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xat öcrcrm[c;]
E:TtmT]cra'tO Öa:rtllVmc; ElC; 1:0V :TtEV1:aE1:i]QLXOV 1:WV !!U<nT]QLWV xocr!!OV,

o {'tO}
1:E 1:WV aVaAW!!<l"tWV XaLQOC; 1:<lV :TtOV:TtEUO!!EvaV aihw lllLAOÖO!;LaV xat EU­
crEßTJaV E:TtEÖEL!;EV'

o{'tO}1:E litteras seclusi: OTOTE lapis: 01:' 0 1:E Hodot: 0 1:01:E Merkelbach

Rene Hodot, in his editio princeps of this text, segments the stone's OTOTE
as 01:' 0 1:E, arguing soundly that "xaLQoc;, le sujet d' E:rtEÖEL!;ev, doit etre accom­
pagne de l'anicle, qui lui-meme doit etre precede d'un subordinatif", but is per­
turbed by the elision of 01:E and the anacoluthon2

). In fact, Hodot preserves the text
at too high a price, as does Merkelbach, whose reading 0 1:01:E3

), adopted by the
SEG, leaves the clause without any syntactical connection to the rest of the sen­
tence and strains the construction of 1:01:E. 0 1:E gives passable grammar, with 1:E as a

1) Other editions: Rene Hodot, Decret de Kyme en l'honneur du Prytane
Kleanax, The J. Paul Getty Museum Journal 10 (1982) 165-180 editio princeps,
reviewed by J. and 1. Roben, BE 323 (1983) 132-138; Reinhold Merkelbach,
Ehrenbeschluss der Kymäer für den Prytanis Kleanax, Epigraphica Anatolica 1
(1983) 33-38.

2) Hodot 172-73.
3) Merkelbach 36.
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loose connective, but the emendation assumes a slip on the part of an otherwise
exemplary engraver. The extra letters may have crept in as he broke 0 'tE over [Wo
lines. However farfetched this proposition may be, OTOTE cannot stand4

).

Ann Arbor, Michigan Roben John Sklenar

4) I first suggested the emendation 0 {'to} 'tE in a seminar paper written for
Professor Gien W. Bowersock, to whom I am greatly indebted for criticism and
encouragement.




