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EKAOTIZOY:OQ FOR EKAOTIZEzXeQ IN IG 1X.1%2(4), 798.104
Two FALSE CHARACTERS IN SEARCH OF AN AUTHOR

1. éxhoylobobm in IG IX.13(4), 798.104

Among the public documents from Corcyra, IG IX.1°(4), 798 provides essential information about the
city’s local institutions and the practice of private donations in Hellenistic times.! The first section (lines
1-38) contains the donation of 120 mnai of silver to the city by Aristomenes, prytan of Corcyra, and his
wife Psylla. The donation is allocated for the purpose of hiring artists for a musical festival in honour
of Dionysus every two years. The second part (from line 39 onwards) consists of a decree of the council
meticulously establishing provisions for the administration of the fund. Although /G 1X.1%(4), 798 has been
dated between 272 and 229 BC on historical grounds (cf. Guarducci 1967-1978: III, p. 251), linguistic and
orthographic criteria suggest that it belongs to the 2nd century BC (cf. Dittenberger ad IG IX.1, 694, p. 156).

As expected, heavy fines are imposed on magistrates not abiding by the decree’s regulations (lines
100-132). More specifically, if the dymvoBétog (the official in charge of paying the artist’s wages) or the
xewpilovteg 10 dpyvprov (the three citizens elected annually responsible for the money) fail to submit pro-
per accounts, the vopo@OAaxeg will audit them (lines 102-105):

[..] el
8¢ 1l ko O &ymvoBétoc 7y ot yerpilovtec 10 dpydplov un dpbidg
dmoloyiEmvton, vopopdlokeg exhoylovcbm kabg kol tor &A-
105 Ao to iepo kol dnpooto xpAuoro. [.. .|

The verb éxAoyifopou is to be taken here in its technical sense ‘examine the accounts’, ‘audit’ (cf. Frohlich
2004: 204-5, 426),2 a meaning also attested by cuveyloyilecsBou ‘participate in the control of accounts’
(SEG 27: 261, B.90, Beroia, ca. 180-150 BC, cf. Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993: 124).

The 3rd middle imperative éxAoy1{o0c0w is universally regarded as a regular outcome of éxAoy1{éveBm
with a compensatory lengthening -6vo0w > -0060w.3 Understandably, Klaus Hallof endorses this view and
accordingly does not amend the inscription’s reading in his edition of Corcyrean inscriptions.

In spite of this general consensus among linguists and epigraphists, the purported evolution -évefw >
-ovoBo is unsound. I briefly offer here the main conclusions of an in depth study of this question that will
appear elsewhere (Alonso Déniz ms.):

a) Seemingly, nasal lenition would have triggered compensatory lengthening in order to preserve syl-
lable weight unchanged: -6voBw > -00c60, just as in ndvoo > ndco. If so, the development -6voBo
> -00cOw entails the existence of phonologically distinctive trimoraic superheavy syllables in Ancient
Greek.* However, Ancient Greek phonology contrasted exclusively light and heavy syllables. Superheavy

1 This paper is part of the research project FFI 2009-07645 (“Interdialectal Contact in Ancient Greek™) of the Spanish
Ministry of Science and Innovation (MICINN). I thank Julidn Méndez Dosuna for his insightful remarks and suggestions.

2 Cf. also ‘contraindre & compter’ (IJG 2, p. 125), ‘liberpriifen’ (Mannzmann 1962: 44), ‘obtain accounts’ (Rhodes and
Lewis 1997: 165), avodaufdve tov édeyyo (Pappas 1996: 23), ‘pedir cuentas’, ‘exigir la rendicién de cuentas’ (DGE, s.v.
gxAoyifopon). Less appropriate in this context are ‘calculate’, ‘reckon’ (LSJ, s.v. éxAoyilopo) and ‘[die Gelder] eintreiben’
(Laum 1914, vol. 11, p. 7).

3 See F. Blass (ad SGDI 3206), J. Stenzel (SGDI 1V, p- 396), Kiihner and Blass (1890-1892: §§ 68.3, 211.9), Buck (1911:
220), Brugmann and Thumb (1913: 395), Thumb and Kieckers (1932: 133), Schwyzer (1939: 802), Buck (1955: §§ 77.2, 140.3b),
Risch (1964: 8-9), Lejeune (1972: § 134), Méndez Dosuna (1985: 213), Abbenes (1990: 237) and Colvin (2007: 166).

4 Any vocalic or consonantal element that determines syllable weight is called ‘mora’. Short vowels and consonants in
syllable coda represent one mora, long vowels, two. Accordingly, the forth syllable in éx.Aoy1.o06.0w exhibits three morae (ov
=2 morae, ¢ = 1 mora). Therefore, the long vowel -ov-, triggered by compensatory lengthening, would attest to the trimoraic
nature of the syllable before nasal loss.
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trimoraic syllables had no phonological status, as shown by the evidence of metrical rules in poetry, various
sound changes and of some accentual phenomena governed by syllable weight.

b) More significantly, a change -6voBm > -00c0w contradicts the regular behaviour of -nsC- sequenc-
es, in which systematic nasal loss is not joined by compensatory lengthening: e.g., *en-sk*ete > €onete,
*kons-mo- > xkOopog, *dem-s + *pot- > *denspotes > deonodTNC, *kent-16- > *kensto- > xeo10¢, etc. Despite
frequent claims to the contrary, this development is not restricted to a prehistoric stage of the language, but
recurs over and over through the history of Ancient Greek, as shown by relatively late instances in sandhi
like oUv + 6Td01g > Att. cvoTOG1G, Att. éotnoavtt for évotnooavtt or Delph. év otdAog > €otdAog
(= Att. ¢ otnAog). The alleged exceptions are wholly unwarranted: eilothAnt is an epigraphic mistake,
gomeroton, éoneicBnv have been created on the analogy of éoneica (< *€onevon) and oneliow (< onévow),
and &ocov borrowed its long & and double -oo- from other comparatives (Baccov, etc.). Finally, técuo
(< *névona), attested in Hesychius’ lexicon, became netopo ‘rope’ replaced under the conjoint influence of
the quasi-homonym melopo ‘persuasion’ and some quasi-synonyms that presented an /&/ (cnelpa, Ge1pd).

¢) The ending of ékAoy1lovcOw is unparalleled. Even if Lac. dveldo80, Locr. dapevdcOov, Att.
heAdcBov, etc., are ambiguous (as is known, <O> stands both for long and short /o/ in most epichoric alpha-
bets), in Epid. gepdc0o (IG IV2.1, 40.13, ca. 400 BC) and ¢[e]pdc00 (ib. 41.13) <O> represents unambigu-
ously a short /o/, since for /6/ both inscriptions regularly use the false diphthong <ov> (cf. Nieto Izquierdo
2009: 482-3).5

All these facts are compelling evidence against the communis opinio and strongly confirm the idea
that éxAhoy1lovoBo is a misspelling. In the following sections, I will support this hypothesis with further
epigraphic arguments and try to prove that éxAoyi{<é>c0 is the most likely correction.

2. Misspellings in IG 1X.1%(4), 798

IG TX.1?(4), 798 was published in minuscules at the beginning of the XVIIIth century by the French
Benedictine Bernard de Montfaucon (Montfaucon 1702: 412-421). De Montfaucon tells almost nothing
about the discovery of the stone. Apparently, his own edition bases on a copy that he received in April 1701
from Apostolo Zeno, famous Venetian antiquarian, man of letters and opera librettist of Cretan descent,
whose family settled in Venice in the years before the fall of Candia to the Turks in 1669. Although Zeno
in some of his letters refers to De Montfaucon’s visit to Venice in the spring of the year 1701,% he makes no
further mention of this or the other copies of inscriptions he gave to the French traveller. Admittedly, the
stone could have been copied in Venice, where many inscriptions arrived from Greek islands under Vene-
tian rule. However, De Montfaucon’s words clearly suggest that Zeno acquired his copy from an otherwise
unknown Corcyrean.” Therefore, it seems more likely that the stone was copied in Corcyra. Unfortunately,
it has not been recovered ever since.

Be it as it may, the text published by De Montfaucon abounds in mistakes, most of which were already
emended in Boeckh’s edition (CIG 1875), who also established the arbitrary division of lines. Mistakes are
of different types. Some are certainly attributable to the anonymous Corcyrean who made the first tran-
scription or to a subsequent copy (or copies) derived from that archetype:

5 To my mind, Argolic xpéveBd < xpedvaBwm (Buck 83.10, 575-550 BC?) and motypoyévedo (Schwyzer 83, B.26, ca.
460-450 BC) exhibit an analogically restored nasal (-10, -tot : -68w :: -vto, -vtoun : X, hence x = -voOw).

6 “Martedi & partito con mio sommo rincrescimento il nostro P. di Montfaucon [...]. Ho veduti molti begli Manoscriti, che
publichera in sei tomi, tostoche sia giunto a Parigi” (Morelli 1785: No. 55, vol. I, p. 108). “L’ordinario passato mi trovava fuor di
Venezia [...]. Era pero gia partito sino dal Lunedi il dottissimo Padre di Montfaucon, con cui spesso ho tenuto regionamento”
(Morelli 1785: No. 56, vol. I, pp. 110-1).

7 “Inscriptiones Corcyreas eiusdem Zeni beneficio ac dono nacti sumus: prima egregia est, singularissimumque antiqui-
tatis monumentum. Eam quia ineditam aestimo, hic publici iuris facere destinavi, qualem a Graeco Corcyreo descriptam idem
amicissimus nobis Zenus accepit” (Montfaucon 1702: 412).
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a) Misspellings due to interference with Modern Greek pronunciation: <e> for <ou>3 <n> for <e>,°
<ot> for <e1>,10 interchange of <o> and <w>.1!

b) Mistakes due to wrong segmentation of the text in scriptio continua.'?

¢) Misspellings due to visual resemblance of minuscule letters.!3

d) Other mistakes.!4

Symptomatically, glaring misspellings also abound in other Corcyrean inscriptions preserved only
through Zeno’s copies: ®AIAKOZINH for ®aiokog yovn (IG 1X.134), 855.1, II-1 BC?; corrected by F.
Ossann), Aptotodapog for Apiotodapag (IG IX.124), 799.1, Hellenistic period; cf. Apiotodapav(ty] 4),
etc.!5

Actually, later more accurate copies of some inscriptions also expose the blunders in the transcrip-
tions of Zeno: IAKXOZX for ‘laxyov (IG I1X.1%4), 839.2, III-1I BC?), AIIEAAOY for Ayeldov (ib. 3),
ATIOAAINIAAZOZ for [kort]o moAv GAcog (IG IX.1%(4), 787.5, 250-200 BC).16 Last but not least, Zeno’s
transcript of /G 1X.1%(4), 1011 (II BC), an inscription that is still preserved, is nothing but gibberish: cf. e.g.
line 3 [TYNOANE ANTI CEO EYTENHZE TIZ AE EYT'ENOYZX for [l téy]o muvBaveon tig Epuv, Eéve, tig
3¢ éyevnOnv (lapis).

In my opinion, the linguistic arguments put forward above (§ 1), the fact that misspellings are abundant
in IG IX.13(4), 798 and the overall poor quality of Zeno’s copies cast serious doubts on éxhoyi{oOcBwm. It
should also be stressed that, in general, copies of texts prior to the development of modern epigraphy are
highly unreliable. More particularly, extraordinary and unparalleled spellings only attested in this kind of
documents are in most cases negligible (Threatte 1980: 12-3).

3. éxhoylo{v}cbm

Dittenberger (ad IG 1X.1, 694, p. 156) stated that éxAoyiloveBm should have regularly evolved into
¢xhoy1lécBm. Accordingly, “sane accurate -668m, non -0068m scribendum erat” (cf. Epid. ¢epdco).
However, there is compelling evidence against the correction éxAoy1l6{v}cBo.

To begin with, 3rd pl. thematic middle imperative -660w(v) (< *-6voBm(v)) is otherwise unattested in
Hellenistic inscriptions, in which only -é68wv or -éc0wooav are found. In Attic inscriptions -¢60wv and

8 Cf. 1¢ for 161 (.82), épepedeio for épopeBeio (93), suvarrdosovtor for cuvalidosovteg (.55).
9 Cf. rote for moteitm (94).

10 Cf. oi 8¢ for <e>i 82 (.100), cuvoiket for cuv<e>ixer (.121), avodépovov mot for dvaBépev S{vin<e>t (.143), dypot
(.134) for &ypet (= dyp). According to Dittenberger (ad IG IX.1, 694, p. 156) and Hallof (ad IG 1X.1%(4), 798, p. 28), in these
examples <o> for <e> is due to a confusion of minuscules. However, if this were the deciding factor of the mistake, we would
also expect to find instances of <o> for <e> in other contexts, not only in combination with <t>.

1L Cf. napadévr for nopaddvr (76), mopaidBove for maparofdvit (99), Sdoet for Sdoet (.82), Sdvro for évim (.116).

12 Cf. xabig x¢Soxf for kabag ko o (1), TAatkovg ‘Qoavdpdg for TAodkov Tdcavdpog (.36-38), totficon v Tt
for rothoanév 11 (.67), &v mpdEonev for dvrpa&oev (.73), v npdEmwvt for dvrpd&nvtt ((90).

13 Cf. §0dévro (36) for SoBévta and w6Sodov (39) for méBodov. The latter was already emended by De Montfaucon
(Montfaucon 1702: 429) in his notes to the text. However, ySaveicodvtt for £ydaveisBdvtt (77-8) could have well been
already in the inscription.

14 Cf. $HAhag for POA (.5), mpog for mpod (.93), kait for kot (.12), kqi- for k- (as if from kad + vowel, cf. k&pEovrou for
K« &pEwvton .17, k&SHvarov for k” &8Ovarov .25, etc.), dvabécerg for dvabéciog (144), tod for oG (40) (cf. also § 4 for other
mistakes). The omission of iofa after a long vowel in Gpnuévorg for aipnuévorg (.121), ta for toun (.3), ©é for @t (40,), 7y for
7 (118) is more likely to be a late feature of the ancient Corcyrean than a modern mistake (cf. perhaps the hypercorrect <ni>
for <n> in Aprstopévm for Apiotopévn, .59). Most probably, the original text included Attic-Ionic Koine forms: npoctatnc-
(.106, .109, .110) dnpooto (105, .130), tetdptn (:2), dpxn (.84), dywvobétng ((94) vs. dywvobétag (.103), texvitdv (.6, .35)
vs. tegviay (4), éxdovicBfvar (14) vs. xoroypnoOiuev (127). Finally, itacistic davil- (.9, .14, .28) for the more frequently
attested dawvell- (passim) and dnotio- (.69, 71, 75, .101) for damoteis- (110) could also be ascribed to the original inscription.

15 Cf. also XAIPAI for xotpe (IG 1X.1%(4), 983, Hellenistic period?, ib. 1052 and 1055, Roman period), AMYPAAOY for
Auneadov (IG 1X.12(4), 979.1.2, Hellenistic period; corrected by Dittenberger), NAZOITAIA for véoot toud (IG 1X.13(4),
929.4,250-200 BC; corrected by Ruhnken), AAKITIOY for Aokpitov (IG 1X.12(4), 819.1, II BC; corrected by Dittenberger; of
this inscription only line 3 is extant today).

16 The stone was reported to be missing in the 1930s and only a copy and an ectypon by H. Nesselhauf are preserved.
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-660wv still coexisted in the fifth century BC.!7 However, -668wv had disappeared by the fourth century
BC.18

More significantly, in IG IX.12(4), 798 in addition to the Koine type dnohoyi&dcBmwoay (97), there are
two clear instances of 3rd middle imperative -¢600 (for 3rd pl. -60w = -60wv, cf. Buck 1955: § 140.1): adtol
elompaocivVI<m>, kol kpvéchm Fxoactol kabhg ¥ adtol Tpoonp<d>vion (.125), xdoverlécbm kol ol
nevinkovto, uvol (.134). Coordination with €6vto strongly supports the interpretation of éydoveilécOw
as a 3rd pl. in the following passage: umn €6vt® to. émutipie. unde o xphuote Aptotopéveog kol PoAlog
unde tdv émvopmv Apiotopéveog kol WOALaGg, dALNG dnudoia eig Tav @V TexviTav picBwoty, kol
éydaverléclo peto 100 EAlov dpyvpiov (127-131). The examples above suggest that pieBodcOwm (.83)
is more likely to go back to *uicBoécBm than to *uwcBodécBw or *icBoovcOw. Therefore, éxAoy1{d6c0w
would be at odds with the systematic use of -é68w in the rest of the document.!®

4. ¢xhoyil<é>cm

Boeckh (ad CIG 1845) proposed the correction éxAoyil<é>cOwm, which was eventually accepted by Ahrens
(1843: 297). However, Dittenberger (ad IG 1X.1, 694, p. 156) argued that a misspelling éxAoy1{ovoBw for
éxAoy1lécBm cannot be easily explained: “errorum, quibus sane scatet apographum, causae plerumque in
propatulo sunt, cum in hac flexione ov pro € scriptum esse permirum videri debeat”. As expected, there are
no further interchanges of <ov> and <e> in the inscription.

Nonetheless, mere sloppiness is the only possible explanation for some irrational misspellings in our
text (some of the examples cited above could also fit into this category, cf. § 2, especially those in n. 14):
Meptidov for Muptidlov (.38), uev Apiotouév for pet’ Aprotopévn (.59).

Furthermore, some errors can be brought about also by mental association or by other words in the same
text (cf. West 1973: 21). This accounts for some of the mistakes found in IG IX.12(4), 798: eionpdocoviol
for elonpacciévim (124-5), kaBag Exovot for xaddg Exewv (.140), possibly yeypauuévov for yevouevov
(.145-6), napadoinvto for napadoiev {to} (74)20 and ¢EécBw (105) for é€€otm, with unexpected -c0w
after other imperatives in the inscription.2! After all, é&kAoy1{o0c0w is not the only oddity that needs cor-
rection and the source for the aberrant ending in -00c0w is probably the imperative picBovsOw found
some lines before (.83).22

Greek inscriptions attest to crazy mistakes of similar kind:

* 3rd pl. éuredopkoiny for éunedoprotev (Rhodes and Osborne GHI 88.49-50, post 350 BC), induced

by 1st sg. éunedoproinv (.39) some lines above (cf. Siewert 1972: 7).

* 3rd sg. opoldynoew for mpoddynoev (IG 112, 1629.505, 325 BC), induced by dmodwoewv in the

following line.

17 Cf. Threatte (1996: 465—6): evBuvéc0ov (IG 13, 78a.20, 422 BC?), 3pd6000v < *ypnécOev (IG I?, 182.11,430-405 BC),
heldésBov (IG 1P, 82.36, 421 BC) vs. [evB]uvésBov (IG T2, 78b.20), [én]apdoBov < *énapaécBov (IG I, 75.26, 423 BC).

18 Cf. edBuvécBulv] (SEG 26, 28.28, 374 BC), ypiicBuv < *ypnécBav (SEG 26, 28.43, 374 BC), xotode[6é]cBwoov
(DTWii 106.a.5, ca. 350-300 BC).

19 Abbenes (1990) contends that there is no cogent proof for a 3rd pl. -é60w in Dorian dialects. Accordingly, he takes all
3rd pl. -éc0w in this inscription to be mistakes for Koine -é60m<v>, whereas éxAoy1{obcBm would be the only dialectal form
(Abbenes 1990: 241). Unfortunately, as far as IG IX.12(4), 798 is concerned, Abbenes’ claim brings up an unexpected problem.
In the document 3rd pl. imperative active endings show the following pattern: 1 example of Koine -viov (ta.&gvtov .138) vs.
18 instances of dialectal -vtw. Under Abbenes’ hypothesis, the distribution in the middle would be awkwardly the opposite: 4
Koine variants vs. only 1 alleged dialectal form (¢xAoy1{o0c0w). Even allowing for some randomness, the ratio between local
and Koine variants would be expected to be somehow similar.

20 Other possible emendations of this passage are mapadoi<e>v 10 <ke@dAatov kol tov tdkov> (Blass, cf. .73 and 75)
and nopodotey <av>16 (Boeckh).

21 The correct form éotm appears in line 118. An inverse spelling <60> for <ot> is unlikely, since <68> remains other-
wise unchanged in the inscription. As a matter of fact, £s8wcoav for £stwoay, £Eécbo for éEéotm, etc., found in Hellenistic
papyri, are probably due to the association with middle forms (Mayser and Schmoll 1970: 154).

22 Remember that the lines of the text were arbitrarily established by Boeckh.
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* 3rd sg. xatiotooel for kotaotaoel (IC 1V, 72, 1.51, Gortyna, 5th BC), caused by xati[otda]to (ib.
45-6), xomiotuey (ib. 54).

* 3rd sg. droteAelv for dratedel (CID TV, 106.29, Delphi, 184 BC), caused by tpattetv (.28) and Srotnpetv
(.27) (cf. Wilhelm 1933: 2).

* Inf. gycoupeg for exconpev (IG I?, 82.16,421 BC, stoichedon). Final <X> in éxcoupgg takes up the 34th
position of the sfoichos and there is also a <> in the 35th position of the line immediate above
(ABevaiog).

* fH\Bovreg for ENBovteg (IG 112, 1672.297, 329 BC), probably caused by the blending of oi Yotepov
#\Bovtec and ot Yotepov ABov (cf. Kunst 1919: 499).

As is the case with ékAoy1£o0c0w, the instances above are isolated errors with no further implications

for the morphology of Ancient Greek.

Judging from the evidence of other inscriptions, the stonecutter of /G IX.1%(4), 798 could be regarded as

the prime suspect of the error éxAoy1{o0c0w. However, we cannot exclude that the responsibility lies with
the incompetent Corcyrean who transcribed the text.23

5. Conclusions

Although universally assumed to be a genuine dialectal form, 3rd pl. middle imperative éxAoyilovcBo is
a ghost of Ancient Greek morphology and is better explained as an irrational mistake for éxAoy1{<é>c0w.
As long as the stone is not found, it must remain undecided whether éxAoy1{ovcBm was mistakenly written
by the amateur who transcribed the inscription or must be attributed to the engraver of the stone.
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