ydp. How slight a change this is,
v for &', may be seen from the list of ab-
breviations. W. ‘The MSR. is clear.” K.

P. 50, last line but three. eis Tolr edféws.
Corrupt. AS.

P. 51, 1. 3. Hrrebévros.
Z. [Corrected in ed. 2.]

P. 51, 1. 12, For éreéidvras read tmebibn-
tas. W.

P. 51, last line. «katacydvres iy Tupavvida
<+ . . €y pdhiora émtaxaldexa. Should not
the participle be the perfect? JBM.

P. 52,1 2. évds Sel. évos el mevrykovra.
Hereand in ¢. 27 p. 751. 7 (évos 8el mevryxoard
éte) read Selv, as in the rbet. ii 14 f. where
even Cope taukes 3eiv as that for 8éov, which
Kiiliner (also in the new edition by Blass)
denounces as 8 Byzantine barbarism. whelv
is for wAelov not for wAdov. It is remark-
able that this numerical expression (=unde-
quinguaginta) has escaped lexicographers and
grammarians, M., AS,

P.52. L 8. érihecmdpevos ) Suvduer
Read éroletrduevos here and also in 76, L. 6
and 93, 1. 5, HR. Perhaps imolemdpevos.
CEH.

For éxet read

Read Hrmfévros.

P. 53, last line. Omit otv, reading per-
haps Siéverpe for évene. W.

P. 56, 1. 7. ob yap dwavres Umjpxov
ér, Tols tdmors. 1 think we should read dme-
ow as the editor suggests. If we keep dmav-
Tes, 1t can only refer to the 3fjuor which had
just been divided into two clusses. If we
read amacw, we naturally supply of kricavres
as the subject of the verb, < the names of the

founders were sometimes irrecoverable,’
JBM.
P.57,1. 1. rals 8¢ Pukals émomoev ém w-

vup[las] é Tdv mpokpibévrov éxatdv dpyrye-
Tav ovs dvelhev 4 Tvlia 8éka. For émwvupios
read émwv VY povs, agreeing with the follow-
ing os. JBM, R.

P. 57, L 2. 8éxa is perhapsan adscript. R.

P. 58, 1. 4 kataAewmdvres ¢ém o
Read dwAerdvres. W,
P. 59, 1. 4. cvvefnupdpravov. AS, W.

[Corrected in ed. 2.]

P. 60, 1. 1. Should we not read tovs pera
v Tvpavvida, instead of roist JBM,

Ch. 22, p. 61. éxvdpuevoav Tobs évvéa dp-
xovtas katd Pulds éx Thv mpoxplbérTay Umd
Tev Sypotdv mevraxkoaiwv. As Mr.
Kenyon points out, this contradicts the
statement of ch. 8, that each tribe chose ten
candidates, so that the total would be 100.
We want also some statement as to the
qualification for the archonship. I should
suspect therefore that wevraxociwy is a cor
ruption for wevrakocwopedipvwv. Snpordv is
also inconsistent with a statement in ch, 62,
The whole passage should probably be é rav
mpoxplfévtay vmd Tob Syppod [éx] Td v wmen
TU.KOO'LOF.CSE’J«V(DV.

P. 61, L. 7. ds épdvy Ta péralda 1o €v
Mapuwveia,  épdim 1s a singular expression.
Is it possible that dmeypdgn is the word ?
See Suid. s.v. dypdov perd\ov Siky ; Hyper,
Euz. col. xliii. é¢ dvaroyp[dglov perdAAwv
a(erN)ovrixao ; C.LA4. ii. 183, 8 dmeypdyato
[xa]wor[opi]av [én)e [M]apwveia]; Barp. s.».

Swaypach. . ) . ) A

P. 63, 1. 1. od Aéywr o7 xpioerar Tois
xpipacw dArd daveigar kehedwv. For ém read
6. JBM., W, AS.

P. 63, 1. 3. A comma after dvdlwua. AS.

P. 64, 1. 1. mopakoploedfar 18 ypypara.
Should not this be dvaxopioacfar, to recover’t
JBM. Both Landwehr and Diels give xoui-
oacfar as the reading of the Berlin fragment.
The uncompounded verb is preferable. W.
¢ koploacfar is the true reading.” XK.

P. 64,1. 10. 10 Aoimov dpwrav Tols 60Tpa-
xifopévois év 1o s Tepatarod xai Zivddaiov kar-
owetv. As Argos is west of Scyllaeum and
Samos east of Geraestus, these cannot have
been tlie extreme western and eastern limits
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of residence in the sense suggested in the
editor’s note. Read éxrds. W. Mr. Wyse's
correction, éxros, is confirmed by the Lexicon
Rhetoricum  Cantabrigiense (s.v. dorpaxio-
pob Tpdmos)...un émPBaivovra évrds TepaioTod
(Dobree’s emendation for Ilépa tob) EvBolas
akpwrnplov. 8.

P. 64, last line but two.
Read orparelav. B., LC.

P. 65,1. 7. Is éfamopioavres Tois mwpdy-
paow Greek? R.

P. 65, 1. 10. mwapeydpoww ad ] 16 dbrdpart.
Queried by W. The MS. has avrjv. Leys
wapexdpow avris dbwpare. R, On M's sug-
gestion rodaéidparoes Mr. Kenyon re-
marks: ‘r¢ dfudpare is the MS. reading;
could it not mean ¢ they gave place to it in
rank’ or “position” ¢’

P. 66,1 2. dxévrwv Tov Aakedaypovivv.
The writer is praising the Athenian govern-
ment of that period and describing the
general popularity of Athens. Would it
not be striking a false note to say that
Sparta was opposed to their hegemony?
Moreover it is inconsistent with the account
given by Thueydides i. 95 and Xen. Hell. vi.
5, 34 where a Spartan declares that the
Athenians were chosen leaders at sea, tov
Aaxedaipovivy oupfovievopévwv. Read there-
fore éxévrwv. JBM,

P. 66, last line but two. TwwocBévou.
Read Tyroabfévovs. B. *MS. admits of this.
K

E/ £, ’
€PgOV OTPATAV.

P. 68,1 9. dXhav 8¢ vijes ai ToVs ¢ipovs
dyovoar Tovs awd Tod kudpov dioxhlovs dvdpas.
Insert énibefore Tovs ¢pdpovs. JBM,

P. 69,1 6. Swpwvidov. Read Sopwvidov
or So¢povidov. AS. Aelian (v.h. ii. 43.
iii. 17. xi. 9) calls the father of Ephialtes
Sophonides, which name must now be sub-
stituted for Simonides in Diod. Sic. xi. 77 § 6.
M. ‘The MS. admits of this.” X,

P. 71, L. 8. rods dbpofouévovs. Read
avrovs. R.
P. 72,1 7. «xaidvypély 8e kol & Edudlrs.

Omit first xal. JBM.

P.73,1. 8. ra pev ovv d\a wdvra Supkovy
ovx Opolws xal wpdrepov Tols vouois mpoo-
éxovres. Omit ovy as a dittography. W.

This however is not very consistent with
the following words 7yv 8¢ rdv éwéa dpydv-
rv alpeow ovk éxivouy, ¢ On the one hand they
managed all the rest as before according to
the laws, but on the other hand they did
not disturb the election of the archons.” To
acvoid this we must, I think, make a further
change, and insert after a’peow the words 7o
wév €0f0s or something of the kind, prepar-
ing for the following aAN' &te ére. xr.\

JBM.

P. 74,1. 8, lege ot xalovuevor ot xatd Srpovs.
R.

P. 741 4. «ai tpire per’ adrov ém “Avri-
8érov: read k. 1. p. adr. Ere ém AL M,

P.74,1. 8. wparov. Read mparov. R, LC.

For mpurov read mps rod. J,

P.75,1.7. &os8el. Read 8¢lv as in p.
52, 2. M.

P. 75,1 10. orparlats. Read orparelos.
B, ILC.

P. 76,1 4. ra xwpla wdvra d¢paxta v,

Srws effv 10 PBovhopévw tis dmwpas dwo-
Aatew. The editor’s note is ‘this is the
reading of the MS. though it may be ques-
tioned whether we should not read &£’
The imperfect indicative is impossible. W.
For the superfluous v cf. p. 42, 1. 15 above.
M. If it were stated that Cimon pulled
down his fences in order to allow the people
to enter his orchards, the subjunctive with
dmws would naturally follow, but here it is
simply stated as a fact that there was not,
perhaps never had been, a fence—so that it
was possible for people to enter. I should
therefore prefer to read G ore ¢£5v JBM.

P.76,)1. 5. éremdpevos. Read dmwoher
mépevos. HR,
P. 76, 1. 7. 1ov molépowv dogyyris.

Read moXurexdv. W. Cf. Pl Pericles
c. 4, 76 8¢ IlepikAel guvijy kabdmep dOAnTH TOV
wolTikdv dlelrrns kat Suddoxales. Probably
Plutarch wrote with this treatise before
him,

P.76,1.7. Oiyfev: in other parts of the
book such words are accented properispo-
menon. R.

P. 76, 1. 11. yelpo yevéobar. Add ta
wpdypara Or 1& karda THv molirelav, as 1o the
last Jine. JBM.

P. 76,1 11. Mark some word or words
lost after yevéofai, either rw mé\w or 7a
mpdyuata. R.

P. 77, 1. 3. odx eddoxypodvra ta mapa
Tots emewxéorw. Omit 7. JBM, W, WR.
See p. 109, 1. 8, where rd is omitted by Har-
pocration. M,

P. 77, 1. 15. 16v érépwv. Read rév éohrbv.
The same corruption on p. 78, 1. 5. W,
Query émexdv in both., M, Mr. Kenyon
says: ‘The MS. is clear, and I should have
thought that, considering the context, the
word was not unnatural. A. is giving a list
of the mpoordrar 70b dnpov, and concurrently
of the leaders on the other side ; and he uses
various synonyms to express the conserva-
tive party, among which that of the other
party, or the opposition, seems to me not un-
reasonable.’

P. 78, 1. 1. SwadBeipar 7ov Sjuov rals
bppals.  If this is the right reading, we may
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compare Plut. i 1012, mpadrepos kai Tais sppaic
pvrel palaxdrepos, but perhaps some such
words as éxdoTore xapt{dpevos have been lost
after épuais (sc. Tob Sipov), which is barely
intelligible by itself (‘ through his impulsive-
ness’'¢). JBM.

P. 78, 1. 3. wepillwoduevos Emunydpnoe.
Plutarch (¥ie. 9) bas wepiomdoas 76 tpdriov.
See Dr. Holden’s note. This shows that
Rose was on the right track when he ob-
served (4r. Ps. p. 424) ‘debebat évros T
Xeipa éxew,” and that the tempting correction
mwepie{wapévos is wrong. W.

P.78,1. 7. 8.edllov. Apparently corrupt.
dedidorot W., R.

P. 79,1 4. wpocayayévras. Read mpoaya-
vyovras. N, R,

P. 79,1. 9. Read Soxovar 8¢ xai Sedrioror.
R.

P.80,L 5. apgioBirnois s kploews. Read
perhaps Tis for s ?

P. 80, 1. 15. ioyvpdrara. Should this be
ioxvpdrepat JBM.

P. 80, 1. 18. 7ov pév mpd Tob Ymioparas

Aoyov. I suspect mwept to be the true reading.
w

P. 81, L 1. & 70 voullew Pagihéa
[dopevolv éavrols cvumokeuioew. Read
paiXov. JBM, pé\lew. ECM.

P. 81, 1. 8. For ovyypdyovae mwepl Tis
gwmyplas read cvpfovhedoovor Tepl Tis Tty
plas.

P. 82, L 5. 7&s mpoxhijoeas dveihov drws dv
oi éfélovres 'Abypvator ovuBovieiwer.  Read

mpooxinges. W. Read Abpraiwv. M.

P. 82, 1. 11. 16vde Tpémov. See on p.
17.

P. 82, 1. 13. dmwavras suits the context

better than drdeas. R.
P. 82, last line but two.

7 - / ~
TFOAL’I’E(GV e‘m.'rpe-,l/al. TaaoLy

v & dap
‘Abnvaivwv Tols

Swarwrdros, Read waocav. JBM, N.

P. 85,1 9. ¢edv MS. «dv text. Rather
eav 8é. JBM,

P. 86. 1. 1. Cft. P 113, 3 xﬁpvfw Ka,i TPET-

Bele. Read mpeaBeias here also. W,

P. 87, 1. 9. 1w 8¢ Povhiy émadav
kataoThay Should not we read xaraocry
‘when it is constituted '? For the present
(6 viv elvar) the election is to be in the
hands of the 5000, but afterwards, as it is
said below, the council will elect according
to the law. JBM. W. eéféraow dmAours.
Read dmhov. R. évdmros. W.

P. 87, L 11. &pyew rov eioiovra énav-
7. Perhaps émi1év7a, as it is the whole
year, not the commencement, which is spoken

f. JBM.

P. 88. eis 8¢ Tov dAhov xpdvov va veunboow

oi Terpakoo L els Tas Tértapas Mjfes *orav Tols

dorots yL‘yvn‘ra.L ,LLETIJ. v aMwy PBovkevew,
SMVEL/.LGVTU.)V av'rovs OL EKGTOV D.VSPES *

At the beginning of ch. 30 it isstated that
the 5,000 elected a board of 100 men to draw
up the constitution. Shortly afterwards it
appears that one of the duties of the latter
is to arrange four councils of 100 each. In
ch. 31 it is stated that the constitution can-
not be immediately put into operation, and
we have a list of regulations for the inter-
mediate time, with the verb in the infinitive
mood. In the above sentence, which closes
the chapter, the infinitive is changed into
the direct imperative. In the note it is said
to be ‘manifestly corrupt,” but I see no ob-
jection to translating ¢ As regards the future,
1o order that the 400 may be distributed
into the four divisions (above mentioned),
let the hundred make the distribution when
it is possible for the citizens to sit in council
with the rest’ (those, I presume, who are now
maaning the fleet). Should we read here
Tols & dore for T. dorols, or are we to dis-
tinguish between dorol and wortrac? JBM.

P. 88, 1. 9. Read % pev Bovky % émi
Kalhiov. R,

P. 90, L 9. dpyny elvar probBoddpwv.
Read a. e. prabopdpov, as we have

a.bove, p- 75, 1. 12 &roinoe pucboddpa Ta 8-
KagTiipw, compare p. 82, 1. 13 ras & dpyas
duiocbovs apyxew. JBM., R.

P. 91, 1. 8. For a.VLevaLrea.d émiévar. JBM,,
AS. (the latter referring to Rose fr. 370
quoted next page).

P. 91, 1. 10. Read éfamambéy. R.

P. 92,1 4. ywpnodpevor. Read ypnodpe-
vo.. 2. So in MS. and in Corrigenda to
ed. 2.

P. 93 1L 1.
dLaocdoat

P. 93, L. 3. éAiyapxiav eémehiuou.
Read olvyapyias. JBM., R. ‘Not in MS,
but corrected in ed. 2." K.

Read

Sitaocwoely drapdvro,

JBM., W.

P. 93, 1. 5. émdefmeaBar. Read dmohei-
meorfar. HR.
P. 94, 1. 3. & éavrdv. Should this be &

abrdv, referring to the paorryoddpor just

mentioned ¥ JBM.

P. 94 1. 3. dmyppéras seems to be an ad-
seript to paotryoddpovs.

P, 94, ). 10. Supply éxacrov before or

after xjpov. R.

P. 95, 1. 1. pawav % yppav. The law is
known from [Dem.] 46 § 14, p. 1133, 11,
€av py pavidy fyfpwsi) papudkor §
véoov évexa, § yuvvawi meldpevos k.t k. Here
therefore correct ynpév to yhpws <dvexka>, and
Rw?ssib[y the aorist participle to the present.

P, 95, 1. 7. ¥awpov. Read Eawer. AS., R.
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P. 95, 1. 14. xpovov Siawedévros.
Read Swahurdvros. JBM.

P. 96, line 2 from bottom. Transpose oi
TpLikovTa before éyvwoav. The preceding rai
Joms the participles xaralafBdvros and amo-

xwp‘qo’a.we;

P. 97,1 1. 1'01/86 Tpémov.  See on p. 17.

P. 97, last line, karoackevdicaot.
RDH.

P. 98, 1. 7. Insert 8¢ after mpéorBeas. JBM,,
AS.

P. 99, 1. 1. év ois piv-ppébnoay ovk
érpartov.  The editor’s soggested é¢ ols

must of course be accepted.

P. 99, 1. 8. TFor Befaiws read Puaiws.
JBM.

P. 100, L 1. 6 "Axépdovs vids. Read
‘Axepdovoios.  Phayllus was of the deme

called Axepdots, as Rhinon was of that of
Hawavia. B.

P. 100, 1. 2.
JBM.

P.100,1. 4. For éml wépas yap fryaye we
should perhaps read émpedds yap recye.
JBM.

P. 100, L 11. 5 &nuoxpatia.
&v Sypoxparig. W. ‘Possible.” K.

P. 100, L. 15. éx BdxAetdods dpyovros.
Read Eixiedov. B. ‘So MS.” K. Even
in the second edition Eix\eiSous is not cor-
rected in form though it is in accent. R.

P. 100, L 17. Toﬁs Bov}\.op.eyov; Tov Al
valwy & doTel ,u.ewa.wruw Eé’DLKGLV Exewv Elev-
owa. Insert rov before & dore, and for
following éyew read perhaps éfeivac eis. JBM.
‘Not in Mb‘., but 'Afnvalwy is a later inser-
tion above the line, so that one could either
omit it altogether or insert rév in addition.’
X.

P. 100, 1. 18. émerduovs évras kai xuplovs
kai avrokpdropas € wl mAg |w kai Ta atrdv kap-

Omit 7 after Ilavoaviav.

Perhaps

Tovpévous. s gmi wio |w right?  éavrdy has
occurred to me. J.
P. 100, . 22. un éfcivar 8¢ pvre Tols "EXev-

gwélev els 16 doTtv wire Tols éx ToU daTems

"Elevatvd8e lévar mA\y pvorypiows éxarépous.
éxatépovs might perhaps be defended or

excused : but should we not read pvomplow

éxatépois, ‘at the mysteries, greater and
less’? J.
P. 101, 1. 13. Unless we are prepared to

sanction mwplv with the subjunctive in Attic
prose we must correct wplv dmoypdrar to
wplv v dmoypddmrar. W. ‘So M8’ K.

P. 101, L. 15. & 7is twa adroxepl <dmex-
Tover> éktice lepwaas. The proposed reading
is inconsistent with the usages of tenses and
moods throughout the document. JAS,
Read e és Twa dmoxtelvas éctige ipdoas. R,
Possibly airtoyepia, and in line 17 3 rpdoas,

are worth recording as provisional sugges-
tions, pending an examination of the papyrus.
W. “The MS. has been corrected to iepioas.
The original writing cannot be deciphered.’
X.

P 102, L 7.
W, J.

P. 103, 1. 13.
éMa. HR.
would read better. JBM.

P. 103, ). 14. «apdia xai wxowy Read
kal i{8lg xat kowy. Z. So Corrigenda.

P. 103, 1. 15. For mpoyeyevquévars read
mpooyeyernuévats. W,

P. 103, L 21. apxerv pev tis bpovoias.
‘pev: MS. dev.” Perhaps dp yecv 8etv. W.
For péev (MS. 8ev) read 8ev. Cp. Demosth.
in Leptin. c¢. 12 (referring to the same
matter), 7év 8¢ 7oiro mplrov Vmwdplar Tis
bpovolas anpeiov dbwovvrov. N, 1 think
an ¢ has been inserted correcting 8ev to
dev.” K.

P. 103, 1 22. For & read 06’ 3 1v. R.
Js it possible that the original was oty ére,
and that the latter word having been cor-
rupted to éri, olov was inserted by a later
geribe § JBM.

P. 103, last line. of O&npoxparicavres.
Read vap.oxpaﬁya'cip.evm. M.

P. 104, ). 8. éri Hveoswpov pev apxowoe,
S}OKOWTOS de 8u<a.uu; TOV Snp.ou Aafewv v
GLOUO'L]G,V SLLL TO WOL?')O'(LO'O(LL T‘qV KU.GOSOV SL
avtdv 7ov Sjpmov. This certainly cannot stand :
we must at Jeast read adrod for adrdv. In
the note, however, it is suggested that
@pacvfBovrov should be read instead of the
former dvuov, mpocraciav for éfovoiav, and
avrdy for avrdv.  If we accept this I should
still prefer the genitive adrov. JBM.

dvaypagpiv. Read dmoypadiv.

dpa should probably be
*Possible.” K. 7d 1e dA\a

P. 104, L 13. per’ avrod. Perhaps per
abrdv. W,
P. 105, ). 1. Bdevrépa 8¢ katl ‘rrpw‘rn peTh

Taira [es](xova'a ToMTElRS TAELS ) €mL ®710'ew§
(MS. mohrelav Tdfw). Read Sevrépa 8¢ v %
kai wpdry p1. pérexovoa xrA.  JBM.
With some hesitation I propose mapéyovoa
wohwrelas Tafw. W. mapéyovoa molurelav

raéis. R.

P. 105, last line but two. Should we
read % for k't JBM.

P. 106, 1. 4. «xal pera Tavmyy évarnp 8¢
[8]npoxparia wéAw. Omit 8¢ JBM.

P. 107, 1. 9. Read, or rather divide, thus:
drav & eyypa.q&wv‘rm W, AS,, HR.

P. 108, 1. 4. Another confusion of pre-
positions. For émumdicwvrar read droymee-
cwvTat.

P. 108, 1. 13. [ei]s Tas ¢purds. Possibly
it should be kara ¢urds. W. ‘VYes’” K

P. 108, 1. 1Y, [émplerymp é 1dv dAlwv
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‘Abnvalwv émt wdvra. Corrupt. AS. Omit
éx Tav Moy "Abypvalev which is due toan ad-
script upon 6 &juos two lines above ds rav
IMov 'Abpralov. R,

P. 108, 1. 21. Is wepjhfov right? Perhaps
WEpL{‘aO'LV. S-

P. 108, last line but one. [oi]rwes ...
Stddokovory. Read 8ilddéovow. R.

P. 109, . 6. I am inclined to read ¢&
aokobor rather than Siudyovs:, and perhaps
Sevrepov 1. 7. W,

P, 109, L 13. o uy mpdypact ovp-
pryeiéyv 7 Read ovpupydoly 7. AS. Read

guppryvvwvtar,  JBM. Read py mpdypact
ovyyivovra. R, “‘The termination eev is
clear.” K

P. 110, 1. 7. I know of no authority for
Tov erl Ty fewpikav, gen. plur., for Dem. 18,
55 and 118 are not genuine documents. The
dative singular would he the easiest correc-
tion. But p. 120 L. 1 we have the quite well
attested phrase 7dv éri 76 fewpucdy (cf. Aesch.
3.25). InC. 1. 4. ii. 114 C vs. 5 the right
reading is doubtful. W. ¢The MS. bas
70 Bewpicdy.” XK.

Ch, 43, p. 110.
Ayrod.  Mr. Kenyon’s note is not quite
correct, as the title does occur once in the
Politics, though not in any particular con-
nection with Athens (Polit. vii. 5, 3, 1321b,
26). It is however very remarkable that we
find in this work no mention of the well-
known official called sometimes rapias s
kow7js wpoaddov, sometimes 6 eml 1y dowrioer.
This is the more noticeable as the work was
written just after the administration of Ly-
curgus, in whose time the office became of
exceptional importance. Now in this passage
he has just mentioned two other officials. &
raplas by orpariwrikdv and of ém rdy Gewpe
x@v, both of whom had financial duties. The
word dwiknois also is  generally used of
business. It is strange, then, to find the
emuelnTys 7Ov kpyvdv assoctated with men
whose duties were so entirely unconnected
with his. I expect therefore that for
k pnvav we should read xo:tvdy, and that
the title is another name for 6 éri 79 Soucj-
ca. JWH.

P. 111, 1 5. T think eis must be omitted
after owdyovow, as in Harpocration (s.v.
xvpla ékxAnoia). The phrase ocuvay. eis Bovhjy
does not, I think, occur elsewhere, and it is
certainly inappropriate for the following
Spov.  COf. p. 113, last line but one.
JBM. And in Pollux viii. 96 it is §rav
ol mputdves Tov Sjuov 9 v Lovhyy owdyw-
aw. W.

POIILL 7. 1w uev odv Bovkiw bonppuépar,
mAn €dv Tis dpéopos 1. 1 should keep the

TOD TOV KPpYVvaR Y empe -

Soar juépar of the MS., as it facilitates the

following . JBM.

P. 112, L. 14, &v &v BovAyrar. Perhaps
mepl dv dv Povkyrar.  wepl In MS. is some-
times »". W. <But this band uses no
abbreviation.” K.

P, 116, 1. 8. mowdor 8¢ kai Sekapx-

atpecias. The syllable dex is probably a
careless repetition of the preceding 8¢ xal,
which, according to the table of abbrevia-
tions, would presumably be written dex’. 8.

P. 117, L. 3 foll. % 3¢ Bou\y) mporepov pev
v kupia...kai Sjoar kai dmwoxtelvar. Kal
Avoipayoy adm)s dyayovons bs TOV
8ipiov kabyuévov iy pélkovra dmrobvii-
oxew Evunkeldns...dperero. There are seve-
ral dificulties in the second sentence. We
should have expected a clause with 8¢ answer-
ing to wpdrepov wév. Then the phrase dyew
bs rov Sjuov used of the council in respect
to their slave, the public executioner, seems
to me very extraordinary. T should have
expected dmayayely mapadodons T@ Syuiw. Cf.
Lys. 135, 62 @dvarov raraympiodpevor 16
Splw mapédore xar dmervumavichy. The fol-
lowing «afnuévov, reminding one of the
phrase & dnumos xabijrai, makes one wonder
whether we should read djuov for Sjuwov. If
on the other band xafnuévov agrees with
Avalpayov, it does not seem a suitable word
for one in the position described, just about
to suffer the punishment of ryumaviopds
(compare 6 dwd Tov Tvmdvov below). Should
we read xaradedepévoy for wkabypuévov, and in-
sert xai before pérdovrat Probably ageilero
must be taken in tbe sense of ‘rescued,’
not as in 1. 11, dpeidero s SovAijs 10 Bava-
rovv. JBM.

P. 117,11 14. TIs émfnuooes right after
{mpudoy in the preceding line? W,

P.119,1 8. Here, and at line 14, read
Agpotvrar § eis ¢€ <éxdo>mps duAis.  Ci. p.
149 note. W.

P.120,). 5. ras ovolas Tdv £ 'Apelov mdyov
devyovror kol Tov...[évayriov s BlovAfs
rwlovrw. Possibly the blank may be filled
by éripwr. One of the forms of aruia was
followed by confiscation, and we know from
Harpocration, who refers to this treatise in
his article on moAyral, that amoong their
duties was the sale of 7& dnueviueva. 8.

P.120,1 9. rov ta wp...&v mpiyrar. Per-
haps the corruption here may have arisen
from misunderstanding some contraction of
ovépara. R.

P. 120, 1 16. [7a mobBwllévra. Perhaps
[ta dmoypag]évra. W,

P. 120, 1. 21. Cf.[Dem.] 43 §58 s. f. rods
B¢ p amodlddvras Tas poboceas TV Tepevov.
Restore ras pofodoes tév repevay here. W
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P. 120, 1. 22. & ypappardin]. . . wpévos.
Read év ypappuareiors Aelevkwpévors, comparing
Lo I
P. 121, 1. 10. Read «xdv 7is é\\imy xara-
Loy évretbev, yéypartar. R.

P. 121, 1. 18, xal...aow & 79 BovAy €& is
Twa odev dduotvra. The lacuna may perhaps
be filled with the words [kamyopiay 8:38]acwv.
Cf. 139—6, 8ods xarnyoplay. JBM. Perbaps
mporifélacw S,

P. 122,1. 8. Read émvypagdpevos for [rapa-
Nefépevos. W.

P. 122, 11. 18, 19. For rpepeww in these
lines read rpéyew. If a charger was in good
condition but unmanageable, he was mulcted
in his allowance of corn. If he could not go,
or would not, stand still when bidden, he was
marked with O as unfit for service. LC.

P.122,1.20. dvdyovo: tpoxdv ém Ty
...Read yapdrrover (or dvaypdpovor) Tpoxdv
emL T UYWL,

Reud xav pév Tis kar[doracw éxluv kakds
Soxy) Tpedew, {nuot 16 aitw (the Boule stops
his allowance). Cf. Harpocr. and Suidas
8. . kaTdoTacis. W,

20, dvdyovar Tpoxov émi Ty . . . (see the
editor's note), ‘what is the whole process
spoken of” may be learnt from Iesych, s. v.
TpvoiTmoy' ToV XapakTipa Tov awd s Sovis
&v Tals Soxwpacliats Tots aduvdrows kal Terpufp -
pévoss...(here Hesychius is  defective) o
UNKETL oTpaTedwyTal  Tpoxds 8¢ v & €mfBal-
ANopevos xapakryp T yvdby Tév Irmwv. Cf.
also Photius s. v. irmérpoxos, Eustath. 1517,
8, whose explanation of Tpvoirmoy is éyxavpa
immov yeynpakoros €mi Tijs yvdfov, Guotov Tpox®,
and Pollux 7, 186.

Read eémBdM\ovae Tpoxov éri v yvdbov,
“the Bouleutae put a circular brand on the
jaw’ of the rejected horses. (For change
from singular to plural cf. p. 123, 11. 14 and
16.) RBRDH.

In|l. 19 rpédew has no sense as applied
to the horses. It may be a repetion of rpédew
in the line before, which has replaced some
other verb. In a similar passage, Hipp. 1,
13, Xenophon proposed that restive horses
should be rejected at the inspection : Tots uy
fedovoe pévev may well mean rtols Palos
trrots. If however the infinitive could not

= uévew xata xwpav, then movelv would be an
easy remedy.

From Hesych. 8. v. frmov Tpoxds' Tols
yeynpaxéow {rwows éxdparrov éml v yvdfov
onpetov k.1.X., Mr. Wyse is inclined to pro-
pose xapdrrovor for the corrupt dvayove..
Dr. Jackson proposes dvdrrovey, and for
[T]eepew, [or]pépev. RDH.

P 122, L 19. ‘rols 8¢ uy Suwvapdvors
[flpépecv. If (as Mr. Hicks suggests)

Tpépewv has been erroneously repeated from
the preceding line, dxolovfelv may be sub-
stituted. See (in addition to Xen. //ipp.
1,13), Xen. Mem. 3, 3, 4, éav pév odbv mapéywv-
Tal coL Tovs Lrmovs of pév obTw kakérodas )
kaxooxke\els 7 dobevels, oi de oUTws drpddovs
wore pn Oivacfor droloufely, oi 8¢ olrws
dvaydyovs woTe un méveww drov dv ov Tuys.

P. 122, 1. 22.
Read 6oor dv.  AB.

P.122,1. 23, «kdv rwa w[po|xetpoTovioy
xataflefnxey obros. Read here and in the
vext line but ome dmoyeporovioy. JBM,,
LC.

P. 122,1 24, Restore duirmovs for dvir-
wovs. W. The MSS. have avimrwy, dvimrovs,
dvimmrovs in Xen. Iell. T, 5, 23-25, where Kel-
ler reads dpirrwv, duirmrovs, duérrovs. N.

P.124,1. 7. owowet. Read cuvdowke, as
at the beginning of ch. 47. M. JRM., W,
“So MS,, corrected in corrigenda to ed. 2.
K

- s - -
[OLTLveg aliry Boxdow.

P. 125, L 1. drws 7dv kompoldywv undeis
€v Tols mapa Tod Telyovs kataBalel kompor.

(The MS. has évrcs 3lwv with dots above the

final ¢ of évros and the § and o above the
last three letters of Biwv.) Read évros
mapiadyv. AB. évrds mis mepuddov. R, The
correction undeis évros Tob Ilehapyicod Telyovs
is tempting: cf. p. 51,1. 10, €. 1. 4. jv. 1
Fasc. 2 n. 27 b, vs. 56 sgq. and Herod. 5, 64,
&v 7o Ilelaoykd Telxei. But perhaps evros Tod
Telxous gives sufficiently good sense. W.
¢QOver the last three letters of Slwv are
written the characters s m (apa). The latter
character is rather doubtful and might be
read as ra.’ Accepting 7a, I find in &G0
letter for letter { oradiwv. ¢within 10 stadia
of the city wall.” M,

P. 125,1. 4. dxerods petedpas es mp
680y ékpowv éxop[évas] Read peredpovs
and eyovras. B, ¢ pueredpovs corrected in ed.
2 X, Cf. Plato Laws 761 B ras éxpoas
abrdv (sc. Thv €k Aws ddrwy) elpyovras
oixodopgpaci Te kui Tappeipaow. 1 restore
the passage thus: oyerovs uerewpas eis Tiv
580v éxpoas éxovras Toewy. p

P. 126, 1. 4, 7. rolyral... xpiowvrac
Here twice over we have émuelelofar dmrws
followed by subjunctive. W. Read xprjoovrac.
AS, R,

P. 127, 1. 11. xaram\éovros eis 10 o v Te-
xov éumopov. Read "Arrucdv as in Harpo-
cration 8.wv. émuelns éumopiov. Then xara-
m\éovros acquires a meaning, for 70 'Arrov
éumdpiov was a recognized term for the Pei-
raeus, Demosth. pp. 917, 26, 918, 6, cf.
932, 13, CT. Isuggest that the real read-

ing is dorwov. The term dorwov éumdpior is
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explained in Bekker's Anecdota, p. 208,
8rov ol dorot éumopevovrar, and similarly on
pp- 284 and 456. 8.

P. 127,1. 15. Read dmafouévovs. R.
P. 129, 1. 6. Read i8ias for \has. W.
P. 130, 1 9. Tots 775 ¢ vA%js Tob Ppevyov-

7o dwafovow. Read tyv ¢uviiv. Cp.
1922, 12, 146, 8. Lysias 23, 2, has tovs 7
Irrobfowvr{dt Sikdfovras, but the accusative is
confirmed by the analogy of [Dem.] 47,12, o
v Obvyi8a kai Ty "Epexfnida Swardvres. W.
‘Possible * K.

P. 132, 1. 9. ew Tty dpxyv dpxev
dXAn]v ékelve 16 évavrd. Read 715 év.
B. Possibly [dAAyv é]v éxevw k7. X W.

P. 133, 1. 11. odrot (d.e. the hoywrrai) ydp
eloL pévor Tols tmevfivors Noyulduevor. Insert
oi after udvor. JBM.

P. 134, 1. 6.
Read ypappdrov with Harpoeration. JB.

P. 135,11 3. Read dreleiois, not wolirei-
aws. W.
P. 136, 1. 1. (of iepomoio) Td e [pav|revrd

lepa Bvovow «.1.X. The Lex. Seg. (p. 265 of
Bekker's Anecdota) has 1d 7€ pavrelpara
tepofurodar, and the Lex. Demosth. Paim. p. 11,
has ol 1a pepavrevpéva iepa Gvovow (not To
pavrevpara tepd Gvovow). S.

P. 137, 1. 1. éxfralmpls. Read éntaerqpis.
M, JAS. Not in L. and S. though it occurs
also in Dionys. ap. Bus. h. e. vii 23 4. M.

P. 137, 1. 3. (Of the festivals) xai rovrav
ot8epia &v 78 abrd éyyi[verar). It is natural
to conjecture éret yiyverar, though it does not
seem easily reconcilable with the facts as
stated in the notes. JBM,

P, 137, L 4. ...8¢ mpbxerrar...ais... émi Kr)
prodbrros a.pxovro; Perhaps [uG)m.] 8¢ mpdk-
erar. .. ais [vewori) ért Knduooddvros dpyovrost
If the letter preceding ais were 1, and not ¢
or p, which Mr. Kenyon thinks it was,
many words might be suggested to fill the
gap. N.

P. 137, 1. 11. Omit éwéa. R.

P. 139, 1. 9 sqq. xali 7rporrepov ,u.ev €ls éve-
Badke mpy |t{/m¢ov, vy & a.va‘yxn Tdvras. 0T
8¢ ymopileafar mept avrdv, va x.T.A. A more
satisfactory sense can be obtained by a
change of punctuation. Remove the full stop
after wdvras and replace 8: l}m@zccr()m by Swa-
ympilecbar. (‘So probably MS. K.). The
latter part of the sentence will then run viv
8 avdyxy wdvras éoTi Saympileaar mepi avriov.

P.139, 1. 13. Soxipacfiv b
ow. Read Soxipacbévres. R., HR

P. 140, 1. 8. A new paragral;h should
begin at ket 6 pev dpywv.

P. 140, 1. 14. Cf. Demosth. 39 §7, p
996, 21, wérepov aé pépovaw % ‘ué; The accu-

.. Babdifov-

Ypappatéwv éoTL KUPLOS. -

sative seems absolutely required. Read rov-
tous here and on p. 141, 1. 1. W.
<P, 141, ). 2—
Tas omyt[/ag ew'[a:yel. ECL]V TS N Aecn. s Ui
pos‘] érepov Tadmyy 'r'qv )\nn-ovpy[mv] .........
[ -repav }mlfroupymy xat oy Xpovey adTd.
cas ) és.....&m) pi) yeyovévar.

I had thought of \ehiobar ¢7, but this
does not give us a satisfactory construction.

The following is suggested as a provisional
restoration :

Tds 0Kn¢/£t9 elodyer edv 7is 7 )&e[)mroup'y'q-
kévar ¢n 1rp0'repov TavTy T )\yTOUp'yLav [
/\.'/rro'Up'yELV] ETEPU.V XT’TOUP’YLO.V, Ka.l, TOV XPOV(.DV
a.v'rw tvexa | 3y ¢ evar da T ,m'] e-n; uy ye
yovévae  Cf. Dem. 50 § 9, rothruv éyn obdeuiav
Tpdacy mowovpevos T Tpnpapxd, xkal odk dv
Suvaiumy 8vo Agrovpylas Ayrovpyety, 08¢ ol vipor
¢powv.  For the position of évexa, cf. Dem.
Lept. 88 ; Lysias, 14 § 32; 20 § 30. S.

P. 141, 1. 2. Perhaps we may partly fill
up the lacuna— eav TS 9 Ae[irovpyely uy
6énn] 9 -n-pog s-rcpov ‘rav-r‘r)v v Aewrovpy|lav
0.770.)6771‘(1(. Kﬂ.L a.L‘r‘qo"q E TEpﬂ.V

P. 141, 1. 8. apxcepew[v Tov 7]o. Read
tipxt.@ea')povs‘ e, cf. C.1G. 158a 33. CT.
‘Possible” K.

P. 141,1 9. TFor émeueheiro read émuelet-
rae. AS, R. ‘Possible.” XK.

P. 142, 1. 2. <yo>véwv «axdoews i8 cer-
tain. W. Bekker's 4necdota, p. 269, s.v.

KoxdTews : ... TowavTy Sikn obTws dmeépero
YOVEWV KaA KOO EWS, 6pPpavdy kakdTews
7 oikov 8ppavikod «axdoews. These
three kinds of xdkwoes are all mentioned
in the text in the same terms and in the
same order. This is conclusive (if any argu-
ment is needed) in favour of Mr. Wyse's
emendation, yovéwv for véwy. 8.

P. 142,1. 8. 1& warpda or warpgay odoiav
would be a more satisfactory supplement.

P. 142, 1. 8. Rend airgrac. R,

P. 142,1. 10. Mark a lacuna after xar-
LI.O'T(J.D".V R

P. 142, 1. 12,  ferwo]w.
AS. (Corrected in ed. 2).

P. 142, 1. 18. «kai Tév ewn[x)\’quv] -
I have thought of k. 1. droTipdvray prl.a,
but this involves the supposition that yémra:
in 1.19is wrong. In 1. 20 the sense required
is éaw py droddow. W.

Read Oérovow.

P 142, 1. 19. Probably ryunris. W.
P. 142,1. 20. Read 88dot. R.
P. 142, last line. ..... .| 883wa

TOLS TALOWY TOV o"i-rov ovros eimparre. Read

Kai ot em.'rpmrm dy ;1.1) amoddot TOS TG TOV

otrov olros eompdrren. 8,
P. 143, 1. 5. ¢yepordve

Read xeporovel.
JBM,,
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P. 143, 1. 7. Awwnegioy by ém Aqvalov.
Read Anvaln. M. B, AS.

P. 143, 1. 8. [ravryv] pév odv mopmyy kowh
mépmovaw...Tov d¢ dydva dwarlBnow & Bacihevs.
¥or ravrpv read rv. JBM

P. 143, 1. 14, T see no reason to alter
mpds Twa of MS. W.

P. 145, 1. 5, SLKU,KO[UO‘LV] aifo]e Kai
vmailfpro.. Read ororato.. We Jearn from
Lucian, [Jermotimus, 64, that the Areopagiles
gave their sentences in the dark. §. In
support of Dr, Sandys’ conject-ure, axoralot,
see Lucian, De Domo, 18: a\X’ odv éxactos
éreldav pdvov v'trepﬁ'n ToV ovSav, aﬁpow 73 kdX et
vreptxv@ets‘ )\oywv p.ev éxelvwv 3 a.xpoaa'ec»c A’
ovde ‘rv;v apxr;v O.LOVTL comev, 3\os 8¢ mpos Tols
npwp.evol.c eonv, el puy ‘rvxor. Ti§ TavTeAds TupAos
wv 7} v vukti Bamep 1) €f "Apelov mdyov BovAy
mwotoito v depdagw. M. JAS. also refers to
Luc. De Dom. 18. Read perhaps 6Bupaiot.
HR.

P. 145,11. 9, 10. Correct o8’ eis Ty dyo-
pav Eecrw dufBdMew avre. For the latter
part of this corrupt passage it is pecessary
to compare [Dem.] 47 § 69, p. 1160, 19, svo-
pooTi pév pndevi mpoayopedew Tols dedpakdot de
xal xrelvacw. That is, the blank in the in-
dictment was filled by  the perpetrators and
slayers’ (the participles are masculine). Cf,
also Plato Laws 874 A B éav 8¢ refveds pev ol
Tis pavy) kai py duedds {nrovow avevperos yiy-
pTaL, TAS pév wpopproels Tas avrdas yiyveaOar
xabdmep Tois dANots, Tpoayopedew 3¢ ToV Bévov
76 Spdaavtt kar émdikagdpevov év dyopd knpifat
‘74 krelvavre OV xal TOV xai u')¢/\1)x6n hovov um
GWLﬁO.LVGLV iepaw.” I propose then drav 8¢ ris
un €ldy (or, as the letters are much rubbed,
dyvop) Tov moujcavra, T¢ Opdoavri Aayxdvel
Tbe dative participle is of course masculive.

P. 146,1 2,
P. 147, 1. 2.
xewporovias. W,

P. 147, 1. 3.  ras mpofolas eigdyovow
ovToL Kal ypagds Tapavépwv xal vipov um
émumdetov Peivar. Insert o before vipov.

Read & o moléuw. R.
Possibly we should read éme-

JBM.

P. 147, 1. 17. <xara>xvpoior. W.

P. 148, 1. 12. 170 § &awv cul\éyerar
RDH.

P. 148, 1. 15. wpdrepov &' emaher Tov xkapmov
7 mokes.  The reading érde is confirmed by
Lys. 7, 2 rovs éwvnuévous Tods xapmods Tdv
popuwv.  For the supervision of the sacred
olives by the Areopagus see the whole speech.
A point of some interest to be noted is that
the phrase ‘ formerly,” recurring so often in
the second section of the work, may some-
times refer to the period after the year of
Eucleides, for Lys. 7, according to Blass

(Att. Ber. 1.2 p. 591), is not earlier than 395
p.c. W.

P. 149, 1 13.
apyvpa.

P. 150, 1 6. t5s ¢[v]Aijs. Read s xnpAis,
of. Thuc. viil. 90, 4. Thus the yy\7, the
northern side of the Peiraeus, was under the
gqme officer as the dxry, the southern side.

T

P. 152, 1. 7. yeporovoior 8¢ kai ¢urdpyovs,

évo. Tis ¢v)\'qs déka has dropt out after 8¢

Read

dpyvpra xkai xpuad.

xai. S,
P. 155, 1. 3 foll. rols 8¢ mpvravevovow eis
alrpow® ... [T]pooribferar §éxa wpoo-

r{fevrac® Perbaps rois 8¢ mpvraveiovow
els almow eis 6folos mpootiferar xai Tots Séxa
Svo, .e. an additional fee of one obol is paid
to the prytanes for maintenance, which in
the case of the epistates and proedri is
further raised to two obols. R. ‘The MS,
admits of els 68ords.” K.

P. 156, 1. 4. ex[a'rop,ﬁ]awva Read éxarop-
Badva. AS. ‘Possible” K.

P. 162, 1l 2—12. éumpyvimys is an im-
possible word : the true reading must be
eumykrys. B, éumixrns, proposed by Mr.
Bywater, is confirmed by Bekker's Anecdota,
p- 258, édumikrys: 6 Oeapobérys. That the
lexicographer had this passage in view is
proved by the previous context where it
is stated of the feauobérns that he dumjyvvot
Ta mwvdka. S,

P. 168, 1. 14. Correct 6 «ijpvé dyopeve for
6 kijpvé ayopdfe. W. ¢Possible) K.

We have received further emendations too
late for insertion from J. B. Bury, G. E.
Marindin, R. Y. Tyrrell, and W. G. Ruther-
ford, which will appear in our next number,

A RISTOTLE, Atheniensium Respublica, 61.—
There is a statement here that five of the
ten Srparyyol at Athens had specific duties
while the other five took the miscellaneous
work ; and that these specific duties were
about ‘OmAirar, Xdpa, Movvvyia, "Axry, Zvp~
woplar. The treatise, as I have shown else-
where,!] was composed or revised between

1 The reference is to the following note which
mppeared in the Athenaim for Feb.7.

c. 46 moreiTar (7 BovAd) nawas Tpifipets § Terprpers,
Smorépas v 8 Sjuos xeporovion. That certainly was
written after the Athenians began to build quadri-
remes and before they began to build quinqueremes.
The list of the fleet for the year 330, 320 B.c. men-
tions 18 quadriremes (C.J1. 4. ii. 807 b 67—78). The
lists are missing for several years before. Irobably
the Athenians began to build quadriremes two or
three years before; but the peint is immaterial in
determining the date of the treatise, as ~vents of the
year 329, 328 p.c. are mentioned in ¢. 54, ém Kot~
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328 and 325 B.c. This is the earliest notice
of these specific duties; the Demosthenic
decrees being spurious. The following
notices come next indate. Deinarchos, in
Philoclem, 2, mentions a Zrparyyds for Mov-
woxla in 325 B.c. The decree, C.1.4. ii. 809,
a. 209, mentions a Jrparnyds for Svupopiar in
324 B.c. Plutarch, Phoscion, 32, mentions a
Srparyyss for Xdpa in 317 B.c. The decree,
C.LA. ii. 331, wentions a ZSrparyyds for
Navrikov before 315 B.c.—~almost certainly in
317 B.c., cf. Diodoros, xviil, 72, 3—for
Mapaokewy in 296 p.c. and for Xdpa and
Eévor and "OmAa subsequently.

Thus the statement was no longer true in
317 B.c., as there was then a Zrparqgyds for
Navrikgv. The decree in Plutarch, p. 852,
authenticated by C.I.4. ii. 240, states that
Lycurgos was xeiporovyfeis éml 1ijs 108 wohémov
mapaoxevys : and this suggests that there was
8 Zrparnyds for Iapaoxevy) before 325 p.c.

copavros Ypxortos. The Athenians began to build
quingueremes in 325 B.c., for the list fov the year
326, 324 n.c. mentions seven, while the list for the
year 326, 325 B.c. mentions none (C.1. A, ii. 808 d 22
—39 ;809 d 62~—92). Tbus the treatise was com-
posed (or reviged) between 328 and 325 b.c.

But the decree does not actually style him
Sirparnyds, and he probably was 'Emordrys.
There is ample evidence, C'.1.4. ii. 403—405,
839, that the Srparyyds for Mapaoker; was
mainly occupied with public worship, not
with warfare: and in C.1.4. 1. 733, B, 2,
arpatydv TdV ém Ty Tol mohéuov Tapaak jery
xexel porovnuévwy, the restoration is entirely
unwarranted.

As there are no notices of these specific
duties before 328 B.c. at the earliest, though
there are many afterwards, it seems highly
probable that this division of duties was
instituted about this date. There certainly
was no Irparyyds for Suppoplad five years
before. An official inseription for the year
334, 333 B.c. contains the following note,
C.LA. ii. 804, A, b. 72--75, robre ocvvrpe-
ypapxov ol Zrpariyol kal ol Elkoow ketéornoav,
where the Twenty are clearly representatives
of the twenty Svupopiar. Thus the Stparnyol
were then discharging collectively the proper
duties of a Zrparpyds for Suupopia..

The statement, then, must be limited to
some few years between 333 and 317 B.c.

Cecir ToRR.






