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IN HIS ARTICLE, "Peisistratid Chronology Again,"' P. J. Rhodes has 
recently taken up once more the vexed question of the dates of the Peisis- 
tratid tyranny at Athens. Given the extensive scholarly controversy 
on this matter,2 a totally new approach can scarcely be expected, and 
Rhodes' article puts together, inevitably, a new composite of largely 
familiar elements, whose most distinctive feature is perhaps the emphasis 
placed on certain aspects of the interpretation of numerals. He criticizes 
some of his predecessors in the field for too readily assuming that ancient 
authors are likely to have confused inclusive and exclusive numerical 
reckoning. In fact, he argues, ordinal numerals were normally used by Greek 
authors with unambiguous precision, by a reckoning that included both 
terminal points of the period specified, whereas cardinal numerals, in the 
absence of other information, were inherently ambiguous, as either one or 
both termini of a period so reckoned might be counted.3 

I shall not address myself directly to the large questions of what are 
the correct dates for Peisistratos' tyranny, and what chronological schemes 
were advanced, and on what basis, by A. P. and Herodotos. My purpose 
is rather to draw attention to a factor which Rhodes does not discuss, but 
which bears significantly on his argument regarding Greek principles of 
numerical reckoning. A. P., like other Greek writers on historical sub- 
jects, sometimes adds qualifying expressions to his numbers, which he 
must have intended to influence the reader's interpretation of them. 
Three of the figures in A. P.'s Peisistratid chronology are qualified by 
jadXLtra (viz., reE .acXTrca C/a6aLc, 15.1; T .L. . . T.E rapTr iaXlo-a, 19.2; err 
.uaXTra TrrTaKal6eKa, 19.6), and two of these are ordinal numerals. It is 
usually assumed, though seldom explicitly stated, that the function of 
jLaXto-ra (or other similar qualifying words, such as 7repL, ws, etc.) is to 
indicate that the number qualified is not an exact figure, but only some 

'Phoenix 30 (1976) 219-233; cited hereafter by author's name alone. The following 
are also so cited: T. J. Cadoux, "The Athenian archons from Kreon to Hypsichides," 
yHS 68 (1948) 70-123; N. G. L. Hammond, "Studies in Greek chronology of the sixth 
and fifth centuries B.c.," Historia 4 (1955) 371-411; G. V. Sumner, "Notes on chrono- 
logical problems in the Aristotelian 'A8Orvalov IIoXtrela," CQ N.. 11 (1961) 31-54. The 
Athenaion Politeia and its author are referred to throughout as A. P. The text used is 
that of F. G. Kenyon, Oxford 1920. 

'See the works cited by Rhodes 219 note 1. 
'Rhodes 220-221; cf. Cadoux 83, and Sumner 42 note 2. 
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kind of approximation.4 If this is so, and if Rhodes is right in maintaining 
that Greek historians normally used ordinal numerals with unambiguous 
precision, it is surely odd that two of the ordinal numerals found in A. P.'s 
account of the Peisistratids are qualified by uaXto-ra. For the presence of 
this kind of qualification here suggests that the writer felt some degree of 
imprecision or uncertainty regarding these figures. At the least it would 
seem that this factor somewhat complicates the attempt to lay down 
absolute principles for the interpretation of ordinal numerals in Greek 
historiography. 

Having made this negative point, I wish to discuss how A. P. uses 
cardinal and ordinal numerals and qualification in referring to time, and 
to draw some conclusions from this general discussion regarding the 
figures given for the reigns of Peisistratos and his sons.5 Tables A and B 
(below, 295 and 297) list all the figures applied to intervals of time in 
A. P. 1-41, with an indication for each of the type of reckoning employed 
(where this can be determined with reasonable certainty), whether the 
figure has an archon's name attached to it, and whether it is qualified. 
Altogether there are 15 cardinal numbers (Table A) and 22 ordinals 
(Table B), for a total of 37. 

Of the 15 cardinals, four refer to terms of office of archons (at 13.1, 
13.2, and 33.1 [second and third figures only]), and hence to numbers of 
whole archon-years or portions thereof, so that one encounters some 
difficulty in decidingwhetherthereckoningis better described as "inclusive" 
or as "exclusive." The cause of this difficulty can be seen in Rhodes' 
definition of exclusive reckoning: "the year in which a state of affairs 
began is included in the reckoning but the year in which it ended is not" 
(221). This works satisfactorily when one is calculating the interval 
between two events both of which fell at some point in the course of an 
archon-year; but if one is talking about an archon's tenure of office, which 
began and ended precisly at the boundary between two archon-years, 
then the "state of affairs" of Rhodes' definition is co-terminous with the 
unit of chronology in which its duration is being measured. Thus whereas 
normally year one of a period between two events will be in real terms 
something less than a full solar year, year one in a series of archonships 
will be a full year, like the succeeding years (and similarly with the last 

4This interpretation of Aa&XaTa is most explicitly stated and most absolutely insisted 
upon by Hammond, 389-390 and 385 note 1. 

51 include in this survey only the narrative section of A. P., viz. chapters 1-41; the 
specifications of time contained in the latter part of the work (chapters 42-69), which 
describes the state of the constitution in the author's own lifetime, are of an essentially 
different kind. Of the time figures found in A. P. 1-41 I exclude as irrelevant to the 
present enquiry two that refer to periods in the future (7.2 and 11.1), and three dates 
given according to the official calendar reckoning (32.1-2). 
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TABLE A 

CARDINAL NUMBERS APPLIED TO TIME IN A. P. 1-41 

Type of Archon's 
Reference Text of passage reckoning name Qualification 

13.1 60Xwvos 6' a7ro671vqljaavTos, Ert rS T7r6eco rTapary,a lcs, irl_ IgV full archon-years 
eTrl rTrrapC a 8&6yop v krvxl,.a .... 

AaLaaoias ... . T) 6tvo Kal 6vo taivas 7p!ev. 

IIeaTlorparos .. ..a&rave voar7aas birl lX6cvew &pxov7ros, a' off 
JLAv KaLTrar7 rTO rpTrov Tvpavvos rTq rpaKovrTa KaC Tpia t rwas . . . 

17.1 ... & 6' iv rT &PXn tilefPvev vo6s 6eovra ELcKOc' feWvye 'y&p Ta 
Xoir&6a. 

19.6 ... Kail Ta& avTrv ev 7rEv6' 7C#palt IKKOJlLa0CL&EvoL [SC., EK rTs 

aKpo6roXefcs]. .. 

19.6 irapi8Kav rTiv a&KpbroXLv [sc., ol IHeLancrparTiba] Trol 'AOrlvaloLS 
irl 'ApraKTriov &pXovroS, KaraaXoV(res riv rvpavv'ia ,tiera r,Tv roV 

vrarpos TEXEVTV7v ET7r MaXLtaTa 7rraKal6eKa, ... 

19.6 . . . . ra be avi7ravTa avvQ ots O6 araTp ipCiv Evos 6Ei revT7rKOrTa. 

20.3 6 6b 68tl1os 6vo legV tj.Lipas 7rpoKaOe~o'.evos E'rOXLtpKEL .... 

full archon-years 

exclusive 

exclusive 

Philoneos 

Philoneos 

problematic 

exclusive Harpaktides aXL7t Ta 

problematic Harpaktides 

period of days; 
complementary 
ordinal 

13.2 

17.1 



TABLE A (Concluded) 

Type of Archon's 
Reference Text of passage reckoning name Qualification 

22.3 &8aXtirovreTs trv 8lo AETa rv vY iCv [sc., Trqv kv MapaOpvt] ... 76r. exclusive 
IrpwTov eX,pcravro r4 vopJ. rW 7 repl rTv 6arpaKtLa I6v .... 

22.6 ETL ev ovv rT Y ro7 VS v rvTupavvcv fkIXovs dorTpCKt'ov .... 

25.1 E T e e irraKabiSKa &aXLTra ,eTra r& MrtLK&K 8,ItELtvEv ? 7 roXLtia 
TrpoEfrcoTWv Trv 'ApeoaTayL v..., EIretra Tr7s 0ovX7js OkrL 

Kobvovos &pXovros airavra yrptELIiXET ra eirtOea [sc., 'EtaLXrTs]. 

32.2 7 IAev oiv 6o'yapXLa TO'VTOV KarT7Trr TOv Trp6rov rl KaXXiov E v 

apXOVTro, TECTLV 6 i Vtfrpov TvjS r av Tvpavvwv EK3OX7jS paCZXLra7a 
Karov .. 

33.1 )vas zyrv ovv laocs Trerapas 6tLJiEtEV i rwTv TrTpaKoaTlwv 7roXLrela, 

33.1 . . Kat 7rp~ev 4f abvTv MvaaLXoXos bGIFt7rvov Tri O0f-r6OvTrov 
apxovros . . . 

33.1 ... (6s) [sc., E6roMolros] 'p5e TOtVS rtXoiTrouV 6=Ka .rivas. 

recurrent events; 
complementary 
ordinal 

exclusive 

inclusive 

inclusive 

full 
months 

full 
months 

Konon 

Kallias 

Aa&aXtora 

,t~tNoTa 

Mnasilochos/ 
Theopompos 

Theopompos 



TABLE B 

ORDINAL NUMBERS APPLIED TO TIME IN A. P. 1-41 

Type of Archon's 
Reference Text of passage reckoning name Qualification 

13.1 . .. . T b Vep;rrTWq [sc., 'retI] pe.LT rtv Z6oXwvos apX?'v ov KarTerfaTnav full archon- avapxia 
apxovra &a' r)v Trrdar, ... 

13.1 ... KKaL IraXtv ret I7rL7r T r(yf) S T7rv aivTrv atl rav &vapXiav eTroilaav. 

14.1 ... KarTEaXE T?7V aKpOroXLv [SC., Ilecrlloarparos] TEl e?VTrppq, Kal 
TptaKoaor t^Ea T7r)V riTwv vo cov OrlLV (7rl Kcouaiov &pXovros. 

14.3 ... .6locpov7aoavTes ol irepl rTv MeyaKXha Kal rTv AVKOVipyov 
ftc3aXov aivrv [sc., IIetLOtra paTo] gKT?w ETEL MerTa rTV TpcTr7v 

KarTaTraoav E4' 'Hyrlalov apXovTos. 
14.4 CTt 6W &A6eKaT&r E rav Tra . .. MEyaKXiS . .. KaC7T'yaCyev avrov 

[Sc., IHelaTOparov]. 
15.1 CerTa& rCTaVTra W s ireoae TrO bebepov [SC., HIeto-Lo-paros] ETeL 

aoXtL,ra #661wq Ivera rTv Ka0o0ov .... 

15.2 ... kXOcWv els 'Eperplav [sc., HetainoTparos] ebEKaTrw TX ratv retL 

r(,re) rTpirov 'avaac,a'acrOa t # TriV aPXrv 'eXeXELP . .... 

19.2 Efret 6e reTrapTCy iLXTrra ,Aera iTOV 'I7r7rapXov Oavarov ... rv. 
MovvvXiav k7reXeiprle TElXL'ELV [sc., 'I?rtas]. 

20.3 ... r 6 rTpiTp [sc., 'IApPT] KXeojicYev levL . .. a4eclaav [sc., 
'AO7av'o] .... 

21.2 ... ETEL TrerapTr LAerTa r77V rTo rvpavvcov KaraXVauW 't r 'oIaaypov 
apXovTroS, rpwTov pAEV OVV avvevELAr TiravTas els seKa OvXa&s [sc., 
KX?etiov7}s] .... 

22.2 lrpWTov aLV oVv 'reTL IrTLrr perTa TaVT7rV Trv77 KaTaa6rTaalV ' 

'EplaoKpEpovTros apxovros Tr f3ovXX TOLS 7revTaKocTiorS TOv OpKov 

erot7Lo'av .... 

years; com- 
plementary 
cardinal 

full archon- 
years 

problematic 

problematic 

problematic 

problematic 

problematic 

problematic 

period of days; 
complementary 
cardinal 

inclusive 

problematic 

avapXia 

Komeas 

Hegesias 

lAaXLotra 

ia&XLora 

Isagoras 

Hermokreon 



TABLE B (Continued) 

Type of Archon's 
Refrence Text of passage reckoning name Qualification 

22.3 &ret TS erwf 7raVr7a &WKCLTW VLKa7ffaraVTre Tr7V iv MapaaOCvt MLaxlv Ert 
Qatvll rv TOV P ro .... 

22.6 jMt7ra4 & 7TaI 7w TTO6pT Er xat T) rLp al S t ts KXXW 0 L SOKoi7 Lwv 

PtZtva OiloTar.or. 

22.7 treL IptT rq f7Ta. 7raOvra NLKoS6jov aPXoros, ws e4l vr rci /iEaXXa 
ra iv Mapwvtiei . . . , Ctv3BovX,wvyrcv 7.tyv r7 64 1A StaveiCLaoOaLa 
7rO CLpYVvpLOV, Oe/CLCTOKX^S CK'XVaEV .... 

22.8 r7raipr7w 6' er.tL KartSe avro 7Tra'Tas TOVS Wo'paKLaLi'VOVS apXoVTos 
'TLXIov .... 

23.5 &tj satl 7ToVs fpovs oV7roS [sc., 'Apto7L-tSs] y7v O 7r&as 7raTs r6oXEoTr 

7ros 'rpwrovs TeEL 7rpLT.w eLTa T.v v ZaXajuLPvt llaX7Iv rl 

T t,j.oaOvovs .... TLALOkytjOVV aPXOv7TO.... 
26.2 ... aXX' x7Ty e7e.L /tl eTca TO 'E4tAXrov favatov Eyvwcrav Kal E 

SevyITw v Tpoxpivec6raL TO)VS KX7IpWCOOtlevOVS T7WV ivvPea aipXovTTvov, Kat 

rpwTros pev e aVrTWv MVPlatOdE S. 
26.3 erieL bS tIrrT.w Ler?T a7a T iVTO WT AvtLrKpa7TOs dapovros Ol 7rptaKOVTa 

SiKaTara KarcTartaav TaXLv ol KaXoov,.voL KarTa rjfLovs. 

26.4 xa4l Tpl4r) MEra Trov7ov [sc., 'r7t] firl 'Avrtj6OTV.. . yvwf7Cav L,u 
eT i ^- o o ^ ^ 'io a 7 t a a oJ LTEX,ELPV T7S WOXiEW tS$ bZ & EA 'OCL. )V Carv d yeyo. 

27.2 Alra, SE T7 v k a XaLUvY vaa avaxjuiav ivos 6Et wevTi7KOr^ ET7e ktirL 
IIHvoS6pov apXoYros o6 rpos HctXoroyov 1rloVs EvPa7rt iro6Xios. 

34.1 *reT L ' ~Soo .t Aer Tr 7 Tlw Tf7 E 7paxoalowv KxTaX.\vtY, yw X KaXXiov 
7ro 'AyytXjOeYev a&povros Tyvo,iePs T^rS iv 'ApLtvoL oroats vavuLaxlas, 
WrpWTov UtO v TOU OKCa (TrparT7)jOVs TOVS T7 vav,iaxli vLKrtVTas 

orvvkf4 KpdvhjvcA ptl X?ipwTOviY aTavras .... 

40.4 &I?Xvif7Lav Se KCal rpos 70ovs T v 'E^EXEvcvTL [Ka7To]tLK?j av-aTas eTL 
7pTy7 JCT a TqPY 7 EolKc<qIY 'lri r,evatViTov aPXOVTos. 

inclusive 

inclusive; 
complementary 
cardinal 

inclusive 

problematic 

inclusive 

inclusive 

inclusive 

inclusive 

inclusive 

problematic 

inclusive 

Phainippos 

Nikodemos 

Hypsichides 

Timosthenes 

Mnesitheides 

Lysikrates 

Antidotos 

Pythodoros 

Kallias 
Angelethen 

Xenainetos 



NUMERALS IN THE CONSTITUTION OF ATHENS 

year in a series counted inclusively).6 A similar difficulty affects state- 
ments like that at 22.6, where what is being described is not some state of 
affairs that continued for several years, but rather the repeated occur- 
rence in each of a sequence of archonships of a single event (in this case 
an ostracism). These five figures must therefore be segregated from the 
main group of cardinal numerals, which now includes ten figures. Of 
these, four involve exclusive reckoning (viz., 19.6 [second figure], 20.3, 

6The first figure in 33.1, which is qualified, is discussed below, 301. The distinction 
made here between reckoning the interval between two events each located at some 
point during an archon-year, and reckoning the interval between two archonships is 
crucial, I believe, to the proper understanding of the figures in 13.1. The problem there is, 
as Cadouxexpressesit(93-94;cf. also Sumner 50-51), that there is an "apparent contradic- 
tion between the words Erl ilvy TrTrrapa trt and rT 6c Trk.T/'rw", because the first year 
of the ordinal series ought, by strict inclusive reckoning, to be that of Solon's archonship, 
and yet the narrative clearly implies that the four cardinal years of jravXla which 
preceded the first avapXla began only in the year after Solon's archonship. It seems to 
me quite natural, however, that A. P. should have abandoned his strictly inclusive 
reckoning with ordinals in such a case, where the "events" he was dating were actual 
archonships. If he was counting the names of the archons who held office Ev lavXIla, he 
would naturally begin not with Solon, but with his successor, and his ordinal reckoning 
also would start from that year. I therefore find the chronology proposed for the post- 
Solonian period by Bauer, Wilamowitz, Busolt, and de Sanctis (viz., Solon-594/3, 
first avapXta-589/8, second vapXla--584/3, Damasias-583/2, 582/1, and two 
months of 581/0; for the references to these scholars' arguments, see Cadoux 93 note 
110) much more convincing than that advocated by Cadoux (viz., Solon-594/3, first 
acvapXla-590/89, second avapXla--586/5, Damasias-582/1, 581/0, and two months 
of 580/79; Cadoux, 103, conveniently tabulates the views of his major predecessors, and 
notes his adherence to the scheme of Schr6der, Jacoby, and Hammond, whose works he 
cites, 93 note 110). Sumner (49-54), writing later than Cadoux and therefore not included 
in his conspectus of opinions, thinks 592/1 rather than 594/3 was A. P.'s date for 
Solon's archonship, and then counts on, by similar intervals to those of the Bauer- 
Wilamowitz scheme, to avapXlat in 587/6 and 582/1. His determination to find a 
compromise between the implications of erl ,.uV Trrrapa ;Irr and rT3 65 TrrTTar, while 
insisting on a strictly inclusive interpretation of the ordinal, led him to suggest that when 
A. P. wrote ov KareaTToaav apXovroa and avzapXLav froi7raav he meant to refer 
literally to the abortive elections that preceded the years in which no archon held 
office. Thus he made the rlT7rrov rTOS of the first period fall in 588/7 (i.e., the fifth year 
counted inclusively from Solon, in 59211), but the ensuing CvapXia, which was also the 
first year of the second five-year period, fall in 587/6. This is very ingenious, but it 
requires the assumption that A. P. cared to discriminate between the year of a man's 
election and that in which he held office; and this he can be shown not to have done in 
another passage where the context might well have suggested a need for such discrimina- 
tion. At 26.2 A. P. reports that IKTr arT e?rT r6v 'ELiXrofTOav Ovarov f'yvwav [sc., 
ol 'AOrlvaTo] Kat 6K EvuYLT7v lrpOKpIveoeOaC TO'S KXlPWo0okPvo0V rTwv vvYa 4px6vTwv, 
Kat rpw7ros iptepv c atvrwv MvitToe5,qIs. Mnesitheides was archon in 457/6, and was 
therefore elected in the previous year, 458/7. The year of Ephialtes' death is usually 
said, on the basis of this passage, to be 462/1, and it cannot be any earlier, since at 25.2 
A. P. dated to that year (archonship of Konon) Ephialtes' removal of powers from the 
Areopagos. On the usual interpretation of this passage, then, A. P. counted six years 
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22.3, and 25.1);7 and two of these are qualified (19.6 and 25.1). Two are 
reckoned inclusively, and qualified (32.2 and 33.1 [first figure only]; the 
argument for counting this latter figure as inclusive is set out below, 301 f). 
Four present problems of various kinds. The first figure at 19.6 specifies 
the number of days within which the Peisistratids evacuated the acropolis 
after coming to terms with the Athenians. No one can know how these 
five days were counted. The two figures in 17.1 (the interval between 
Peisistratos' first seizure of power and his death, and the length of time 
for which he held power) and the third figure in 19.6 (the total of years 
for which Peisistratos and Hippias together ruled) are subject to different 
interpretations in accordance with different reconstructions of Peisistratid 
chronology.8 Archon names are added to the dates in seven of the ten 
cases (two of the three exceptions being 19.6 [first figure] and 20.3, which 
involve periods of days).9 

A similar summary analysis of the 22 ordinal numerals (Table B) 
yields the following results. More of A. P.'s ordinals than of his cardinals 
have been the subject of controversy; and figures whose correctness or 
interpretation is seriously controversial cannot usefully be included in 
the present analysis. We must set aside on this ground six figures relating 
to the Peisistratid tyranny (14.1, 14.3, 14.4, 15.1, 15.2, and 19.2)10 and 
five other figures (13.1 [two figures], 22.2, 22.8, and 34.1).1 This leaves 

inclusively from Konon to Mnesitheides (462/1 to 457/6), and then dated to the latter 
year the decision to open the archonship to Zeugitai, which must have been taken in the 
previous year, or Mnesitheides the Zeugite could not have been legally elected. (C. Hig- 
nett [A History of the Athenian Constitution, Oxford 1952, 225 and note 2] noted this 
inconsistency; he qualified with a "perhaps" his statement that the right of candidature 
for the archonship was first extended to the Zeugitai in 457/6.) If A. P. so blatantly 
ignored in this case the time interval between election to and tenure of the archonship, 
it is hard to believe that he paid attention to this at 13.1. 

7At 20.3 an ordinal numeral follows the cardinal immediately, to designate the unit of 
time in which the state of affairs (viz., the siege of the acropolis) came to an end. This is 
a case like that outlined by Rhodes, 220-221, where the coupling of ordinal with cardinal 
shows that the latter is used exclusively. 

8See Cadoux 104-106 on the impossibility of securely dating Komeas' archonship 
independently of the first figure at A. P. 17.1. Rhodes, 222-224, discusses the problems 
involved in the second figure in 17.1 and the third figure in 19.6. 

9The number specifying the length of the Areopagite ascendancy (25.1) is somewhat 
remotely connected to the name of the archon in whose year Ephialtes deprived the 
Areopagos of the powers that constituted the guardianship of the constitution (25.2); 
see below, 303 f. Similarly, at 33.1 (first figure), which involves a period of months, the 
names of the relevant archons are found in neighbouring sections of the text. 

10On the problems concerning these numbers, see Rhodes 221-227 and, most fully, 
Sumner 35-54. 

"On the problems concerning the numbers in 13.1 see Sumner 49-54 and note 6 
above; the problematic figures at 22.2, 22.8, and 34.1 are discussed by Sumner, 31-37 
(in reverse order). 
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11 figures (20.3, 21.2, 22.3, 22.6, 22.7, 23.5, 25.2, 26.3, 26.4, 27.2, and 
40.4), all of which are used inclusively and without qualification. The 
ordinals at 20.3 and 22.6 have complementary cardinals paired with them. 
In all the other nine cases archon names are added to the dates, as also 
in seven of the cases set aside as problematic. 

From this analysis the following conclusions emerge regarding the use 
of cardinal and ordinal numerals and numeral qualification in A. P. 
First of all, the relationship prescribed by Rhodes (220-221) between the 
two types of numerals and inclusive/exclusive reckoning appears gen- 
erally to hold. Thus, ordinals in all non-contentious cases appear to be 
used inclusively, whereas cardinals, though most often used exclusively, 
occasionally show inclusive reckoning. Secondly, with regard to qualifica- 
tion, most figures of both types are given absolutely; only six of 37 are 
qualified, four of these being cardinals (19.6, 25.1, 32.2, and 33.1) and 
two ordinals (15.1 and 19.2). Thus the proportion of cardinals qualified 
(four out of 15 = 26%) is consideraly higher than that for ordinals (two 
out of 22 = 9%). The qualifying expressions used are luaXLaTa (in five 
cases) and iaws (in one case), these being both expressions of the type that 
indicates approximation and/or uncertainty.12 The higher frequency of 
qualification of cardinals is what one would expect in view of the greater 
precision of ordinal reckoning (strongly argued by Rhodes, 220-221). In 
other words, one would expect a precise writer not to use an ordinal num- 
ber unless he felt confident that his figure was precisely correct. If he felt 
doubt, he would more likely use a cardinal, if necessary with qualifica- 
tion. It is noteworthy that Thucydides also qualifies cardinal numerals 
referring to time much more frequently than ordinals.'3 

How far can we divine A. P.'s reasons for qualifying these six figures 
(viz., 15.1, 19.2, 19.6, 25.1, 32.2, and 33.1) ? Let us look first at the figures 
relating to events of the fifth century, about which we are better informed 
(as also was A. P., most probably), leaving aside for the present those 
that concern the chronology of the Peisistratids (15.1, 19.2, and 19.6). 
The statement at 33.1 that the government of the 400 lasted for 1J7vaO ... 
laos rETTapas offers the best possibility of precise elucidation. This is the 
only one of the six qualified numerals in A. P. where the qualifier is not 
tcaXLraT but lwos, which onemight expect from itsusual meaning ("perhaps") 
to indicate uncertainty of some kind rather than imprecision. What was 

"For a fuller discussion of different types of qualifying expressions see "Thucydides 
1.74.1 and the use of s with numerals," CP 74 (1979) 327-337, esp. 329-330, and 
"Qualification of numerals in Thucydides," forthcoming in AJAH 3 (1978). 

1"Thucydides uses cardinal numerals 93 times, and ordinals 43 times, in indicating 
intervals or periods of time (this count excludes from the total of ordinals the 20 notices 
of the beginning or end of the years of the Peloponnesian war, as Thucydides reckoned 
them: e.g., 2.47.1, 70.4, etc.). Of these totals 23 of the cardinals (=25%) are qualified, 
as compared to only four of the ordinals (=9%). 
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the nature and the extent of this uncertainty? At 32.1 A. P. gives a 
calendar date for the entrance into office of the 400 (evar tL0ivovrTO 

0apy7XrXvos of the archonship of Kallias, 412/1).14 For their fall from 
power he gives no precise date. He says only (33.1) that the archonship 
of Mnasilochos, the nominee of the 400, lasted for a two-month period 
into what became the year of Theopompos, who held office for the re- 
maining ten months (of 411/0). Unless we assume the unlikely coinci- 
dence that the change from Mnasilochos to Theopompos took place 
exactly at the end of Metageitnion, the second month of the Attic year 
(411/0), we are left to guess exactly in which month the 400 fell. The 
much fuller narrative supplied by Thucydides (8.89-98) of the end of the 
oligarchy, which A. P. obviously knew and used, and from which at this 
point he does not deviate, helps to resolve this question. A. P. (33.1 and 
2) agrees with Thucydides (8.97.1 and 98.4) in representing the transfer 
of power from the 400 to the 5000 o0rXa 7rapex6,oevoL (which Thucydides 
says was accomplished at the first assembly to be held on the Pnyx since 
the 400 seized power) as the end of the oligarchy. The timetable of the 
military events described by Thucydides in close connection with this 
meeting of the assembly makes it likely that the 400 were ousted some- 
what before the end of Metageitnion.15 If this is correct, then either A. P. 
knew the exact date of the assembly that voted the 400 out of power, but 
preferred not to bother with the complicated calculation of exactly how 
many days their government had lasted;16 or perhaps he knew only that 
it occurred sometime in Metageitnion of 411/0. In either case, in assigning 
four months to the 400, he rounded up two part-months (Thargelion of 
412/1 and Metageitnion of 411/0) into wholes, and he added the quali- 
fying laws to show his awareness of this imprecision. As Rhodes points out 
(221), this amounts to the same thing as saying that he counted his 
months inclusively in this case. 

At 25.1 A. P. states that the predominance of the Areopagos lasted 
rl . . . . TrTaKai6EKa la &Xta ora Tera r& M8&K6Ka. It is usually assumed that ra 

"There has been much debate over why in this passage A. P. assigned different dates 
to the dissolution of the old Boule of 500 and the entrance into office of the 400, and 
also over how to explain the divergences between the narratives of A. P. and Thucydides 
(C. Hignett, A History of the Athenian Constitution [Oxford 1952] 356 ff., discusses these 
matters in detail). For the purpose of the present discussion it matters only that A. P. 
clearly counted evaTrl 0Oivovros OapyrlXt^vos as the inauguration of the oligarchic 
regime. 

"See G. Busolt, Griechische Geschichte (Gotha 1904) 3.2.1508 note 3. 
"He would have had to discover which of the four months concerned were full (30 

days) and which were hollow (29 days), for the length of a given month might change 
from year to year, and also to make sure that no days had been unpredictably inter- 
calated, as sometimes happened (cf. A. E. Samuel, Greek andRoman Chronology [Munich 
1972] 58, and note 2). 
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M'6LKa ended with the last major battles of the second Persian invasion 
of Greece, fought in 479/8, and that the period of high Areopagite authority 
was ended by Ephialtes' constitutional legislation, carried eirc Kovwvos 
&pxovros (462/1). On these assumptions, 17 archon-years is exactly right 
by exclusive reckoning, so that the reason for the qualification is not 
immediately apparent.17 I think the explanation is that neither terminus 
was so clear-cut and definite as is usually maintained. ra MI6&LKa is not a 
precise way of referring to a particular archon year:18 compare 23.5 and 
27.2, where A. P. dates Aristeides' assessment of tribute for the allies of 
Athens, and the beginning of the Peloponnesian War, to respectively the 
third and the 49th year after the Battle of Salamis, significantly using 
ordinal numbers as well as an unambiguous single event as his point of 
departure. The vagueness of ra Mr&KbK at 25.1 fits with the use of a car- 
dinal numeral to make a summary statement.19 Nor is the other terminus 
of the period under discussion quite straightforward. The legislation that 
stripped the Areopagos of the powers that had made it the "guardian of 
the constitution," which A. P. dates to the archonship of Konon, was the 
culmination of a campaign that Ephialtes had launched some time before 
with attacks on the conduct of many individual Areopagites. A. P. appar- 
ently thought that Ephialtes' emergence as 7rpoar&rtls rov 6rj7ov, when he 

began attacking the Areopagos, marked the end of that council's period 
"Sumner suggested (42, note 2) that the uiaXtaora in this passage was A. P.'s way of 

apologizing for the imprecision involved in reckoning the period of Areopagite supremacy 
from 479/8 (he accepts Hammond's precise interpretation of Tr M7tK dl, below, note 18) 
instead of from his previous chronological reference point, the archonship of Timos- 
thenes in 478/7 (23.5). It will be clear from notes 18 and 19 below that I feel much less 
certain that ,era& ra MrS&Ka meant precisely "after 479/8." 

'8N. G. L. Hammond ("ro MrLK6Ov and Tad M t/Ka'," CR N.S. 7 [1957] 100-101) 
contended that Thucydides distinguished carefully between ra Mi/blKa (the campaigns 
of Persia in Greece from 490/89 to 479/8), rT M6LKObv (the campaign of Xerxes alone, 
480/79 to 479/8), and 6 MrflK6OS Tr'XeLos (the war waged by the Greeks against Xerxes 
under Sparta's leadership, 480/79 to 478/7). I find it hard to believe that Thucydides 
always made the distinction in terminal points that Hammond proposed between the 
first two expressions and the third. 

1gCf. Thuc. 1.118.2, where the period treated in the excursus on the growth of 
Athenian power between the Persian and Peloponnesian Wars (AerTaTV r7s rE EEpEOU 
&vaXcop7aEcW Kal Tfrs apXps rove rov- TroiX3 ov) is referred to as 50 years ia&Xtara. The 
context here (as at Thuc. 8.68.4, discussed below, 304 f., in connection with A. P. 32.2) 
calls for a general approximation, not a precise figure. By using the round "50 years" 
and adding Iu&Xtira to mark it as approximate, Thucydides neatly avoided the awk- 
ward necessity, which editors have sometimes tried to force upon him, of specifying 
exactly what event he took to be the beginning of his excursus (Gomme notes the 
vagueness of the figure at 118.2, speculates about the termini intended, and discusses the 
oddity of the two apparent prefaces to the excursus, at 89.1 and 97.1 [A. W. Gomme, 
A Historical Commentary on Thucydides 1 (Oxford 1945) 361-362, 359, and 363 note 
1]). A more detailed discussion of Thuc. 1.118.2 and 8.68.4 will be found in the second 
paper cited in note 12. 
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of supremacy; but he was not sure whether this campaign began in the 
same year when the legislation in which it culminated was passed, or in 
some previous year. Thus at 25.1 A. P. was making a summary state- 
ment, using a cardinal number, which he qualified because the two termini 
that he had in mind for this period involved some vagueness.20 

At 32.2 A. P. states that the oligarchy of the 400 came into being 
Tearv ... . . XtLaa OKa6TO after the expulsion of the tyrants from Athens. 

The termini here are not in doubt: the two archons named by A. P. are 
Harpaktides (19.6) and Kallias, and their years are, respectively, 511/0 
and 412/1.21 The interval, then, is 99 years by exclusive reckoning, or 
100 years reckoned inclusively. This is one of only two passages in A. P. 
where it is certain that a cardinal number is used inclusively; so that one 
might attribute the qualification to an awareness by the author that he 
had deserted his usual practice of exclusive reckoning with cardinals. 
That he preferred to use the round-sounding 100, with suitable qualifica- 
tion, instead of the more exact 99 absolutely, is in keeping with the gen- 
eralizing flavour of the series of summary statements22 in which A. P. 
directs attention to the major periods in the evolution of Athenian govern- 
ment. It may also be due in part to a reminiscence of Thucydides' remark 
(8.68.4) that the 400 oligarchs overthrew the democracy r' TerL EKarTOOTa 

iaXioTra after the deposition of the tyrants;23 only A. P. has substituted 
a cardinal for Thucydides' ordinal number. Thucydides' figure has called 
forth a flurry of discussion because by appropriate inclusive reckoning 
the ordinal, "in the 100th year," is exactly right. I believe that Thucydides' 
.aLXLarTa was motivated by a combination of two factors: a context that 

demanded a general statement, and the historian's slight uncertainty 
about whether the popular figure for the interval between the post- 
tyrannical rebirth and the temporary death of the democracy at Athens 

20A distinction must be made throughout A. P. between statements that note the 
intervals between the archonships in which major events occurred and those that 
summarily note certain major periods in the development of the Athenian constitution. 
For the former A. P. consistently uses ordinal numerals; for the latter cardinals. Ordinal 
statements of intervals number 20 altogether: i.e., of the 22 ordinal numerals referring 
to time (Table B), all are of this type except those at 20.3 and 22.6, which complement 
cardinal statements. Of the 15 cardinal numbers (Table A), two (20.3 and 22.6) are 
paired with ordinals, and four (13.1, 13.2 and 33.1 [second and third figures]) refer to 
archons' terms of office. Of the remaining nine, seven, including 25.1 (the exceptions 
are 19.6 [first figure] and 22.3), can be classified as summary statements drawing atten- 
tion to the major epochs in Athenian constitutional development; and all the four 
qualified cardinals in A. P. are in statements of this type. 

2'Hammond (384 ff.) would put Harpaktides in 510/09. I find Sumner's rebuttal of his 
argument (45 note 1) entirely convincing. 

"See note 20 above. 
23Sumner (42 note 2) suggests this. 
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was precisely correct.24 I would suggest that these same considerations, 
combined with a remembrance of the passage in Thucydides, led A. P. to 
refer to this interval as TEreaLV . .. I LaXLarTa KaTOV. 

Of the three Peisistratid figures that are qualified, let us take first that 
at 19.6, since it, like the three cases of qualification so far discussed, is a 
cardinal number. 19.6 contains A. P.'s figure for the duration of the 
tyranny of Peisistratos' sons. He dates the death of Peisistratos to the 
archonship of Philoneos (528/7; cf. 17.1) and the final expulsion of the 
family to that of Harpaktides (511/0). This makes a period of 17 years 
counted exclusively; so that the qualifying uaiXLara here (like that at 
Thucydides 8.68.4) defies explanation on the usual assumption that 
,ucXLara marks its figure as imprecise or approximate. A possible explana- 
tion in this'passage would be that A. P. was aware that others calculated 
the length of Hippias' rule slightly differently, and more particularly that 
the Politics had given it as not 17 but 18 years.25 

The other two qualified figures relating to the Peisistratids (15.1 and 
19.2) demand special attention as the only cases in A. P. of qualified 
ordinal numbers. I have argued above that qualification of ordinals is 
much rarer than of cardinals in general (i.e., not just in A. P.), because 
ordinals are chiefly used by careful writers to specify an interval with 
special precision, which purpose conflicts with the usual motivation for 
qualifying numbers. It is noteworthy that these two figures stand out as 
unusual among A. P.'s ordinals also in having no archon names attached 
to them (the only other ordinals that lack archon names are two other 
Peisistratid figures, at 14.4 and 15.2);26 and it has been plausibly sug- 
gested27 that A. P. declined to give an archon name in connection with 
the event that he made the second terminus of an ordinally reckoned 
interval only where he lacked any authority beyond his own calculations 
for connecting that event with a certain archon. Two alternative explana- 
tions can be advanced for the qualifier at 19.2: either (as was postulated 
regarding 19.6) A. P. was uneasy at the slightly conflicting figures he 
found in reputable sources for the length of Hippias' sole rule (Herodotos 
had said "four years," while Thucydides put his fall "in the fourth 
year"28); or he was unsure whether the event which he actually mentions 

24This interpretation of Thuc. 8.68.4 is argued in more detail in the second paper cited 
in note 12, above. 

26Sumner (42 note 2) makes this suggestion. 
2619.6 names the archon Harpaktides as in office at the time when the tyrants finally 

stepped down, but this name is attached to the summary statement of the duration of 
Hippias' rule rather than to the ordinal at 19.2. 

27See Sumner 46. 
28Hdt. 5.55; Thuc. 6.59.4-rvpavvevaas 5e Err) TrpLa 'IaTrlas etL 'AOlvalwov Kal 7ravOets 

Ev Tr rerapTrw .... [Plato] Hipparchus 229b3-4 said Hippias ruled alone rpia trqr. On 
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in this passage as having set in motion the sequence that culminated in 
Hippias' expulsion (Hippias' decision to fortify Mounychia) fell under the 
same archon (Harpaktides) as the expulsion itself.29 For the qualification 
at 15.1 I would accept Sumner's explanation, that A. P. had no explicit 
authority for the duration of Peisistratos' second period of tyranny, but 
arrived at it by calculation and inference.30 

Thus it seems quite possible that different considerations motivated 
A. P. to qualify numerals in different passages. Explanations that have 
been considered in this discussion include: (a) awareness that a reckoning 
by whole units of the official calendar was less than perfectly accurate 
(33.1; alternatively, this could be described as an awareness that partial 
units have been treated as wholes); (b) concern about the imprecision of 
one or both termini of a period (25.1; 19.2); (c) a generalizing context 
together with slight uncertainty about the precise correctness of a con- 
ventional figure (32.2); (d) concern over slight variation between the 
calculations of different sources (15.1; 19.2; 32.2). It should be noted that 
in several passages (15.2; 19.2; 32.2) part of the difficulty that led A. P. 
to qualify the number may well have been translation from ordinal into 
cardinal reckoning, or vice versa. 

To sum up, systematic analysis of the figures relating to time in A. P. 
seems generally to bear out Rhodes' contention that ordinal numbers are 
used with unambiguous precision by inclusive reckoning (i.e., including 
both termini), whereas cardinals are not always, although they are more 
often, used exclusively. Analysis of the pattern of qualification in A. P., 
as elsewhere (e.g., in Thucydides), shows that ordinals are less frequently 
qualified than cardinals, which is to be expected if ordinals are inherently 
more precise than cardinals. However, the fact that A. P. qualified two 
of the ordinal figures relating to the Peisistratid chronology shows that he 
did not feel equally confident about the precision and correctness of all his 
ordinal numbers, which finding needs to be taken into consideration in 
any argument, general or particular, about A. P.'s use of numbers. 

The reasons why A. P. qualified three of the numbers (two ordinals 
and one cardinal) relating to the Peisistratids cannot be certainly estab- 
lished, although several possible explanations can be proposed on the 

these different ways of reckoning the same period see Rhodes 221. Sumner (45 note 1) 
suggested that by qualifying the numeral at 19.2, "A. P. himself [was] indicat[ing] 
puzzlement over Herodotus' 4 years." 

29Compare the explanation suggested for the qualification in 25.1, above, 302 f. 
30Sumner 42 and 46. K. J. Dover suggests a similar motivation for Thucydides' use 

of aXIorara to qualify the number of ships in the relieving expedition sent by Athens 
to Syracuse in 413 (A. W. Gomme, A. Andrewes, and K. J. Dover, A historical commen- 
tary on Thucydides 4 [Oxford 1970] 419, ad Thuc. 7.42.1). On this passage see also the 
second paper cited above, note 12. 
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analogy of other cases of qualification, in this work and others, about 
which we have more information. But scholars attempting to reconstruct 
Peisistratid chronology should keep firmly in mind a no less significant, 
though secondary, result of this enquiry: namely, that the indications of 
time applied by A. P. to the Peisistratids stand out as odd in several 
respects when compared to those in other parts of the work. First, in their 
high rate of qualification: only six numbers out of a total of 37 applied to 
intervals of time in A. P. are qualified, but three of those relate to the 
Peisistratids (out of a total of 13 Peisistratid numbers). Secondly, the 
only two instances (15.1 and 19.2) in which ordinal numbers are qualified 
(something that is not common elsewhere; cf. the figures for Thucydides) 
are found among the Peisistratid figures. And thirdly, whereas A. P. 
generally adds an archon name to any date which he indicates by means 
of an ordinal numeral (in 16 of 20 cases where ordinals appear uncom- 
plemented by cardinals), the four exceptions to this rule are all Peisistratid 
dates (14.4, 15.1, 15.2, and 19.2), two of these being also the unusual 
qualified ordinals just referred to. This significant deviation in form of the 
Peisistratid numbers from the other numbers applied to time intervals by 
A. P. points to two conclusions: (i) the information on which A. P. 
based his Peisistratid chronology differed somehow in amount or quality 
or type (or several of these aspects) from that on which he based most of 
his chronological statements, so that he felt less certain of the correctness 
and/or precision of these figures; and (ii) in view of this, we cannot neces- 
sarily extrapolate back from A. P.'s practice in giving chronological data 
in later parts of the treatise to divine the basis for his Peisistratid 
chronology.31 

ERINDALE COLLEGE, 
UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO 

3The research on which this paper is based was carried out while the author was 
enjoying the support of a Canada Council Leave Fellowship. I should like to thank 
Professors J. M. Bigwood, J. S. Traill, and M. B. Wallace of the University of Toronto 
for discussing various parts of the argument with me. 
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