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ΕΚΛΟΓΙΖΟΥΣΘΩ FOR ΕΚΛΟΓΙΖΕΣΘΩ IN IG IX.12(4), 798.104
TWO FALSE CHARACTERS IN SEARCH OF AN AUTHOR

1. ἐκλογιζούσθω in IG IX.12(4), 798.104

Among the public documents from Corcyra, IG IX.12(4), 798 provides essential information about the 
city’s local institutions and the practice of private donations in Hellenistic times.1 The fi rst 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 IG IX.12(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 fi nes are imposed on magistrates not abiding by the decree’s regulations (lines 
100–132). More specifi cally, if the ἀγωνοθέτας (the offi cial in charge of paying the artist’s wages) or the 
χειρίζοντες τὸ ἀργύριον (the three citizens elected annually responsible for the money) fail to submit pro-
per accounts, the νομοφύλακες will audit them (lines 102–105):

              […] εἰ
  δέ τί κα ὁ ἀγωνοθέτας ἢ οἱ χειρίζοντες τὸ ἀργύριον μὴ ὀρθῶς
  ἀπολογίξωνται, νομοφύλακες ἐκλογιζούσθω καθὼς καὶ τὰ ἄλ-
 105 λα τὰ ἱερὰ καὶ δημόσια χρήματα. […]

The verb ἐκλογίζομαι is to be taken here in its technical sense ‘examine the accounts’, ‘audit’ (cf. Fröhlich 
2004: 204–5, 426),2 a meaning also attested by συνεγλογίζεσθαι ‘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 ἐκλογιζούσθω is universally regarded as a regular outcome of ἐκλογιζόνσθω 
with a compensatory lengthening -όνσθω > -ούσθω.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 -όνσθω > 
-ούσθω is unsound. I briefl y 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: -όνσθω > -ούσθω, just as in πάνσα > πᾶσα. If so, the development -όνσθω 
> -ούσθω entails the existence of phonologically distinctive trimoraic superheavy syllables in Ancient 
Greek.4 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 Julián Méndez Dosuna for his insightful remarks and suggestions.

2 Cf. also ‘contraindre à compter’ (IJG 2, p. 125), ‘überprüfen’ (Mannzmann 1962: 44), ‘obtain accounts’ (Rhodes and 
Lewis 1997: 165), αναλαμβάνω τον έλεγχο (Pappas 1996: 23), ‘pedir cuentas’, ‘exigir la rendición de cuentas’ (DGE, s.v. 
ἐκλογίζομαι). Less appropriate in this context are ‘calculate’, ‘reckon’ (LSJ, s.v. ἐκλογίζομαι) and ‘[die Gelder] eintreiben’ 
(Laum 1914, vol. II, p. 7).

3 See F. Blass (ad SGDI 3206), J. Stenzel (SGDI IV, p. 396), Kühner 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 ἐκ.λο.γι.ζούσ.θω exhibits three morae (ου 
= 2 morae, σ = 1 mora). Therefore, the long vowel -ου-, 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 signifi cantly, a change -όνσθω > -ούσθω contradicts the regular behaviour of -nsC- sequenc-
es, in which systematic nasal loss is not joined by compensatory lengthening: e.g., *en-skwete > ἔσπετε, 
*kons-mo- > κόσμος, *dem-s + *pot- > *denspotēs > δεσπότης, *kent-tó- > *kenstó- > κεστός, 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 σύν + στάσις > Att. σύστασις, Att. ἐστήσαντι for ἐνστήσαντι or Delph. ἐν στάλας > ἐστάλας 
(= Att. ἐς στήλας). The alleged exceptions are wholly unwarranted: εἰστήληι is an epigraphic mistake, 
ἔσπεισται, ἐσπείσθην have been created on the analogy of ἔσπεισα (< *ἔσπενσα) and σπείσω (< σπένσω), 
and ἆσσον borrowed its long ᾱ  and double -σσ- from other comparatives (θᾶσσον, etc.). Finally, πέσμα 
(< *πένσμα), attested in Hesychius’ lexicon, became πεῖσμα ‘rope’ replaced under the conjoint infl uence of 
the quasi-homonym πεῖσμα ‘persuasion’ and some quasi-synonyms that presented an /ē/ (σπεῖρα, σειρά).

c) The ending of ἐκλογιζούσθω is unparalleled. Even if Lac. ἀνελόσθ , Locr. δαμευόσθ ν, Att. 
hελόσθ ν, etc., are ambiguous (as is known, <O> stands both for long and short /o/ in most epichoric alpha-
bets), in Epid. φερόσθ  (IG IV2.1, 40.13, ca. 400 BC) and φ[ε]ρόσθ  (ib. 41.13) <O> represents unambigu-
ously a short /o/, since for /ō/ both inscriptions regularly use the false diphthong <ου> (cf. Nieto Izquierdo 
2009: 482–3).5

All these facts are compelling evidence against the communis opinio and strongly confi rm the idea 
that ἐκλογιζούσθω is a misspelling. In the following sections, I will support this hypothesis with further 
epigraphic arguments and try to prove that ἐκλογιζ<έ>σθω is the most likely correction.

2. Misspellings in IG IX.12(4), 798

IG IX.12(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 1701,6 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 V enice, 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.7 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 fi rst tran-
scription or to a subsequent copy (or copies) derived from that archetype:

5 To my mind, Argolic χρόνσθ  < χρεόνσθω (Buck 83.10, 575–550 BC?) and ποιγραψάνσθ  (Schwyzer 83, B.26, ca. 
460–450 BC) exhibit an analogically restored nasal (-το, -ται : -σθω :: -ντο, -νται : x, hence x = -νσθω).

6 “Martedì è partito con mio sommo rincrescimento il nostro P. di Montfaucon […]. Ho veduti molti begli Manoscriti, che 
publicherà in sei tomi, tostochè sia giunto a Parigi” (Morelli 1785: No. 55, vol. I, p. 108). “L’ordinario passato mi trovava fuor di 
Venezia […]. Era però già partito sino dal Lunedì 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 benefi cio 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: <ε> for <αι>,8 <η> for <ει>,9 
<οι> for <ει>,10 interchange of <ο> and <ω>.11

b) Mistakes due to wrong segmentation of the text in scriptio continua.12

c) Misspellings due to visual resemblance of minuscule letters.13

d) Other mistakes.14

Symptomatically, glaring misspellings also abound in other Corcyrean inscriptions preserved only 
through Zeno’s copies: ΦΑΙΑΚΟΣΙΝΗ for Φαίακος γυνή (IG IX.12(4), 855.1, II–I BC?; corrected by F. 
Ossann), Ἀριστοδαμος for Ἀριστοδάμας (IG IX.12(4), 799.1, Hellenistic period; cf. Ἀριστοδάμαν[τι] .4), 
etc.15

Actually, later more accurate copies of some inscriptions also expose the blunders in the transcrip-
tions of Zeno: IΑΚΧΟΣ for Ἰάκχου (IG IX.12(4), 839.2, III–II BC?), ΑΠΕΛΑΟΥ for Ἀγελάου (ib. 3), 
AΠΟΛΛΙΝΙΑΛΣΟΣ for [κατ]ὰ πόλιν ἄλ σ ος (IG IX.12(4), 787.5, 250–200 BC).16 Last but not least, Zeno’s 
transcript of IG IX.12(4), 1011 (II BC), an inscription that is still preserved, is nothing but gibberish: cf. e.g. 
line 3 ΠΥΝΘΑΝΕ ΑΝΤΙ CΕΟ ΕΥΓΕΝΗΣ ΤΙΣ ∆Ε ΕΥΓΕΝΟΥΣ for [εἰ τάχ]ᾳ πυνθάνεαι τίς ἔφυν, ξένε, τίς 
δὲ ἐγενήθην (lapis).

In my opinion, the linguistic arguments put forward above (§ 1), the fact that misspellings are abundant 
in IG IX.12(4), 798 and the overall poor quality of Zeno’s copies cast serious doubts on ἐκλογιζούσθω. 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. ἐκλογιζό{υ}σθω

Dittenberger (ad IG IX.1, 694, p. 156) stated that ἐκλογιζόνσθω should have regularly evolved into 
ἐκλογιζόσθω. Accordingly, “sane accurate -όσθω, non -ούσθω scribendum erat” (cf. Epid. φερόσθ ). 
However, there is compelling evidence against the correction ἐκλογιζό{υ}σθω.

To begin with, 3rd pl. thematic middle imperative -όσθω(ν) (< *-όνσθω(ν)) is otherwise unattested in 
Hellenistic inscriptions, in which only -έσθων or -έσθωσαν are found. In Attic inscriptions -έσθων and 

8 Cf. τε for τᾶι (.82), ἐφερεθεῖσιν for ἐφαιρεθεῖσιν (.93), συναλλάσσονται for συναλλάσσοντες (.55).
9 Cf. ποιήτω for ποιείτω (.94).
10 Cf. οἱ δὲ for <ε>ἰ δὲ (.100), συνοίκει for συν<ε>ίκει (.121), ἀναθέμονον ποι for ἀναθέμεν ὅ{ν}π<ε>ι (.143), ἄχροι 

(.134) for ἄχρει (= ἄχρι). According to Dittenberger (ad IG IX.1, 694, p. 156) and Hallof (ad IG IX.12(4), 798, p. 28), in these 
examples <ο> for <ε> is due to a confusion of minuscules. However, if this were the deciding factor of the mistake, we would 
also expect to fi nd instances of <ο> for <ε> in other contexts, not only in combination with <ι>.

11 Cf. παραδόντι for παραδῶντι (.76), παραλάβοντι for παραλαβῶντι (.99), δώσει for δόσει (.82), δώντο for δόντω (.116).
12 Cf. καθὼς κᾀδοκῇ for καθὼς κα δοκῇ (.11), Γλαύκους ᾽Ωσανδρός for Γλαύκου Σώσανδρoς (.36–38), ποιῆσαι ἕν τι 

for ποιήσαιέν τι (.67), ἂν πράξαιεν for ἀνπράξαιεν (.73), ἂν πράξωντι for ἀνπράξωντι (.90).
13 Cf. δοδέντα (.36) for δοθέντα and πόδοδον (.39) for πόθοδον. The latter was already emended by De Montfaucon 

(Montfaucon 1702: 429) in his notes to the text. However, ἐγδανεισοώντι for ἐγδανεισθῶντι (.77–8) could have well been 
already in the inscription.

14 Cf. Ψύλλας for Ψύλλα (.5), πρὸς for πρὸ (.93), καὶ for κα (.12), κᾳ- for κα- (as if from καὶ + vowel, cf. κᾄρξονται for 
κ’ ἄρξωνται .17, κᾀδύνατον for κ’ ἀδύνατον .25, etc.), ἀναθέσεις for ἀναθέσιος (.144), τοῦ for τᾶς (.40) (cf. also § 4 for other 
mistakes). The omission of iota after a long vowel in ἁρημένοις for αἱρημένοις (.121), τᾶ for τᾶι (.3), τῶ for τῶι (.40,), ἦ for 
ᾖ (.118) is more likely to be a late feature of the ancient Corcyrean than a modern mistake (cf. perhaps the hypercorrect <ηι> 
for <η> in Ἀριστομένηι for Ἀριστομένη, .59). Most probably, the original text included Attic-Ionic Koine forms: προστατησ- 
(.106, .109, .110) δημοσία (.105, .130), τετάρτῃ (.2), ἀρχή (.84), ἀγωνοθέτης (.94) vs. ἀγωνοθέτας (.103), τεχνιτῶν (.6, .35) 
vs. τεχνιτᾶν (.4), ἐκδανισθῆναι (.14) vs. καταχρησθῆμεν (.127). Finally, itacistic δανίζ- (.9, .14, .28) for the more frequently 
attested δανείζ- (passim) and ἀποτισ- (.69, .71, .75, .101) for ἀποτεισ- (.110) could also be ascribed to the original inscription.

15 Cf. also ΧΑΙΡΑΙ for χαῖρε (IG IX.12(4), 983, Hellenistic period?, ib. 1052 and 1055, Roman period), ΑΜΥΡΑΛΟΥ for 
Ἀμφιάλου (IG IX.12(4), 979.I.2, Hellenistic period; corrected by Dittenberger), ΝΑΣΟΙΓΑΙ∆ for νάσωι τᾶιδ᾽ (IG IX.12(4), 
929.4, 250–200 BC; corrected by Ruhnken), ΛΑΚΙΠΟΥ for Λακρίτου (IG IX.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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-όσθων still coexisted in the fi fth century BC.17 However, -όσθων had disappeared by the fourth century 
BC.18

More signifi cantly, in IG IX.12(4), 798 in addition to the Koine type ἀπολογιξάσθωσαν (.97), there are 
two clear instances of 3rd middle imperative -έσθω (for 3rd pl. -σθω = -σθων, cf. Buck 1955: § 140.1): αὐτοὶ 
εἰσπρασσόντ<ω>, καὶ κρινέσθω ἕκαστοι καθώς κ’ αὐτοὶ προαιρ<ῶ>νται (.125), ἐκδανειζέσθω καὶ αἱ 
πεντήκοντα μναῖ (.134). Coordination with ἐόντω strongly supports the interpretation of ἐγδανειζέσθω 
as a 3rd pl. in the following passage: μὴ ἐόντωἐόντω τὰ ἐπιτίμια μηδὲ τὰ χρήματα Ἀριστομένεος καὶ Ψύλλας 
μηδὲ τῶν ἐπινόμων Ἀριστομένεος καὶ Ψύλλας, ἀλλὰ δημόσια εἰς τὰν τῶν τεχνιτᾶν μίσθωσιν, καὶ 
ἐγδανειζέσθωἐγδανειζέσθω μετὰ τοῦ ἄλλου ἀργυρίου (.127–131). The examples above suggest that μισθούσθω (.83) 
is more likely to go back to *μισθοέσθω than to *μισθοόσθω or *μισθοούσθω. Therefore, ἐκλογιζόσθω 
would be at odds with the systematic use of -έσθω in the rest of the document.19

4. ἐκλογιζ<έ>σθω

Boeckh (ad CIG 1845) proposed the correction ἐκλογιζ<έ>σθω, which was eventually accepted by Ahrens 
(1843: 297). However, Dittenberger (ad IG IX.1, 694, p. 156) argued that a misspelling ἐκλογιζούσθω for 
ἐκλογιζέσθω cannot be easily explained: “errorum, quibus sane scatet apographum, causae plerumque in 
propatulo sunt, cum in hac fl exione ου pro ε scriptum esse permirum videri debeat”. As expected, there are 
no further interchanges of <ου> and <ε> 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 fi t into this category, cf. § 2, especially those in n. 14): 
Μερτίλου for Μυρτίλου (.38), μὲν Ἀριστομένηι for μετ’ Ἀριστομένη (.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: εἰσπράσσονται 
for εἰσπρασσόντω (.124–5), καθὼς ἔχουσι for καλῶς ἔχειν (.140), possibly γεγραμμένον for γενόμενον 
(.145–6), παραδοίηντο for παραδοῖεν {το} (.74)20 and ἐξέσθω (.105) for ἐξέστω, with unexpected -σθω 
a fter other imperatives in the inscription.21 After all, ἐκλογιζούσθω is not the only oddity that needs cor-
rection and the source for the aberrant ending in -ούσθω is probably the imperative μισθούσθω found 
some lines before (.83).22

Greek inscriptions attest to crazy mistakes of similar kind:
• 3rd pl. ἐμπεδορκοῖην for ἐμπεδορκοῖεν (Rhodes and Osborne GHI 88.49–50, post 350 BC), induced

         by 1st sg. ἐμπεδορκοίην (.39) some lines above (cf. Siewert 1972: 7).
• 3rd sg. ὡμολόγησειν for ὡμολόγησεν (IG II2, 1629.505, 325 BC), induced by ἀποδώσειν in the 

         following line.

17 Cf. Threatte (1996: 465–6): εὐθυνόσθ ν (IG I3, 78a.20, 422 BC?), χρ  σθ ν < *χρηόσθων (IG I3, 182.11, 430–405 BC), 
hελόσθ ν (IG I3, 82.36, 421 BC) vs. [εὐθ]υνέσθ ν (IG I3, 78b.20), [ἐπ]αράσθ ν < *ἐπαραέσθων (IG I3, 75.26, 423 BC).

18 Cf. εὐθυνέσθω[ν] (SEG 26, 28.28, 374 BC), χρήσθων < *χρηέσθων (SEG 26, 28.43, 374 BC), καταδε[δέ]σθωσαν 
(DTWü 106.a.5, ca. 350–300 BC).

19 Abbenes (1990) contends that there is no cogent proof for a 3rd pl. -έσθω in Dorian dialects. Accordingly, he takes all 
3rd pl. -έσθω in this inscription to be mistakes for Koine -έσθω<ν>, whereas ἐκλογιζούσθω 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 -ντων (ταξάντων .138) vs. 
18 instances of dialectal -ντω. Under Abbenes’ hypothesis, the distribution in the middle would be awkwardly the opposite: 4 
Koine variants vs. only 1 alleged dialectal form (ἐκλογιζούσθω). 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 παραδοῖ<ε>ν τὸ <κεφάλαιον καὶ τὸν τόκον> (Blass, cf. .73 and .75) 
and παραδοῖεν <αὐ>τό (Boeckh).

21 The correct form ἔστω appears in line 118. An inverse spelling <σθ> for <στ> is unlikely, since <σθ> remains other-
wise unchanged in the inscription. As a matter of fact, ἔσθωσαν for ἔστωσαν, ἐξέσθω for ἐξέστω, 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. κατιστασεῖ for καταστασεῖ (IC IV, 72, I.51, Gortyna, 5th BC), caused by κατι[στά]τ  (ib.
         45–6), κατιστάμεν (ib. 54).

• 3rd sg. διατελεῖν for διατελεῖ (CID IV, 106.29, Delphi, 184 BC), caused by πράττειν (.28) and διατηρεῖν
         (.27) (cf. Wilhelm 1933: 2).

•  Inf. ἐχσαιρς for ἐχσαιρν (IG I3, 82.16, 421 BC, stoichedon). Final <Σ> in ἐχσαιρς takes up the 34th 
       position of the stoichos and there is also a <Σ> in the 35th position of the line immediate above
         (Ἀθεναίας).

• ἤλθοντες for ἔλθοντες (IG II2, 1672.297, 329 BC), probably caused by the blending of οἱ ὕστερον
         ἔλθοντες and οἳ ὕστερον ἦλθον (cf. Kunst 1919: 499).

As is the case with ἐκλογιζούσθω, 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 IG IX.12(4), 798 could be regarded as 
the prime suspect of the error ἐκλογιζούσθω. 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 ἐκλογιζούσθω is 
a ghost of Ancient Greek morphology and is better explained as an irrational mistake for ἐκλογιζ<έ>σθω. 
As long as the stone is not found, it must remain undecided whether ἐκλογιζούσθω was mistakenly written 
by the amateur who transcribed the inscription or must be attributed to the engraver of the stone.
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