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explicitly stated in only one source, Aristotle’s Ath.Pol. 24.3:
apyai o0 &vdonuor uév eic éntaxoaiovg dvdpag, bmepdpior &
ei¢ t éntaxoaiovs. Thus, in the second half of the fifth century, the
Athenians had, according to Aristotle, ca 700 magistrates at home
and 700 abroad. The repetition, however, of eic éntaroaiovg is sus-
picious, and all editors obelize the second figure on the assumption
that a careless scribe inadvertently copied the first figure twice.?
Aristotle’s information about the number of foreign magistrates is
accordingly lost, owing to corruption of the text. But it seems the
corruption of the second figure has influenced historians’ faith in
the first figure as well. No contemporary scholar seems to believe
that the number of home magistrates in classical Athens amounted
to ca 700. Aristotle’s information is either passed over in silence or
openly rejected. The accepted opinion is succinctly expressed by
A. H. M. Jones: “The magistrates numbered about 350 in the later
fourth century. ... The number 350 is based on a count from
Arist. Ath.Pol. 47—-61, which is a fairly exhaustive list (compare
Gilbert, Greek Const. Ant. pp. 230—65, Busolt-Swoboda, Griech-
ische Staatskunde, 11, pp. 1081-1150). Our information for the
fifth century is very incomplete, but known cases of old offices
abolished and new offices created about cancel out. Arist. Ath.Pol.
24.3 .. .1is certainly corrupt on linguistic grounds, apart from
being statistically impossible; perhaps the author gave 350 as the
total for each class, making a total of 700.”2
The purpose of this paper is to argue that Aristotle is probably
right and that the Athenians, both in the fifth and in the fourth
century, had some 700 home magistrates in addition to the 500

T HE TOTAL NUMBER of magistrates in classical Athens is

1J. E. Sandys in the Macmillan edition (1912); F. G. Kenyon in OCT (1920); B. Haus-
soullier in the Budé edition (1922 and later); H. Oppermann in the Teubner edition (1968);
K. von Fritz and E. Kapp in their translation, Constitution of Athens (New York 1950) 169
n.71.

2 Athenian Democracy (Oxford 1957) 6 with n.9.
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152 ARCHAI IN CLASSICAL ATHENS

councillors, thus putting into effect the democratic concept of
élevfepia, that all citizens shall be made magistrates by turns.

An evaluation of the statement that the Athenians had ca 700
dvonuor dpyal presupposes that we know the precise meaning of
the term dpys. If we turn from the Constitution of Athens to the
Politics, Aristotle there emphasizes that not all officials elected by
a show of hands or by lot are dpya/ in the technical sense of the
word. Priests, for example, choregoi, heralds, and ambassadors
are not archai (1299a16-20). Similarly, in Athenian laws and
decrees, we find the following penalty clause: éav 8¢ tic uj nowjoet,
oi¢ xaota npoatéraktal, ¥ dpywv A ididTNG, Katd T0E TO WH@Iigua,
dpetdétw. . . .3 Here dpywv denotes a magistrate in the technical
sense, whereas /d1c)tn¢ denotes a citizen performing a public func-
tion without being a magistrate, e.g., a trierarch.* ai apyai seems
to be a well defined group of public officials, and in his speech
Against Ctesiphon (3.29) Aeschines enumerates the different types
of arche: &éat1 ydp, & dvdpec 'ABnvaior, twv mepl tdg dpyds &idn
Tpla, v Ev UEV Kal PavepwmTatov of KAnpwtol Kal oi yepoTovnTol
dpyovteg, oebtepov 0€ Gaot T1 drayelpiloval TV THS TOAEWS UTEP
Tpldrovia fuépag kal of twv dnuoagiowv Epywv émictdral, tpitov &’
&v T vouw yéypantai, kal i Tiveg dAdot aipetol fjyeuoviag dikaotn-
piwv Aaufdvovar, kal tobtovg dpyev dokipacbévrag. Aeschines,
however, is guilty of a slight inaccuracy when he distinguishes
between types of arche. His quotation reveals that the law he
invokes is presumably more concerned with the different criteria
for being an arche than with the different types of arche, and this

3]G II? 1629.233-36: same clause in Lys. 5.3; Dem. 23.62; Arist. Ath.Pol. 48.2; IG II?
43.52. The clause is convincingly interpreted by M. Piérart, “Les euthynoi athéniens,’
AntCl 40 (1971) 529-50.

4 The regular term for an Athenian magistrate is dpys, and dpywv usually denotes the
archon (in the singular) or the nine archons (in the plural). But dpywv may refer to mag-
istrates in general: Lys. 5.3, 6.33, 30.3; Isoc. 7.24-26; Dem. 24.54 (law), 42.13, 43.71
(law), Prooem. 48.2, 55.2; Aeschin. 3.9, 27-30; Lycurg. 1.79; Arist. Ath.Pol. 55.2. Or
dpywv may denote a specific board of magistrates: of &vdexa (Dem. 22.26, 53.25), of
tertapdxovia (Dem. 21.85, 45.87), dotvvduor (Isae. 1.14, 22, 25), oitopblaxes (Lys. 22.5—
10), émiueintai tob éunopiov (Dem. 58.8), teiyomoioi (Aeschin. 3.31), and the grpatnyol
(Lys. 9.6, 14.21, 16.16, 28.5, 15; Aeschin. 3.146). In the law on silver coinage (Hesperia
43 [1974] 157-88 lines 24-25) oi dpyovtec refers back to three boards previously men-
tioned: gitopvbiaxes, of tob Srjpov aviioyei;, and of éniueAntal 100 éunopiov.
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impression is confirmed by Aeschines’ paraphrase of the same law
earlier in the speech: éyw 8¢ mpog todg Adyovg tov¢ TObTWV VipOV
vuétepov mapélouar 6v vueic évouobetiicate Avaev rfyodusvor tag
T0100TAS TTPOPATEIS, Ev @ dlapprony yéypantal, “tac yeipotovntds”
pnarv “dpydg,” dndaag €vi mepiAafadv évouati o0 vouolétng, kai
npogeIinwy dndoac dpydc efvar dc 0 Oonuoc yeipotovel, “‘kal TOOC
Emiotdrag” gnol “‘twv onuociov Epywv.” ... “‘kal ndvrac dooi
owayeipifovai t1 TV THS moAewg mAov 1] Tpidkovl’ uépag, kail daol
Aapfdvovarv nysuoviac dikaotnpiov:> oif 0é twv Epywv émiotdral
ndvTeg fyeuovig ypovtar oikacgTnpiov’ Tl TOUTOVG KEAEVEL TOIELV,
ob diaxovelv, dAA “‘dpyev dokiuacOévras év 1@ dikaoctnpie,”’
éneldn kal al kAnpwral dpyal obk ddokiuactor, dAia dokipuacbeioal
dpyovoi, ‘“kal Adyov kal evfbvag Eyypdperv mpog Tovs Aoyiotdg,”
Kafdnep kai tag dAdag dpyag keleber. 8t1 08 dAnbn Aéyw, tovg
VOUOUS avTobg vulv dvayvaoetal.’

So the Athenians had a special law delimiting the offices, proba-
bly a nomos about dokimasia defining arche in the technical sense.
On the basis of Aeschines’ description, supplemented with other
sources, we can conclude that an arche was (a) a citizen of more
than thirty years of age who was (b) elected either by lot or by a
show of hands, (c) liable to dokimasia before assumption of office,
(d) appointed for a period of more than thirty days, (e) empowered
to preside over a court (fjyeuovia dikagtypiov), (f) empowered to
impose minor fines (énifoldg énifdilerv), (g) empowered to man-
age public money and to supervise public works and public build-
ings, (h) liable to audit on the expiration of his office (edfvvaz).6

Officials who fulfilled all these conditions, or at least (a)—(d)
and (h), were archai in the technical sense. Accordingly, we must
exclude from the number of archai the following groups of offi-
cials (see Appendix II): iepeic, npéofeig, most ypauuateig and dro-

5 Aeschin. 3.14—15. The law is read out to the jurors after 15. Aeschines returns to this
law in 28—30 and, in an extended form(?), he has it read out once more after 30. Aeschines
emphasizes in 14 that the purpose of the law is to delimit the concept of arche in order to
counter objections of the type: “Admittedly I am an official, but I am not an arche and
subject to the restrictions imposed on archai.” Since this objection is precisely what can be
expected from the defence, Aeschines’ interpretation may of course be a distortion of the
law. In the relevant section, however, of his speech for the defence, Demosthenes (18.110-
25) does not accuse Aeschines of misquoting or misinterpreting the law, and this is a very
strong indication that Aeschines’ paraphrase is basically reliable.

6 The right to impose minor fines is not discussed by Aeschines in his paraphrase of the
law but mentioned in 27. The only criterion passed over in silence by Aeschines is the thirty-
year age limit (probably because it was of no importance for his argument against Demos-
thenes). It is poorly attested in the sources: see infra Appendix 1.
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YPOUUATEIS, TLdpedpol Toi¢ dpyovolv, KHpvkes, Aoyayoi, diaitntal,
Apeornayitar, Aeitovpyovvteg, and all local officials with the ex-
ception of the drjuapyoc eic Heipaiéa. But since I am concerned
with the &vdnuor dpyai 1 must make two further reservations:
(1) Foreign magistrates must be excluded as, for example, J dpywv
eic Xadauiva, 6 innapyoc eic Aquvov, and of dugiktioves gic Aniov.”
(2) Since Aristotle, in Ath.Pol. 24.3, probably counted the ordi-
nary officials only, I must leave out extraordinary officials as, for
example, drootoleic and teryonoioi.®

II

Under this technical and restricted definition of arche, how
many &vonuor dpyai did the Athenians have in the classical period?
According to Jones, the magistrates numbered ca 350; admitting
that our information for the fifth century is inadequate, he bases

7 The dpywv eic Zalauiva was a magistrate elected by lot (Arist. Ath.Pol. 54.8). He
received a salary of one dr. per day (62.2). The dpywv was probably the governor of
Salamis, which was an Athenian cleruchy (IG I? 1.11 [Meiggs-Lewis 14]; IG II? 1008.75;
1227). The innapyoc eic Aquvov was a magistrate elected by a show of hands (Ath.Pol.
61.6). He commanded the Athenian cavalry on Lemnos, an Athenian cleruchy recovered ca
392. He received misthos (62.2), probably paid by the cleruchs (Hyp. 2.17). Cf ]J. H. Kroll,
Hesperia 46 (1977) 83—140, and Kroll and F. W. Mitchel, Hesperia 49 (1980) 86—96. The
Apgixtioves eic Aniov was a board of five (IG 11> 1634.2—4; 1635.60—63; 1637.3-5;
1653.1—4), probably with representatives from phylae I-V and VI-X in alternating terms
of office (IG 112 1635.61-63). The tenure of office changed from two years (390/89-389/
88, IG II* 1634.1-2) to four years (377/6—374/3, IG II? 1635.117, 122) to one year (ca
350, IG 112 1637.1). The board supervised Apollo’s sanctuary on Delos (IG 1I2 1634-53),

in the beginning of the century in collaboration with a board of dugixtioves from Andros
(IG II? 1634.4-5; 1635.63, 75). The dugixtvoves, their secretary, and undersecretary
received one dr. per day (Ath.Pol. 62.2; IG 11> 1635.49, 75). Cf. U. Kahrstedt, Unter-
suchungen zur Magistratur in Athen 11 (Stuttgart 1936) 30, 77, 316.

8 The drooroleic was a board of ten elected by a show of hands when a squadron was to
be sent out (IG II? 1629.251-58). The board collaborated with the council of five hundred
and was empowered to imprison any disobedient Athenian (Dem. 18.107; 47.26. Cf.
Philoch. FGrHist328¢63 = Harp. s.v. dnootoleic; Lex.Seg. 435.29 Bekker). The teryonoiof
was usually a board of ten with one representative from each tribe (IG II> 1658—61).
Elected by a show of hands in the tribal assemblies (Aeschin. 3.27, 30), they supervised the
construction or repair of the defences of Athens and the Piraeus (IG 112 244.31-45). They
were empowered to impose fines and to preside over the people’s court (Aeschin. 3.14, 27;
IG 112 244.31-32). They were subject both to doxiuagia (Aeschin. 3.14—15) and to
evfvvar (Aeschin. 3.24). In the case of major constructions teiyomoioi were probably
appointed repeatedly in a succession of years (IG II*? 1658—59 [394/3] and 1660—61
[393/2]).
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his estimate on Aristotle’s list in the second half of the Constitution
of Athens, to which we must now turn. Aristotle’s systematic ac-
count of the Athenian democracy after the restoration in 403/2 is
organized into three parts: a short introduction about citizenship
and the training of the epheboi (42), a very long section on all the
archai (43—62), and a somewhat shorter section on the people’s
court (63—69). The middle section on archai is subdivided into
four parts: first a short enumeration of officers of state elected by a
show of hands (43.1), next a long survey of magistrates elected by
lot (43.2—60), then a chapter on officers of the army (61), and
finally an account of methods of allotment and misthos for magis-
trates (62). So all the various boards of magistrates are enumerated
and described in 43—61, but outside this section Aristotle men-
tions the cwgpovierai and the koountic in 42, and the dupiktioveg
eic 4jAov in his account of misthos in 62. Following Aristotle’s
arrangement I present a list of all the boards of magistrates men-
tioned by him in the systematic part of the Constitution of Athens:

10 cwppovietai 42.2 1 ypappatedc kata npvtaveiav 54.3
1 koountrg 42.2 1 ypapuazevg éni tovg véuovg  54.4
1 tauiag otpatiwtikmy 43.1 1 ypappateds tob dfuov 54.5
? ol éni 10 Bewpirov 43.1 10 iepomoioi éni ta éxOvuara 54.6
1 6 tov kpyvav émueintic 43.1 10 igponoiol kat’ éviavtov 54.7
500 povin of mevraxdaion 43.2-49 1 dpywv eic Zatauiva 54.8
10 rauiar ¢ ‘AOnvag 47.1 1 druapyos eic Hepaiéa 54.8
10 nwintai 47.2-5 1 ypaupatevg toig Geauobérac 55.1
10 drodéxtai 48.1-2 1 dpycwv 56.1-7
10 kataloysic 49.2 10 éniueintai eic diovioia 56.4
1 tauiag tors ddvvdroig 49.4 4 émueintal pootnpicv 571
10 iepadv émiokevactal 50.1 1 faciAevs 57.1-4
10 aorvvéuor 50.2 | moAéuapyoc 58.1-3
10 dyopaviuor S51.1 6 Beauobéta 59.1-7
10 petpoviuor 51.2 10 @fAobérar 60.1
35 aitopblakes 51.3 10 erpartnyoi 61.1-2
10 éripeAntai tob éumopiov 51.4 10 taliapyor 61.3
11 of &vdeka 521 2 innapyoi 61.4
S eloaywyeig 522 10 pvlapyor 61.5
40 oi tetrapdrovra 53.1-2 1 inmapyog eic Aquvov 61.6
S édonoiof 54.1 1 tauiag g Mapdiov 61.7
10 Aoyiorai 54.2 1 taufac s T00 "Appwvos 61.7
10 ovvipyopor toic Aoyiotais 54.2 S dupiktioves gic Aniov 62.2

This list comprises all the officials mentioned by Aristotle with the
exception of (a) Siartntai, ndpedpor toic dpyovorv, and Aoyayoi
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(for reasons stated in Appendix I); (b) those boards which are
committees of the council of five hundred and not independent
boards of magistrates—npvtdveic (43.3—4), npdedpor (44.2-3),
pinponoioi (46.1), Aoyiotai (48.3), ebbvvor (48.4), and ndpedpor
101¢ ebGbvorc (48.4).10

Apart from the council of five hundred and its committees Aris-
totle lists 319 dpyai plus oi éni 16 Gewpikdv. We do not know the
number of magistrates serving on this board, but assuming that it
must have had at least three members and probably ten (one from
each of the ten tribes), we arrive at a total of 322-329.11

111

Jones’ estimate of ca 350 magistrates in the later fourth century
is based on the assumption that the list given by Aristotle is fairly
exhaustive, omitting (to be precise) no more than ca 25 archai. An
inspection of other sources, however, both literary and epigraphi-
cal, reveals that Jones’ confidence in the completeness of Aristotle’s
list is unwarranted. Even in the fragmentary state of our knowl-
edge, we must admit that at least ninety are left unmentioned by
Aristotle, so that no conclusion as to the total number of magis-
trates can be based on his list. According to my investigations the
following magistrates and boards of magistrates are passed over in
silence by Aristotle.

Avaypagevs. Magistrate assisting the council of five hundred in
the drafting (?) and recording of decrees (IG 112 415; The Athenian
Councillors 43.229, 53.13-14, 62.231-32).12

9 In addition to the owgpoviarai and the xoountric Aristotle mentions in 42.3 two nai-
dotpifar and an unknown number of diddoxaior. We know, however, that the diddoxalor
were not archai, since the task might be performed by foreigners. One of the diddaxaior for
Leontis in 333/2 was a metic from Methone (O. Reinmuth, The Ephebic Inscriptions
[Leyden 1971] no.9 col. i 35-36). Similarly 1 assume that the two raidorpifar were not
archai.

10 The following committees of the council are passed over in silence by Aristotle: igpo-
noitoi 'Eleveivi (IG 11?2 1672.280, 284, 289, 295, 296, 299; The Athenian Councillors
38.83-87); ieponoioi of Dionysus and other gods (IG I 410); gvAdoyeic tob drjuov (IG
112 1257; 1496.82-83, 113~14; The Athenian Councillors 38.78—82; Hesperia 43 [1974]
158.20); of fipnuévor éni tdg vikac xai 16 mouncia xai Tov kéouov tov kavypopikév (IG 112
1493.5; 1494.3—-4; ¢f. IG 1I* 333; Ath.Pol. 49.3; Plut. Mor. 8528: discussed in F. W.
Mitchel, “Demades of Paeania and IG 112 1493, 1494, 1495, TAPA 93 [1962] 213-29).

11 Deducting the dpywv eic Zalauiva, the fnnapyos eic Aquvov, and the 5 dugixtdoves eic
dnlov gives a total of 315-22 dpyai &vénuor.

12 In The Athenian Councillors 43.227-34 the dvaypagpeic is recorded among the officers
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Avtiypapevg. Magistrate known in the beginning of the fourth
century (The Athenian Councillors 12.66—67) and again in the
330s (IG 112 244.23; The Athenian Councillors 43.231). In the
middle of the fourth century the office was temporarily abolished
and its powers transferred to the Theoric Board (Aeschin. 3.25;
Lex.Seg. 190.26 Bekker). The dvtiypapeds certifies and records
payments to the Treasury (Dem. 22.38, ¢f. 22.70 = 24.178; Harp.
s.v.). According to Pollux (8.98), the dvtiypagelc was originally
elected by a show of hands, later by lot.13

Bodvai. Board of magistrates (IG 112 334.16-20; 1496.70-71,
80-81, 120, 133) elected by a show of hands (Dem. 21.171) and
empowered to buy sacrificial animals for the Panathenaea, the
Greater Dionysia, and other festivals.

I'paupartevg éni ta wneiouata. Magistrate elected by lot and as-
sisting the council of five hundred in recording all decrees discussed
in the council (The Athenian Councillors 34.3—4; 43.230).14

‘Emiueintai tv vewpiowv. Board of ten, one from each tribe;
method of election unknown (IG II2 1604.1-3; 1607.1-2;
1623.1-5). The board is in charge of the Athenian warships, the
naval equipment, and the arsenals. It collects arrears from debtors
to the state (IG II? 1622.379ff) and presides over the people’s
court (IG 112 1631.353-55, ¢f. Dem. 22.63, 47.26). In the middle
of the fourth century some of the board’s powers were transferred
to the Theoric Board (Aeschin. 3.25).15 The board seems to have
had little influence on the financial administration of the navy.

of the council. Since most of the other officers mentioned, perhaps all, are independent
magistrates and not councillors, it seems probable that the dvaypagess is an independent
magistrate as well.

13 It is apparent from The Athenian Councillors 58.80—81 compared with .50-55 that
the dvriypagevg is not a member of the council. The date of the inscription is 305/4, but a
comparison with older sources strengthens the impression that the dvriypagpedc was always
an independent magistrate.

14 My description of the ypauuareds éni ta yneiouaza is based on an analogy with the
ypaupateds éni todg véuovs (Arist. Ath.Pol. 54.4). The ypapuareds éni 1d yneiouata first
appears in an inscription of 343/2 (The Athenian Councillors 34.3) but is not mentioned in
the Ath.Pol. Previously commentators often assumed that ypauuarevc éni tods véuovg and
éni 1d ynpiouata were two different labels for the same office. But in a recently discovered
inscription of 303/2 the two secretaries are mentioned side by side (The Athenian Council-
lors 62.200-02, 235-36), and there can no longer be any doubt that they were distinct and
independent.

15 In order to explain Aristotle’s omission of this important board of archai it has been
suggested that the éniucintai v vewpiwv in the 340s were replaced by 6 rauiac é¢ wd
vewpia and other rauiar, so that the board did not exist in the 320s: J. K. Davies, “The
Date of IG 112 1609 Historia 18 (1969) 316 n.35; P. J. Rhodes, The Athenian Boule
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‘EmiueAntai 100 Augiapeiov. Board of ten elected from all Athe-
nians without tribal representation (IG VII 4254 [Syll.? 298]).
The board is in charge of the festival for Amphiaraos.

Emiotdtar Bpavpwvilev. Board of at least three magistrates
(IG TI* 1517.55-63); method of election unknown. The board
manages the treasures belonging to Artemis Brauronia (IG II?
1514-25, 1528-31; Hesperia 32 (1963) 170ff, 8—10).1¢

'Enioctdtar 'Elevoivéfev. Board of seven (IG 112 1666.1-6;
1543.1-6; 1544.1-11) in charge of the treasures (IG II*> 1540—
52) and the financial administration (IG II? 1666; 1672; 1673) of
the Eleusinion. The seven énigtdrai, their ypauuaredc, and the two
tauial Toiv Geoiv may have formed a board of ten, but without any
tribal representation (IG 11 1544.6—11 and 1672.249). The term
of office is four years, an Olympiad.!”

‘Emiotdtar t06 Apyvpoxoniov. Board of ten, one from each
tribe.1® The board is in charge of the Athenian coinage and the
Mint (Meiggs-Lewis no.45).

‘Emictdtar 100 Aokinmiciov. Board of magistrates; method of
election unknown. The board performs some sacrifices and takes
part in the financial administration of the sanctuary (IG 112 47.28—
32). We do not know whether the board collaborated with the

(Oxford 1972) 239—40, referring to an unpublished essay by D. M. Lewis. A new fragment
of IG 1I? 1628, however, shows the contrary: SEG XXIV 159.504-10, [kai napeAd]fouev
napa [vewpio]v éniueintd[v] 1 [v ép’ ‘Hyljuovog dpyovitloc AA[AFEF 1] tobto napédoucy
[vew]piwv émipeintais [toils éni Avtixiéovs Gpyo[vt]og. Rhodes himself emphasized that it
may be wholly accidental that the émucintai t@v vewpiwv do not appear in the surviving
texts of the 320s.

16 Cf. T. Linders, Studies in the Treasure Records of Artemis Brauronia Found in Athens
(Stockholm 1972) 34. The precise title of the board is unknown. At least three émiordras
must have served on this board since they are styled éniotdrar . . . 6 d¢eiva xai oi avvdpyovteg
(IG 1121517.55-57 and 60-62).

17 Pace G. Busolt in Griechische Staatskunde 11 (Munich 1926) 1063 n.1. In Olympiad
112 (332/1-329/8) this ‘board of ten’ has the following composition: 7 émiordra: (of tribes
I, 1II, VI, VI, VIL, IX, IX), a ypauuatedc (V: IG I 1544.6—11), 2 ragiar (VII, X: IG II2
1672.249). And it is reasonable to assume that the émiotdra:r "EAevoivéfev are identical with
the émiotdrar 'Elevoiviov (IG II? 1541.6—7 compared with the plausible restoration in IG
II2 1666.2-3). The board which assumes office in 336/5 (IG II* 1543.3—6 and 1544.1-6)
is succeeded by the board which assumes office in 332/1 (IG II? 1544.6-11).

18 Hesperia 32 (1963) 31-32 no.29 [SEG XXI 667]. The inscription is a dedication
recording eleven names arranged in the reverse order of the phylai and with two represen-
tatives from Leontis IV. The most plausible explanation is that the board has ten members
serving, one from each tribe, and a secretary whose name, in this case, is inserted among the
names of the émiordra:. Alternatively, one may assume that the énigtdra: form a board of
eleven, but in that case it would be strange to allow the board in charge of the prison to be
called of évdexa without further specification.
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priest of Asklepios, who was in charge of the treasures of the sanc-
tuary (IG 11?2 1532-39).

‘Emiotdtar 100 iepov ¢ Ayabnc Tiync. Board of magistrates;
method of election unknown. The board is referred to only in IG
I1? 333(c)20.

Tepornoioi eig Mavabrivaia. Board of magistrates; method of elec-
tion unknown. The board is known primarily from a decree of ca
330. The term of office is probably one year, so that the board
every fourth year manages the Greater Panathenaea and the re-
maining three years the Lesser Panathenaea.!® It cannot be pre-
cluded that the board is a committee of the council of five hundred.
The board performs sacrifices (IG 11> 1496.99, 129), supervises
the festival, and is empowered to impose minor fines (IG II2
334.34).

‘Tepornoroi taig oeuvaig Oeaigc. Board of three, elected by a show
of hands from all Athenians. The board performs sacrifices to the
Eumenides.?? Between 346 and 325 the number of magistrates

19 ]G 112 334. In lines 6, 8, 12, and 17 the board is called ieponoioi without further
specification, but in lines 31-32 the title is of feponoioi oi Sioixovvies ta Iavadivaia td kat’
éviavtdv. A comparison of réuwavtec (18) with néunerv (33) shows that all passages refer to
the same board. The decree regulates only the Lesser Panathenaea. If the board (as usually
assumed) is in charge of the Greater Panathenaea as well, it must be different from the
ieponoioi kat' éviavtév (Arist. Ath.Pol. 54.7). Cf. L. Ziehen, “Die panatheniischen und
eleusinischen Hieropoioi,” RhM 51 (1896) 211--35.

20 Dem. 21.115. Rhodes (supra n.15) assumes that the ieponoiol taic oeuvaic Geais is a
committee of the council. In Dem. 21.114-15 we read that Midias, although he had
charged Demosthenes with being an accessory to the murder of Nicodemus, nevertheless
allowed him as a councillor to perform the eigitytripia, to be an dpyi0éwpoc at the Nemean
Games, and to serve as a ieponoidg taig oeuvaic feaig: now, Demosthenes’ trial of Midias
took place in 347/6 when Demosthenes was still a member of the council (H. Erbse, “Uber
die Midiana des Demosthenes,” Hermes 84 [1956] 150); accordingly, Demosthenes must
have served both as an dpyiféwpoc and as a ieponoids taic geuvaic Geais in his capacity of
being a councillor. Against this reconstruction it must be objected that Demosthenes em-
phasizes that he has been elected from all Athenians (repieide ¢ tais geuvais Oeaig iepomoioy
aipebévt’ é¢ AOnvaiwv drdvtwv tpitov avrév, 21.115). The inference is that the igponoiof
must be an independent board and not a committee of the council. A further inference is
that the three tasks mentioned by Demosthenes are not recorded chronologically. Moreover,
the council of 347/6 presumably assumed office 6 July 347 (E. Bickerman, Chronology of
the Ancient World [London 1968] 119). But the Nemean Games were probably celebrated
before the turn of the Attic year (Panamos = June/July, ¢f. A. Samuel, Greek and Roman
Chronology [Munich 1972] 90, and Erbse 150). So both the dpyifewpia and the office as
ieponoidc were probably prior to Demosthenes’ membership of the council. It is important
to bear in mind that the fewpoi at the Nemean Games were councillors, but that the
dpyifewpia was a liturgy. The allegations against Demosthenes in connection with the
murder of Nicodemus may have been made as early as in 349/8, ¢f. M. H. Hansen,
Apagoge, Endeixis and Ephegesis (Odense 1976) Cat. no.23.
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serving on the board was increased from three to ten (Din. fr.8.2
Conomis).

‘Tepouviiuwv. Magistrate elected by lot for one year as the Athe-
nian state’s representative in the Amphictyonic Council (Ar. Clouds
623 with schol.; Dem. 24.150; Arist. Ath.Pol. 30.2). The iepo-
uviuwv is assisted by three mvidyopoi, who, however, are not
archai but envoys elected by a show of hands before a session of
the Amphictyonic Council (Aeschin. 3.115; Dem. 18.149).

Anéiapyor. Board of six who, in collaboration with the gvilo-
yeic tov dnuov, have to check that only epitimoi participate in the
écxcAnoiar (Poll. 8.104).

Navtodikai. Board of magistrates empowered to preside over
the court in maritime suits (Lys. 17.5, 8). The board is mentioned
only in this speech by Lysias, and it may have been abolished when
the ryeuovia dikactnpiov in maritime suits was transferred to the
eloaywyeic (ca 355-342) or to the thesmothetai (ca 320).%!

Nopogiblakes. Board of eleven (Anon.Arg. 19-24) or seven
(Philoch. FGrHist 328¥64); method of election unknown. The
creation of the board is assigned to Ephialtes by Philochorus, but
the vouopisiaxec are unattested until the 320s. In fact, the only
sources testifying to the existence of the board in the classical
period are two fragments of lost speeches by Dinarchus, both de-
livered before the abolition of the democracy in 322.22 According
to Philochorus the board is empowered, in collaboration with the
npoedpor, to intervene if an unconstitutional decree is proposed in
the ecclesia. But this description of the board probably belongs in
one of the years 317—307 when Athens was ruled by Demetrius of
Phaleron, and we have no evidence that the powers of the vouo-
pviakec were the same under the democracy.

I pdrtopes. Board of ten (?) elected by lot (Lex.Seg. 190.26
Bekker). The board keeps the register of all debtors to the state
(Andoc. 1.77, 79; Dem. 25.28; 43.71; 58.20, 48; IG II* 45; new
fragment of the law SEG XVI 50 [unpublished]; cf. Ant. 6.49; IG
2 75.49, 127.24. The law quoted in Aeschin. 1.35 is probably
apocryphal). From the name of the board one might infer that the
npdxtopec are empowered to collect debts to the state, but there is
no evidence supporting this assumption.23

21 Cf. E. E. Cohen, Ancient Athenian Maritime Courts (Princeton 1973) 162—84.

22 Din. fr.6.12, 14.3. Cf. M. H. Hansen, Eisangelia (Odense 1975) Cat. nos.116 and
130.

23 The restoration of IG 2 75.49 attesting this duty is arbitrary: [rpattév]rov hoi
npdxt[ope]. A more plausible restoration would be [éyypapdv]tov hor npdxt|opec].
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Tapiar toiv Beoiv. Two treasurers for Demeter and Persephone
assisting the émiotdrar 'Elevoivébev (IG 112 1672.1-3, 38, 114—
15, 137-39, 211-14, 242-50).

Tapiar t@v GAAwv Gecdv. Board of ten elected by lot, one from
each tribe. The Treasurers of the Other Gods exist as an indepen-
dent board only in the period 386/5-347/6. After 346 the board
is abolished and its powers are transferred to the Treasurers of
Athena. The board manages treasures in the Opisthodomus be-
longing to other gods (than Athena)—e.g., the Eleusinian god-
desses and Artemis Brauronia (IG 112 1445-54).24

Tauiac ei¢ ta veapra. Treasurer attested for the years 377/6 (IG
I1? 1622. 435-43) and 347/6 (IG 11> 1622.444—47). He is proba-
bly the treasurer assisting the émiueintai T@dv vewpicwv and identical
with the tauiac referred to in IG 112 1631.374ff (324/3).

Tauiac kpepaoctwv. Treasurer mentioned twice in the naval ac-
counts (SEG XXIV 159.341 [new fragment of IG 112 1628] and
IG 112 1629.464). He seems to have been in charge of various
kinds of naval equipment.

Tauiag tpippomour@dv. Treasurer for the board of tpinpornoiof
(a committee of the council) referred to in the naval accounts (IG
112 1617.121; 1622.387, 566; 1631.504). It is apparent from
Demosthenes 22.17-20 that the taufac tpimporouxwv is not him-
self a member of the council.2’ He may have been appointed in the
ecclesia by a show of hands.26

Tauiag g Povinc. One treasurer (or two) of the council. In the
beginning of the fourth century the council had only one treasurer
(IG 112 24 b.9-10 [390/89]). Later in the century there were two
(The Athenian Councillors 34 C.7-9 [343/2], cf. IG 112 120.20-
21 [362/1]), but again, from ca 330, only one treasurer (The Athe-
nian Councillors 49.31-32 [328/7]; 85.12—13, 86—88 [256/5]).
In the third century the tauiag was appointed from among the
councillors (The Athenian Councillors 85), but in the fourth cen-
tury the two treasurers may well have been independent magis-

24 Cf. T. Linders, The Treasurers of the Other Gods in Athens and their Functions
(Meisenheim am Glan 1975) 58—71. The only evidence for the precise title of the board is
IG 112 1541.1-2.

25 Dem. 22.20 is corrupt and differently explained by different scholiasts. Cf. H. Weil,
Plaidoyers politiques de Démostheéne 11 (Paris 1886) 27. It is apparent, however, from
Dem. 22.17 that the council makes an attempt to disclaim all responsibility by blaming the
tapiag tpmporoukdv, and so the rauiag cannot have been a councillor.

26 The interpretation of Dem. 22.20 preferred by O. Navarre in the Budé edition and by
Rhodes [supra n.15] 121.
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trates like the tauiac tod drjuov and the rauiac tpipononrci>v.2?
The treasurers manage the annual allowance given to the council
for expenses, e.g., for publication of decrees (IG II% 24).

Tauiag tob orjuov. Treasurer of the people; method of election
unknown. He first appears in the sources from the 370s (IG II?
21.5 and 102.12-13), and the office may have been created in
376. He manages the annual allowance given to the people for
expenses, e.g., in connection with publication of decrees (e.g., IG
112 106.18—19). A. H. M. Jones identifies the annual allowance to
the treasurer of the people with ‘the ten talents’ referred to in
several inscriptions (e.g., in IG 11> 43.68).28

Thus other sources attest many more than twenty-five fourth-
century magistrates and boards of magistrates left unmentioned
by Aristotle in the systematic part of the Constitution of Athens.
To be fair, since Aristotle describes the constitution of the 320s,
we must leave aside the Anéiapyor (perhaps belonging in the fifth
century only),?° the tauiar tov dAlwv Gewdv (fused with the Tauia:
¢ AOnvag in 346) and the vavtodika: (probably abolished before
330). Furthermore, it cannot be precluded that one or two of the
magistrates listed above may have been councillors serving on a
committee (e.g., the dvaypagpedc and the tauiag tic Poving). But,
even omitting the An&iapyoi, the tauiar v dAAwv Bewv, and the
vavtodixal, we are left with an impressive list of magistrates passed
over in silence by Aristotle. It is impossible to make an exact cal-
culation because in several cases we do not know the number of
magistrates serving on a board, but, on the assumption that these
boards must have had no less than three members and probably
no more than ten, we can calculate a maximum and a minimum:

1 avaypapeic 1 iepouviuwyv

1 AvTIypagess 3-10 ieponoioi eic Havalfrvaia
3-10 Powdva: 10 feponoiol Taic Zepaic Oceaig
1 YpaupaTeDS €ni ta ynpiouata 711 vouogibiaxe

10 EmpeAntai TV vewpiwv 10?  mpdxrtopes

27Cf. S. Dow, Prytaneis (Hesperia Suppl. 1, 1937) 18.

28 Supra n.2: 102 with n.33. Cf. Rhodes {supra n.15) 101 with n.3 and 103 with n.7.

29 The Anéiapyor form a board of six, like the Gecuoférar, which is an indication that it is
an old board, probably created by Clisthenes. The board is mentioned only in connection
with the imposing of fines on citizens evading a meeting of the ecclesia (Poll. 8.104). Now
such fines are unknown in the fourth century after the introduction of the éxxingiasticdv:
¢f. M. H. Hansen, “How Many Athenians Attended the Ecclesia?”” GRBS 17 (1976) 132—
33. Accordingly, it may be suggested that the Anliapyor were abolished ca 400 and their
remaining duties entrusted to the thirty avidoyeic 06 drjuov.
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10 EmiueAntal tob Aupiapeion 2 tauial toiv Oeoiv
3-10 émiordrar Bpavpwvibev 1 Tauiag eig 1a vewpia
7 émiotdrar "Elevaivélev 1 TAUIAS KPEPATTDVY

10 Ematdtal 100 dpyvpokomniov 1 Tauiag TPIPOTOUKDY
3-10 ‘émiordrai tov Aokxinmieiov 1 tapiag g Pfoving
3-10 émiotdrai 00 iepob s Ayabns Toyns 1 Tauiag 100 ofpov

This list comprises a minimum of 90 and a maximum of 129
magistrates left unmentioned by Aristotle. Moreover, the maxi-
mum is the more plausible figure, since boards of ten were much
more common than boards of three. Adding these 90—129 magis-
trates to the 322329 magistrates recorded by Aristotle, we arrive
at a total of 412—458 magistrates, which is indeed many more
than the ca 350 assumed by Jones. Moreover, my list of magis-
trates omitted by Aristotle is based on fragmentary sources, and it
is reasonable to assume that the Athenians had many more boards
of magistrates than those referred to in the preserved sources.
Many of the sacral officials, for example, are known from inscrip-
tions only: the éniueintai o0 Augpiapeiov, the énigrdrar 100 Ao-
KAnmieiov, the émiotdtar Bpavpwvibev, the émictdrar 'Elevaivébev,
the éniotdrai To0b iepod t17¢ ‘Ayabinc Toync, and the tauia: toiv Geoiv..
In addition to these magistrates, however, several more boards are
recorded in the inscriptions, but so vaguely that a precise identi-
fication and description is impossible. IG 112 1496 may serve as
an example. This inscription consists of eight fragments and is
probably an inventory published by the rauiai tnc ‘AOnvag. Now,
fragments a—d pars adversa are inscribed with an account of the
revenue from the depuatikév (revenue derived from the sale of the
skins of sacrificial animals) for the years 334/3—-331/0. The money
is paid to the treasurers of Athena by the arpatnyoi, the gviloyeig
T00 drjuov, the Bowvair, and various boards of ieponoioi. Among the
different boards of iepomoioi we can identify the iepomnoiol kat’
dviavtov (130, 139, cf. Arist. Ath.Pol. 54.7) and the ieporoioi eig
Havabivaia (99, 129, cf. IG 1I? 334). But in addition to these
we hear about igponoioi for Agathe Tyche (77, 108), iepornoiof at
the festival for Asklepios (79, 110, cf. IG 11> 47.33ff), ieporoioi at
the festival for Bendis (86, 117), and ieponoioi at the festival for
Theseus (135, c¢f. IG 11> 2832). Some of these ieponoioi may be
identical with the ieponoioi kat’ éviavtév, who, apart from the
major penteteric festivals, were entrusted with some minor sacri-
fices not specified by Aristotle. Some of the igponoiof may have
been committees of the council of five hundred, by analogy with
the iepomnoior 'EAevoivi (The Athenian Councillors 38.83—87) and
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the ieponoioi honoured in IG 112 410. But some were probably
independent boards of magistrates, not mentioned by Aristotle.
We know that he omitted the ieponoioi eic Mavafrvaia and the
igponoiol taic oeuvaig Beaig. He may as well have omitted several
other boards of ieporoioi.3°

Furthermore, the epigraphical evidence is insufficient in two
respects. First, we have preserved only a random selection of the
accounts and inventories published on stone. Second, many of the
sacral officials undoubtedly recorded their transactions and drew
up their lists of sacred property on some perishable material, so
that public records on stone never existed. In the fifth century, for
example, the treasurers of Athena published both accounts and
inventories on stone. From the fourth century only inventories are
extant. Of course, the treasurers were still obliged to keep accounts
of the money they handled, but these accounts were no longer
inscribed on marble tablets.3! Apart from the inventories pub-
lished by the treasurers of Athena and the Other Gods, the only
preserved fourth-century documents about temple properties are
the inventories concerning the sanctuaries for Artemis Brauronia,
Asklepios, and Demeter/Persephone in Eleusis, and it is precisely
from these inscriptions that we have our information about the
sacral officials in charge of the sanctuaries. But Athens and Attica
were dotted with sanctuaries administered by the state and not by
some local community such as a tribe, a deme, or a phratry. This
fact, too often ignored, has recently been emphasized by T. Linders,
who in her monograph on the Treasurers of the Other Gods gives
a list of sanctuaries which were probably administered by the
state: Aphrodite in the Gardens, Artemis Brauronia, Dionysos,
Zeus Polieus, Artemis Mounichia, Athena Pallenis, the Twelve
Gods, Apollon Pythios, Artemis Agrotera, Theseus, Ge Olympia,
Zeus Olympios, Meter at Agrai, Athena at the Palladion, Poseidon
of Sounion, Bendis, Herakles of Kynosarges, the Anakes, Apollon
Delios, Apollon Zoster, Hephaistos.3? Now, state cults were per-

30 A board of ieporoiof is mentioned in IG I 330.6, 13, 21, 33, 52, 59. In all six cases,
however, the word isponoiés (or feponoiciv) has been restored in toto. Accordingly, I
dismiss the inscription as a source for Athenian ieponoroi.

31 Cf. W. S. Ferguson, The Treasurers of Athena (Cambridge [Mass.] 1932) 128-29.

32 Supra n.24: 14—16. Linders’ book has been rather severely reviewed by H. W. Pleket
in Mnemosyne 31 (1978) 221-24. But Pleket’s criticism is directed against Linders’ denial
of the transfer of temple treasures, whereas Pleket admits that all the sanctuaries were

probably administered locally by individual boards even after the creation of the rauiar rv
dAAwv Gedv and the transfer of temple treasures to them.
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formed and state sanctuaries were administered by state officials,
and Linders is certainly right in her statement that the creation of
the Treasurers of the Other Gods did not entail a central adminis-
tration by them of all cults and sanctuaries mentioned above. On
the basis of Linders’ investigations we must infer that the Athe-
nians appointed ieponoiof and émiueAntai or émiotdrai for all these
deities and doubtless others about whom we have no knowledge.
Like the dfAo0ézai, the émigrdrar Bpavpwvsbev, and all the other
sacral officials listed above, these officials must have been archai
in the technical sense. To the ca 412—458 archai known from Aris-
totle and from other sources we may thus add perhaps 100 to 200
sacral officials not expressly mentioned in any source but neverthe-
less implied by the information we have about state sanctuaries.
So much for sacral officials about whom our information may
be especially unsatisfactory. But the sources for magistrates in the
Civil Service are defective as well. The vouopviakes are attested
through only a single reference to two lost speeches by Dinarchus,
and the émiordtar t06 dpyvporoniov (mentioned in Meiggs-Lewis
no.45) could not confidently be recognized as a regular board of
ordinary officials until the publication of Hesperia 32 (1963) 31—
32 no.29. Moreover, there are in fact in the preserved inscriptions
indications of more magistrates than those listed above on pages
162—63. One example is 6 éni 1y dioikrjoer. Until a generation
ago this office was not attested in classical sources, appearing first
in IG II? 463.36 of 307/6. It is not mentioned by Aristotle in the
Constitution of Athens, and accordingly most scholars denied that
it existed before the restoration of democracy in 307. It has, how-
ever, been convincingly restored in an inscription recovered during
the Agora excavations: k<a>t[actabeic &’ élni i dioi[kijoer tHg
n]éAews. So 6 éni 1 dioixijoer may have been an ordinary office in
the late fourth century and presumably the office held by Lycurgus
and his friends.33 If such an important official was passed over
in silence by Aristotle and only recently attested in an inscription,
we have reason to suspect that our knowledge of the Athenian
state officials is still insufficient and that my lists of magistrates
may be considerably enlarged by future discoveries. Let me add
one more example of a board of magistrates which is only just
traceable in the extant sources. We know from Ath.Pol. 65.2 (cf.
68.2) that every juror chosen by lot on a court day received a

33 Hesperia 29 (1960) 2—4 no.3.7-9. Cf. Rhodes (supra n.15) 108. The date of the
inscription given by the editor is ca 336-24.
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avuPolov onudoiov] (edd. dnuooia) napa tob eiin[xdlroc tavty[v]
v d[pyriv]. Here arche probably has its usual meaning ‘magis-
tracy’, in which case we must assume the existence of one more
board of ten connected with the administration of justice. It is
quite unwarranted for editors to assume that these officials were
public slaves (e.g., Sandys, Oppermann, supra n.1). My interpreta-
tion is supported by the scholiast on Aristophanes Plutus 277,
who paraphrases the passage which is damaged in the papyrus:
T0iC Aayobal dikdoai eiogelBovary Ekdat abufolov didotar dnudaiov
napad ¢ éni tobt eiAnyviac dpyrc (ed. Deubner 340a40ff).

1\Y

In conclusion, the total number of Athenian magistrates in the
second half of the fourth century may well have been 600-700,
and with this in mind we may return to Ath.Pol. 24.3. 1 agree with
Jones that “known cases of old offices abolished and new offices
created about cancel out.” In my lists of magistrates in the age of
Aristotle there are several boards which did not exist in the fifth
century or had fewer members. On the other hand, we have infor-
mation about many fifth-century boards which were abolished in
the last decade of the fifth century or in the first half of the fourth
century. It is sufficient to mention the xolakpérai, the ‘EAinvo-
tauial, the nopiotai, the thirty Aoyiorai, and presumably the Ané-
fapyor. On balance, we know about more offices created than
abolished, but we must bear in mind that our sources for the fifth
century are indeed inferior to the fourth-century evidence. There
may have been many boards replaced in the fourth century by
other magistrates; we do not know. Usually historians reject the
information given in Ath.Pol. 24.3 because they believe that the
list in Ath.Pol. 42—62 is fairly exhaustive. My investigation leads
to the opposite conclusion: in the systematic account of the Athe-
nian constitution Aristotle mentions only about half of the existing
boards of magistrates; on the other hand, he is probably right
when he states in 24.3 that the total number of dpyai &vénuor was
ca 700.

700 magistrates serving on all the minor boards plus 500 coun-
cillors amount to some 1,200 archai elected by lot or by a show of
hands. On the assumption that Athens in the late fourth century
had ca 21,000 adult male citizens, a simple calculation shows that
more than 5% of all citizens had to be serving as magistrates, and
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since the archai were reserved for citizens above thirty years of
age, no less than ca 8% of the eligible citizens must have filled a
magistracy or served on a board. In most cases the term of office
was one year and iteration was prohibited, with the exception that
councillors might serve twice and that the officers of the army
might be re-elected. A small group of active citizens may have
filled a comparatively great number of offices by being re-elected
or by presenting themselves as candidates at the sortition every
second year.34 Nevertheless, the high number of posts to be filled
must have entailed a considerable rotation and participation in the
administration, justifying Aristotle’s description in the Politics of
democracy as a constitution in which all citizens have to take turns
in filling the archai (1317b2-3, 19-20). On the other hand, the
number of offices meant that to be a magistrate was in most cases
a part-time job. The sources show that there were enormous varia-
tions in the duties imposed on magistrates. The archons must have
been on duty almost daily, whereas many éniotdrai, éniueintai,
and fepornoioi may have discharged their duties by serving a few
days every prytany or a couple of days in the course of the year.
Furthermore, the members of the various boards seem to have
practiced a considerable division of labour.3% Consequently most
of the magistrates had plenty of time to earn a living, which was an
absolute necessity for many of them because, in the fourth century,
most offices were unpaid3® and because only some of the magis-
trates had an opportunity to obtain some profit from their admin-
istration through various forms of perquisites.3”

APPENDIX I: THE MINIMUM AGE FOR ARCHAI

That Athenian archai had to be more than thirty years of age is fre-
quently stated although not universally accepted. The age limit is, how-
ever, poorly attested and requires discussion. The problem must be split

34 We have several sources stating that active citizens served frequently on the various
boards of archai, e.g., Lys. 20.5, 21.18; Andoc. 1.147; Isae. 7.39; Aeschin. 1.106-07;
Dem. 21.171ff.

35 Cf. M. H. Hansen, Embedsmaendene. Det Athenske Demokrati i 4. drb. 5 (Copen-
hagen 1979) 46.

36 Cf. M. H. Hansen, “Misthos for Magistrates in Classical Athens,” SymbOslo 54
(1979) 5-22.

37 Cf. M. H. Hansen, “‘Perquisites for Magistrates in Fourth-century Athens,” CIMed 32
(1980).
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up into two: (a) the age limit for fovievtai and (b) the age limit for other
dpyai.

(a) One source explicitly states that a citizen had to be thirty years of
age before he could be appointed a councillor, Xenophon Mem. 1.2.35.
Charicles forbids Socrates to discourse with the young, whom he defines
in the following terms: doovmep ypdvov Povieverv obk & eotiv, ¢ obnw
@poviuoig obar undé ov diaiéyov vewtépoig tpidkovta ér@v. This piece of
information, however, is not quite satisfactory because Xenophon speaks
of the oligarchic regime of 404/3. Did the same age limit apply under the
democracy? Two other sources indicate that it did. Dem. 22 hyp. 1.1
refers to a specific fovAevtiks #likia; more important, the Athenian
regulations for Erythrae (IG 12 10 [Meiggs-Lewis 40]) prescribe that
councillors be chosen by lot from citizens aged thirty or above (line 11).
Since the council “is to be installed on the Athenian model” (Meiggs-
Lewis p.91), the inference is that the Athenian councillors were appointed
from citizens above thirty.

(b) An age limit of thirty years for other archai is recorded in only two
reliable sources. In an inscription of the early fifth century it is explicitly
stated for the athlothetai for the Herakleia at Marathon (SEG X 2.25-
26), and an unpublished fragment of a law about the mysteries (SEG
XVI 50) prescribes that two émiueintai be elected from all Athenians
aged at least thirty. Admittedly tpidxovra is restored, but other numerals
do not fit in the lacuna. What is worse, in both cases the information is
ambiguous. It may be a reference to the regular age limit for all archai or
it may be a regulation that these dfi06érar and émiueinzai, exceptionally,
are to be chosen from citizens aged thirty or above. In fact, some sources
indicate that it was possible to become a magistrate from the age of eigh-
teen. According to Just. Epit. 6.5.2 Iphicrates was appointed otpatnydc
when he was twenty; but Justinus is not a reliable source. At Naxos in
376 Phocion (aged 26) commanded the left wing of the Athenian fleet
(Plut. Phoc. 6.5), but presumably as a trierarch. Similarly, some lexi-
cographers state that an Athenian citizen might serve as an arche as soon
as he had been inscribed in his deme: Phot. s.v. Anéiapyixov ypauuazeiov:
Abnvaiov tov dotov TV Exdviwy flikiav dpyev dvaypdpetal 10 dvoua.
npoatifeuévawv Tv ofuwy avtoic kal é& éxeivwv TV ypauuateiov Kinp-
oba1 tag dpydc (same note in Suda 111 p.264 Adler). But this piece of in-
formation is undoubtedly no more than an etymological explanation
of the term Aniapyixov ypauuateiov itself: Anéic means ‘sortition’ and
dpyixov is derived from dpyrj, and so the Anéiapyicov ypappazeiov must
mean the register of those eligible for an arche. Since Anliapyixov is
probably derived from Anéiapyoc,®® the explanation offered by the lexi-
cographers is not only unfounded but also wrong. More important is an
argumentum e silentio based on our knowledge about the doxipasia. The

38 Cf. H. van Effenterre, ““‘Clisthéne et les mesures de mobilisation,” REG 89 (1976)
1-17.
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council’s examination of citizens enrolled in their demes is focused on the
question whether a candidate is younger than eighteen (Arist. Ath.Pol.
42.2). But in the descriptions of the council’s examination of incoming
archons there is no indication that a candidate was asked and had to
confirm that he was at least thirty (Ath.Pol. 55.3; Din. 2.17). Why not?
Perhaps because the precise age of a citizen, when he had been inscribed
in his deme, could easily be checked from the central register of citizens
liable to military service organized in forty-two distinct year-groups from
eighteen to fifty-nine (Ath.Pol. 53.4, 7).

In support of the assumption that all archai had to be thirty I may first
adduce an argument a fortiori: it would be odd to allow citizens to serve
alone or on a board of ten from the age of eighteen and then to fix an age
limit of thirty for the five hundred councillors. More important, the
preserved bronze allotment plates indicate that the same age limit applied
to councillors and other archai. It is apparent from Demosthenes 39.10
that the same pinakion was used at the sortition of councillors and of
other archai. Now, if it was possible for citizens of eighteen to be candi-
dates for the other archai, whereas the council was reserved for citizens
of thirty or older, there must have existed two different types of pinakion
with different stamped seals (the Gorgo head), one for citizens between
18 and 29 (for minor boards) and one for those older (for all types of
arche). But no such difference can be detected on the numerous preserved
pinakia stamped with the Gorgo head, or without stamped seals,3® and
accordingly the Athenians must have had the same age limit for all archai,
viz., thirty years. Next, an argumentum e silentio carries some weight.
We have considerable and increasing prosopographical knowledge about
Athenian citizens of the fifth and fourth centuries. In some cases their
dates of birth and terms of office may be determined with some confi-
dence. To the best of my knowledge, there is no unquestionable example
of a citizen filling an arche before he was thirty (on Alcibiades ¢f. Gomme/
Andrewes/Dover on Thuc. 6.12.2). This is a strong indication that the
thirty years age limit applied to all archai. Moreover, we do have one
source that prescribes an age limit of thirty for all archai. In the begin-
ning of the Constitution of Athens (4.3) Aristotle gives a short account of
the so-called ‘Dracontian constitution’ and states that both councillors
and other archai had to be above thirty. Now, the Dracontian consti-
tution is probably a democratic version of the Patrios Politeia extrapo-
lating the institutions of the classical period. But in that case we have one
more piece of circumstantial evidence that the age limit for all archai was
thirty years. Finally, the thirty years age limit for archai is probably dis-
cussed by Theophrastus in the Vatican Fragment (Vat.Gr. 2306 Fr. B),40
but the passage does not bear on the Athenian constitution.

3% Cf. J. H. Kroll, Athenian Bronze Allotment Plates (Cambridge [Mass.] 1972).

40 Cf. J. H. Oliver, “The Vatican Fragments of Greek Political Theory,” GRBS 18 (1977)
339.
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APPENDIX II: OFFICcIALS WHO WERE NOT ARCHAI

On pp. 153—-54 I enumerate the officials who, in my opinion, were not
archai in the technical sense. In this appendix I shall discuss these and
adduce my arguments for excluding them from the number of Athenian
dpyai &vonuor.

1. igpeic. According to Aeschines the main task for a priest was to
perform sacrifices and to say prayers.*! Usually, a fgpedc had none of the
powers characteristic of an arche: the right to impose fines, to preside
over the court, and to handle public money.42 The administration of the
sacred properties and of the revenue of a sanctuary usually rested with a
board of archai, e.g., tauiar or émiueintai or énmiordrai. Sometimes, how-
ever, the magistrates may have collaborated with the priest.#3 The ap-
pointment of priests seems to have changed from the archaic to the
classical period. The ancestral priesthoods were held for life and reserved
for members of a specific genos. Priesthoods created in the fifth century
or later were usually filled by iepeic chosen by lot from among all Athe-
nian citizens and the tenure of office was one year only.44 There is no
indication of any examination of incoming priests (doxiuasia), which
was obligatory for all archai.*> On the other hand, the priests were sub-
ject to audit at the end of the year (edfvvai),*® but so were many other
officials who were not archai. Moreover, many rites were performed by
priestesses (iépeiar) who, as women, cannot have been archai in the tech-
nical sense. Finally, accumulation of archai was prohibited,*” but we
have one example of a member of the council of five hundred who can
probably be identified with the fepopdvrnc.48

2. npéoPeic. Envoys were elected in the ecclesia by a show of hands
and had to submit to audit when they had completed their mission (e.g.,
Dem. 19.211). But they were not subject to dokiuacia as were all archai,*°

41 Aeschin. 3.18 (the reading of P.Oxy. 1625).

42 One exception is the Eumolpidae, who had some jurisdiction (probably involving
riyepovia dixaatypiov) in connection with the Mysteries: cf. Dem. 22.27.

43 The priest of Asklepios seems to have been in charge of the properties belonging to the
sanctuary: IG 11?2 1532-39. Cf. J. Sundwall, Epigraphische Beitrdge zur sozialpolitischen
Geschichte Athens im Zeitalter des Demosthenes (Klio Suppl. 4, 1906) 47—-48, 75-80.

44 Cf. D. D. Feaver, “Historical Development in the Priesthoods of Athens,” YCS 15
(1957) 123-58.

45 dokipaoia is expressly mentioned in Dem. 57.46 in connection with an arche in the
deme Halimous, but is passed over in silence in the references to the priesthood of Heracles.

46 Aeschin. 3.18; ¢f. IG 11?2 354.21-22, 410.16-22.

47 Dem. 24.150: 086¢ dbo dpyds dpai Tov avtov év 1@ avr éviavte (the Heliastic Oath).

48 The Athenian Councillors 43.155-56, Mvnaiuayoc Novgpddovg (list of bouleutai 335/
34); of. IG 112 1934.6, icpopdvinv Novgplddlov Hepifoidnv. Cf. K. Clinton, The Sacred
Officials of the Eleusinian Mysteries (TAPS N.s. 64.3 [1974]) 22.

49 Cf. D. ]. Mosley, Envoys and Diplomacy in Ancient Greece (Historia Einzelschriften
22 [1973]) 39.
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and sometimes they may have discharged their duties in less than thirty
days, which was the minimum period for an arche.

3. ypaupareis kai vroypaupatei;. Most magistrates and boards of mag-
istrates were assisted by secretaries and under-secretaries.3° Some of the
ypapuatel; were archai, as for example the secretaries of the boule and
the ypauparedc roic Oeouobétaic. But others were paid clerks appointed
by the magistrates themselves and not elected by lot or by a show of
hands. Some of them were slaves or metics. Others were citizens, as for
example Aeschines. As soon as he had been inscribed in his deme he
made a living as a ypauuatedc or vmoypauuateds for various boards of
archai.>! On the assumption that all archai had to be above thirty, Aes-
chines cannot have served as an arche, but must have been a salaried
official.

4. ndpedpoi. Each of the three first archons was assisted by two ndp-
edpot. According to Arist. Ath.Pol. 56.1 these ndpedpor were subject both
to dokiuacia and to edfvvar before the people’s court. On the other
hand, it is apparent from the speech Against Neaera that they were ap-
pointed by the archons and could be dismissed by the archons.52 All
other sources indicated that dokiuacia was a characteristic of archai, and
the inference seems to be that the ndpedpor were archai. But if so, we are
forced to admit that some archai were appointed by other archai and not
elected by the people or chosen by lot at the annual sortition. Even worse,
we must admit that some archai could be dismissed by other archai
without reference to the people’s court, and that is surely unbelievable.
We are faced with a clash of principles; preferring the lesser of two evils,
I assume that the ndpedpor were not archai, but that the dokiuasia excep-
tionally might be applied to officials who were not archai.

5. Aoyayoi. The Aoyayoi were appointed by the taliapyor and not by

50 In addition to the secretaries of the boule and the thesmothetai, ypauuateic are men-
tioned in connection with the following boards of magistrates: dpywv (IG 11> 2811), of
&voexa (IG 117 1631.389), nwintai (Hesperia 10 [1941] 15-30 no.1), tauiai 5 Afnvag
kai tov dAlwv Bewv (IG 112 1370.5), émiueintai 100 dunopiov (Dem. 58.8), éniueintai tov
vewpiowv (IG 11?2 1631.412), émigtdtar dpyvpoxoniov (SEG XXI 667), émigrdrar 'Elev-
owvdélev (IG 117 1543.5-6; 1544.5, 10), dugiktvoves eis dijiov (IG 112 1635.49, 74-75). In
an inscription of ca 350 are recorded both a ypauuaress and a vmoypaupateic of an un-
known board of ten (IG 112 2825). In his description of Aeschines’ career Demosthenes uses
the terms indiscriminately: ypauuareds (18.127, 261; 19.95, 314), drnoypauuaresc (19.70,
200, 237, 249).

51 In the polemarch’s list of slaves manumitted through a dixy dnostagiov we find both a
ypaupatess (IG 112 1556.14) and a sroypaupazess (IG 112 1561.32). So these officials were
slaves who, after the manumission, became metics. It is apparent from Dem. 18.261 that
Aeschines served as ypauuaresc immediately after he was inscribed in his deme. Demosthenes
says that he was paid for the job (19.200, 249).

52 The dpywv, the Baciievs, and the noiéuapyoc take each two ndpedpor of their own
choice (Arist. Ath.Pol. 56.1). One dpywv appointed his father (Dem. 21.178). The Bacidevg
Theogenes appointed Stephanus (Dem. 59.72) but dismissed him again on the advice of the
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the people, and so they cannot have been archai for the same reason as
stated above for the ndpedpor (Arist. Ath.Pol. 61.3).

6. krjpvkes. In the Politics Aristotle says that k#jpvxec are not archai
(1299a19), and his general statement seems to apply to Athens. The most
distinguished of the heralds was ¢ kqpvé ¢ Bovinc. He was elected for
life but citizenship was no requirement for being elected. In the first half
of the fourth century the office was held by two metics, Eucles and his
son Philocles.53

7. d1utnrai. To be an arbitrator was a part of the military service.
Case by case the arbitrators were chosen by lot from citizens in the last of
the forty-two year classes (aged fifty-nine). The service was compulsory
for all citizens registered, with the exception of those abroad and those
who served as archai.5* This last provision is sufficient proof that the
olartntal were not archai in the technical sense.

8. Apeomnayitar. The council of the Areopagus was composed of ex-
archons, and Aristotle states (Ath.Pol. 3.6) that, in his age, the Areopa-
gites were the only archai who served for life. In this passage, however,
dpyri must mean ‘official’ in a broader sense and not ‘magistrate’ as
defined in the law quoted by Aeschines and discussed supra (p.152). If
the members of the Areopagus had been archai in the strict sense, an
Areopagite would have been precluded for the rest of his life from serving
on any other board of archai, because of the ban on accumulation of
archai (Dem. 24.150, quoted supra n.47). But we have several examples
of ex-archons, i.e., Areopagitai, serving as archai: Themistocles was
archon in 493/2 but served on the board of generals in 481/0 and 480/
79. Aristides was archon in 489/8 and one of the atpatyyoi in 479/8 and
478/7.55 Both examples, however, are prior to the reform of the archon-
ship in 487/6 (Arist. Ath.Pol. 22.5), and the rules about accumulation

>

council of the Areopagus (83). Cf. S. Dow, “Companionable Associates,” in Essays in
Archaeology and the Humanities, in Memoriam Otto . Brendel (Mainz 1976) 80—84.

53 Some heralds are citizens (Aeschin. 1.20; 3.44). For Eucles and Philocles see IG 112 145;
Andoc.1. 112, 115; ¢f. PA 5732. The following krjpvkes are known: the krpvé ¢ foving
(elected for life and salaried): IG II? 145; ¢f. IG 1I? 112.6, 120.9-10, 1629.197; Dem.
19.70; 23.97; Aeschin. 1.23, 3.4. The kApvé tois dpyovaiv (only one herald assisting all
the archons): Arist. Ath.Pol. 62.2; IG 112 1717. The xrjpvuxec assisting in the people’s court
(at least ten, one of each of the ten entrances): Ath.Pol. 64.3, 66.1, 68.4, 69.1. The knpvé
t@dv Aoyigtav: Aeschin. 3.23.

54 Arist. Ath.Pol. 53.5: 6 yap véuog, dv tic wi yévprar dwaitntne tng fiixiac adtw xabn-
Kobanc, driuov elvar kededer, nlnv éav toyy dpynv dpywv tiva év éxeive T éviavt ¥ dno-
onuwv. Kahrstedt (supra n.7) 9, 21, 39, 58, 64, etc., assumed that the diaitntai were archai,
but his assertion is based on a misinterpretation of Dem. 29.58: the oath referred to in this
passage is not the oath sworn by incoming magistrates, but the oath sworn by a diartntric
whenever he has to pass a judgement.

55 For Themistocles and Aristides as archons and strategoi cf. Samuel (supra n.20) 205,
and C. W. Fornara, The Athenian Board of Generals from 501 to 404 (Historia Einzel-
schriften 16 [1971]) 42.
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may have been different when the archons were elected and not appointed
by lot. More important is a fourth-century example. In Hesperia 29
(1960) 25-29 no. 33 the names of all the archons of 370/69 are re-
corded. The fifth archon is Edfoioc Ipofallicioc]. 1 agree with the
editor, B. D. Meritt, that ‘“‘Eubulus of Probalinthos was undoubtedly the
famous politician (PA 5369) of the fourth century.” So Eubulus was a
member of the Areopagus, but not thereby an arche, when in the 350s he
served on the Theoric Board (Aeschin. 3.25).

9. Aeitovpyobvteg. Some of the Aeirovpyobvres were chosen by lot,
others were appointed by the archai. They were not subject to doxiuacia,
but had to undergo an edfvva:r when they had discharged their duties
(e.g., Aeschin. 3.19). Combination of a liturgy with an arche was of course
possible, and the nine archons were the only archai who were exempted
from the trierarchy during their year of office (Dem. 20.27-28).

10. Local officials. Only one of the local officials was an arche, the
onfpapyog eic Iepatéa, who was appointed by the state and not by the
deme.5¢ In order to show that other local officials were not archai, it is
sufficient to point out that combination with an arche was allowed. In
346/S, for example, the demarch in Halimous was simultaneously a
member of the council of five hundred.5?
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56 Arist. Ath.Pol. 54.8. As a state official the drjuapyos ¢ic Hepaiéa was empowered to
preside over the people’s court, cf. IG 1I? 1177.14-17.

57 Dem. 57.8. I should like to thank Dr Rhodes for drawing my attention to this source and
for his careful comments on my typescript. With respect to n.20 supra he remarks that his
discussion (supra n.15: 130) of the bouleutai as hieropoioi is based on ieporoifjaar only in the
first part of the passage quoted from Dem. 21.115; he agrees that the feponoioi tais oeuvaic
feaic formed an independent board and were not a committee of the boule. Furthermore, I
should like to thank Prof. ]. K. Davies for his helpful comments.



