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HE EXTANT SOURCES attest clearly that Lycurgus held control of

the finances of Athens for three consecutive administrative

periods,! each one of which is defined by the word wevraempis
in Plutarch, while all together they are called 8&8exa ém by Diodorus.?
This period is generally thought to have extended from 338 to 326
B.C.;3 these dates are used in the following discussion, since a variation
of a year or two should have no effect on the argument. The literary
sources do not explicitly name the office which Lycurgus held in that
period, but they use expressions such as [¢]z7i mi 8i[olknow 7@ ]v adrod
amacay [Tapliov éyeipordvmolev] (sc. 6 Sfuos);t Taxlels 8¢ émi Th Sioukrp-
gel TGV ypnpdrwy edpe mopovs (Hyperid. fr.118); ras mpocdSovs is wélews
dwoucjoas (Diod. 16.88.1); morevoduevos iy Siolknow 7év ypyudrwv,
Toples . . . TOADVTWY, . . . aUTOS émoteiTo TNV Stolknow, . . . w1 mAelw €
érdv Sroukely Tov yewpoTovnbBévTa éml To: Snudoie ypjuara (Ps.-Plut. X orat.,
Lycurg. §3 [841B—C)); 1f)s rowijs mpoaddov Tauins, . . . 66éas 8¢ amavra
Tadra Swkalws Suwxmrévan (Ps.-Plut. X orat., Rog.Strat. [8528]). They
make clear that, whatever the name of the office, he was in charge of

1 Ps.-Plut. X orat., Lycurg. §3 [8418] (Lycurgi Oratio in Leocratem, ed. F. Blass [BT, Leipzig
1899] xxiii), Tapias yap éyévero éml Tpeis mevraernpldas; Ps.-Plut. X orat., Rog.Strat. [8528] (ed.
Blass, op.cit. xxxii), yevduevos ris Krowijs mpoodSov Taupias T moAer énml Tpeis mevrernpidas;
Diod. 16.88.1, 8d8exa uév éry ras mpoaddovs Tijs médews Soucijoas.

2 For the word mevraerqpis as a Greek idiom which indicates a period of four years, see
RE 19 (1937) 537ff s.v. PENTETERIS.

3 G. Busolt / H. Swoboda, Griechische Staatskunde II (Miinchen 1926) 1147. G. Colin, “Note
sur ’administration financiére de I'orateur Lycurgue,” REA 30 (1928) 189-200, suggested
that the first year of Lycurgus’ administration was 337/6. Colin’s suggestion was based on
the doubtful restoration of the word é&rovs in the corrupt fragment of Hyperid. Contra
Dem. 28.17 (ed. C. Jensen), but in his Budé edition (Hypéride, Discours [Paris 1946] 223) he
rejects that view, proposes the restoration of the word pmwds and accepts 338 as the first
year of Lycurgus’ office. J. J. Buchanan, Theorika (Locust Valley [N.Y.] 1962) 75-77, inclines
toward 337/6.

4 Hyperid. Contra Dem. 28.17-20 (ed. C. Jensen [BT, Leipzig 1917]). See also Lycurgue
Contre Léocrate, ed. F. Durrbach (Paris 1932) xxi.
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public finances. From a passage in Plutarch we know that, although
Lycurgus had control of these finances from 338 to 326, he did not hold
office continuously, but that for a certain period “he entered the name
of one of his friends” for that office while actually “he himself had
the administration” (Ps.-Plut. X orat., Lycurg. §3 [841c]). This passage
has raised much discussion, and because of it a number of doubtful
conjectures concerning the administration of Lycurgus have been
offered.

In Blass’ edition the passage reads: 76 uév mpdrov aipeleis adrds,
émeito TV Pidwy émvypoupcievds Tive adTos émoieiTo T Siolkmo, ik TO
Pldoon véuov eloeveyreiv, un mAelw € érdv Sioikeiv Tov yetpoTornbévra
émt & dnudoie yprjuara.’ The key word which concerns us here is the
infinitive ¢fcoor. It constitutes, with the preposition 8¢ and the
article 76, an adverbial expression modifying the preceding phrase:
TOV Ppldwy émvyparpduevds Tvo adTos émoieito v Swoilkmow. It has
generally been interpreted to mean that Lycurgus “was elected in his
own person the first time, but afterwards he entered the name of one
of his friends, though he himself administered the office, because a
law had previously been introduced forbidding anyone elected
treasurer of the public funds to hold the office more than four
years.”’® The historical consequences of such an interpretation are that
during the first administrative period of Lycurgus (338-334) a law
had been passed preventing anyone who held the office of the
treasurer (tov yeiporornfévre émi 1o Snudoia yprjuare) from keeping it
more than four years (u) mAelw €’ érav). About this two questions have
been raised: (1) Who proposed the law or, grammatically speaking,
what is the subject of ¢fdoai? (2) Does the phrase uy 7wAeiw € érdv
mean “not for two successive penteterids” or “for not more than five
years”? With regard to the first question Boeckh accepted that the
subject of ¢fdoa: has dropped from the text and may have been rwd
or a certain name; he seems to suggest that the mover of the law
should have been one of the opponents of Lycurgus.?” Bernardakis
remarks that “nomen rogatoris excidisse vid. R[eiske], nisi Lycurgus

& In his Teubner ed. of the Moralia, V (Leipzig 1893) at 841c, G. Bernardakis has a different
punctuation, which H. Fowler follows in the Loeb ed., X (Cambridge [Mass.] 1936) p.396.

8 Fowler’s translation, op.cit. (supra n.5) p.397, accepted by B. Meritt in his article “Greek
Inscriptions,” Hesperia 29 (1960) 4.

7 A. Boeckh, Die Staatshaushaltung der Athener I (Berlin 1886) 201 n.g.
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ipse legis auctor fuerit”;® Blass, on the other hand, suggests that
Lycurgus himself might have been the mover of the law but “id vix
probabile est.”® Durrbach thinks that the text “signifierait que
Lycurgue était lui-méme l'auteur de cette loi restrictive,”® and
Malcovati that Lycurgus himself was the mover of the law.1t

With regard to the second question raised above, Blass suggested
that the phrase u7 mleiw €’ érav should be understood as “not for two
successive penteterids,” considering that Lycurgus “suo nomine curam
harum rerum gessisse” (330-326 B.c.),’? as seems evident from IG II?
1672, line 11, 6 mpoélafev Avkovpyov kedevoavros. However the text of
Plutarch does not allow such an interpretation. On the contrary it
should be understood “for not more than five years,” which suggests
that if such a law had passed Lycurgus could not hold the office for a
second penteteris (330-326) in his own name. On that basis Ferguson
inferred that Lycurgus “can...have served from Hekatombaion
28th, 338 B.c., to Hekatombaion 28th, 334 B.c. and have had dummies
elected for the two following penteterides . . ., while he himself was
Chairman of various commissions—on the Nikae, dermatika, public
buildings, etc.—after 334 B.c.”’2® This opinion led Meritt to date the
tenure of the office by Xenocles of Sphettos, who was also éni 4
Siourjoer Ths médews, at sometime between 334 and 326.14

The obscurity of the passage lies in the phrase éia 76 ¢fdoa:, which
has been interpreted in a causal sense so that the action indicated by
the infinitive 0doa: precedes that of the phrase r@v ¢idwy émypaifdpevds
Twa abrds émowetro v dwolknow. But the phrase affords a different

8 op.cit. (supra n.5) app.crit. ad loc., p.171.

9 op.cit. (supra n.1) app.crit. ad loc., p.xxiii.

10 gp cit. (supra n.4) xxi n.4.

11 Licurgo, Oragione contro Leocrate e frammenti, ed. E. Malcovati (Roma 1966) 10 n.1. In a
review of that edition N. Conomis remarks that the motion of the law by Lycurgus himself
“seems unlikely” (Gnomon 40 [1968] 437). See also ed. A. Petrie, Lycurgus, the Speech against
Leocrates (Cambridge 1922) xvii n.2.

12 Joc.cit. (supra n.9): “Id est non per duas pent. continuas.” See also Petrie, loc.cit. (supra
n.11), who accepts that view and adds that Lycurgus’ “vicarious administration” (334-
330 B.c.) was perhaps held by his son Habron, who was ¢ éni 7§} 8iowcrjoer in 307/6. Such an
assumption cannot be attested.

18\W. S. Ferguson, The Treasurers of Athena (Cambridge [Mass.] 1932) 139 n.2. It seems to
me that Ferguson assigned to Lycurgus these minor commissions after 334 B.c. because he
probably thought that the law forbidding anyone to hold the office for more than four
years had previously been passed.

U op.cit. (supra n.6) 4.
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interpretation which can better explain the related facts; it can very
well have indicated purpose. That the preposition 8:¢ with accusative
may express purpose is attested as early as Thucydides,!® but its use
in that meaning becomes more common in later times.1® Although in
Plutarch the use of 8u¢ with accusative is frequent in its causal mean-
ing, often the context or an explanatory note makes it express
purpose: kai Todto S THY WOAw, Smws loyvoL TO ODe TPOS TAS
arpateios (Cat.Mai. 4.4), 8i8coxovrar yop ai ovvrpedduevor kai povld-
vouow, oV dua piafov 00de mpos 8SEav (Mor. 973B), 7dv Sie prdocoplow mAnaue-
{ovrwv (Dem. 2.2), Tov uév yop dmatov &fmbicovro yuuvov kol Sedeuévov
mrapadobvou Tois Nopowrivois, 7édv 8’ aMwv épeloavto mavrwy Sue TiBépiov
(Ti.Gracch.7.4). In the two last examples the adverbial expressions with
8¢ and accusative vacillate between cause and purpose, and there is no
grammatical factor which points conclusively to one or the other mean-
ing. What makes them more likely to indicate purpose is that in both
cases we discern the will of the subjects of the modified verbs
(mAnoaldvrwv, épeloavro) to achieve an end, namely the first “to learn
philosophy” and the second “to please Tiberius.” But this is exactly
what differentiates purpose from cause: the existence of a will to
achieve an end.’ Therefore, it remains to examine whether the phrase

152.89.4, Aaxedapdvior . . . Sia Ty oderépav 86fav drovras mpoadyovar Tovs moAols €s Tov
xivduvov; also 5.53.1, mapeoxevalovro ol *Apyeio s adroi és Ty *Enidavpov éafadoivres Sua Ty
700 Bdparos elompatw. See G. Hadjidakis, Meoamwwixa xai Néa *EXapxd I (Athens 1905) 458,
and ’Axadnuexe *Avayvdapare Il (Athens 1915) 464; E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 11
(Miinchen 1950) 454; H. W. Smyth/G. M. Messing, Greek Grammar (Cambridge [Mass.]
1956) §1685.2c; J. Humbert, Syntaxe grecque (Paris 1945) §436, p.299. Humbert, examining
the development of purpose from causality, remarks: “il est probable que la formule
interrogative 8. 7{; ‘pourquoi?’, par laquelle on demande aussi bien les raisons d’un état
de choses existant que les intentions qui cherchent a la réaliser, a beaucoup contribué a ce
glissement de sens.”

18 See Schwyzer, loc.cit. (supra n.15); Hadjidakis, loc.cit. (supra n.15); A. T. Robertson,
A Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New York 1914) 584; E. Mayser, Grammatik der
griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemdergeit ILu (Berlin & Leipzig 1934) 426; R. Funk, A Greck
Grammar of the New Testament (Chicago 1961) §222.

17 The phrase 7&v 8ia ¢hooodioy mAnoraldvrwy can be translated ‘those who approach
for .. " or ‘those who approach because they want to . . ." According to Schwyzer, loc.cit. (supra
n.15), 8w + acc. indicated at first an “objective Grund,” but later the confusion of the mean-
ing of purpose and cause gave ground to the development of the “Zweckgrund.” Hadjidakis,
*Axadquexs *Avayviddopara (supra n.15) I11.464, explains clearly the transition from cause to
purpose: “ *Emedy) moMdrus 70 dvayxaotikdy aitiov 180varo va éxAndli kol ds Teluxdy, Hiror
7% alria 8 v v émelnretro, va ravril{yTar mpos Tov axomdv 8 Sv émelnreiro, Sia TobTO %
Sud + odr. ) Snloboa 76 dvayxaoTikov aiTiov édrjAov évioTe Kai TOV axomdy.”
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Sue 70 pfdoow (véuov eloeveyreiv) indicates the will of a subject to
achieve an end or not.

The construction ¢fdvw+ infinitive is not uncommon in the post-
classical period,’® and Plutarch makes use of it very often without,
however, abandoning the use of ¢fdrw+ participle: xai ovveidor pev of
70V ‘Pwpaiwy orparnyol Tov 86Aov, émoyelv 8¢ Tods oTpaTidiTAS
otk édbnoor (Mar. 26.2), od yop épOn Tis éxxnalas Mvbelons
6 Adlos els olkov émoveXfelv, kai muperds ééjvbnoer (Mar. 17.11), kai
pikpol €pOn v wéAw €pnuov €€ épddov karalaPetv kal kataoyeiv (Mor.
346¢), dlacavros 8¢ Tod ZvdAe Siaduyetv els 76 orpardmedov (Sull. 9.1);
on the other hand, ¢fdvw+ participle is also employed: 6 8¢ $phdve
pikpov els tepov dAaos *Epuwiwy karaduydw, kiket duoupbelperon (Ti.Gracch.
38.3), 0o 8¢ Tas *Emmodas karaaydv (Nic. 17.1), kol mopeXav pév els
" Apyos édOn kai Tpomiy Twe TGV Todepiwy émoincev (Arat. 44.2). Humbert
has pointed out that there is a significant difference between these
two types of expressions, which he analyses as follows: “Xén. An.
3, 4. 49 dOavovaw émi & drpw yevduevor Tovs modeplovs ‘ils préviennent
I’ennemi en occupant la hauteur’ ne se comporte pas autrement au
participe puisque, 13 aussi, il s’agit d’un fait réel. Mais l'infinitif est
quelquefois attesté, parce que l'idée de volonté, qui existe a I’état
latent dans ‘prévenir’, prend de l'importance au détriment de la
considération de la réalité: ainsi Ar. Cav. 935 dnws . . . plains €7’ eis
éxxcdmoloy éMeiv ‘pour que tu veuilles encore arriver le premier a
I’assemblée.”’?® Thus in the examples cited above, odk épinoav émayeiv,
otk éplin émavedletv, uikpot épln koradofetv kai karaoyeiv, pldoavtos
Suaduyetv, the idea of will to achieve an end expressed by the infinitive
is considered more important than its reality. In the phrase & 76
$lcoan véuov eloeveykeiv, what the author emphasizes more is the will
of Lycurgus (the subject of ¢fdoas) to achieve an end, not the reality
of his action. The phrase is best translated, therefore, ‘because he
wanted to anticipate’ or ‘in order to anticipate’.20

In classical Greek, and in later times as well, the subject of an

18 See A. N. Jannaris, An Historical Greek Grammar (London 1897) §2121; Robertson,
op.cit. (supra n.16) 1120.

¥ Humbert, op.cit. (supra n.15) §265 p.190; cf. Schwyzer, op.cit. (supra n.15) 395-396.

20 The translation of the word ¢8dvw as “anticipate’ is quite conventional; it means to ‘do
something first’ in an actual or supposed competition and consequently ‘to prevent some-
one from something’. Its meaning corresponds to the modern Greek word mpodfdve; cf.
Jannaris, op.cit. (supra n.18) §2121.
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articular or non-articular infinitive is not expressed when it is
identical with the subject of the main verb;® thus the subject of 76
$bdocs is identical with that of the governing verb émoieiro. By the
same reasoning one would expect that the subject of eloeveyxeiv
should be the same, but in certain cases, when the subject of the
infinitive (here eloeveyxeiv) is indefinite, it can be omitted.2

If our phrase is given this meaning in its context, the sentence would
then signify that “Lycurgus entered the name of one of his friends,
though he himself had the administration, in order to anticipate (or
because he wanted to anticipate) a law being introduced by some-
one...” It seems that Lycurgus, foreseeing that it was quite possible
for one of his opponents to move a law preventing him from being
elected for a second time to the newly created office,® put forward
one of his friends to hold the office for the second period (334-330)
in order to prevent a law being introduced forbidding anyone who
had been elected for the administration of the public funds to remain
treasurer more than five years. Thus Lycurgus not only could have the
actual administration during the second period, but he could also be
reelected for a second time, as is indicated in IG II2 1672. This inter-
pretation explains the problems raised above: (1) the subject of $8doo.
is Lycurgus, and he did not move a law against himself but forestalled
it; (2) the subject of eloeveyxeiv (rwd) is omitted as indefinite; (3) no
law had been introduced forbidding anyone to hold office more than
five years during the period 338-326; (4) Lycurgus held the office
twice, 338-334 and 330-326; (5) during the period of 334-330 Lycurgus
did not hold the office in his own name but rather entered the name
of a friend, through whom he continued to influence the administra-
tion of public finances. It seems quite probable that this friend was

21 Mayser, op.cit. (supra n.16) IL1.334; Funk, op.cit. (supra n.16) §405; Jannaris, op.cit.
(supra n.18) App. vi §21.

22 Mayser, op.cit. (supra n.16) I1.1.336-337; Funk, §407; A. Wifstrand, “Eixére. Emenda-
tionen und Interpretationen zu griechischen Prosaikern der Kaizerzeit, I1.4. Plutarch,”
Kungl. Humanistiska Vetenskapssamfundet i Lund, Arsberdttelse 1932-1933, 1.19, remarks:
“Bs ist aber eine nicht ungewohnliche Erscheinung, dass nach einem Verbum voluntatis
oder einem damit gleichgestellten Ausdruck ein Subjekt bei dem Infinitiv nicht ausgesetzt
wird, wenn als Subjekt erwas Allgemeines gedacht wird, dass wir mit ‘man’ wiedergeben
konnen, oder auch wenn das Subjekt ohne Schwierigkeit aus dem Zusammenhang erginzt
wird.” Itis evident that our case falls under the first category. Wifstrand cites among others
two similar cases from Plutarch, Sol. 20.1 and Mor. 1668.

28 See Meritt, loc.cit. (supra n.6).
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Xenocles of Sphettos, whose name is known from the inscription
mentioned above (n.6 and p.327) and whose tenure in office can now
be defined more accurately as from 334 to 330.

UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI

November, 1060

2 To Professor D. W. Bradeen I express my gratitude for reading the manuscript and
improving my English, and to Professor F. W. Mitchell for making the problem known
to me.



