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Losung einer Abkiirzung, eine Erscheinung, die in dieser HS auch
sonst nicht selten vorkommt¢) (das hidtte man schon aufgrund des
o statt o vermuten konnen).

Sowohl der Passus meoi diypdvwy 293, 18-23, von dem wir aus
gegangen sind, als auch die Epimerismen-Stelle, notigt also zu der
Folgerung, dafl Herodian ipdiuos als cdvderor aufgefaBt hat?).

Secriptiunculae criticae

By N. C. Conomis, Thessaloniki

1. Ael. Dion. attic. e 60: émir9dn: 1 Tijc t)dnc uirne dote elvar
Y uey THONY unTEeos 7 mateos untipa, TNy 08 EmTndny Ty Tob TATEOS
untépa xal Tijc unreos untépa. ofrw ’loaios xin.

It seems that t#//dny should be read twice instead of unrépa as
émirijdn is the mother of one’s grandfather or grandmother, the
moouduun of Ammonius, Diff. no. 481 Nickau. The mistake is also
present in other lexicographical references and this suggests that
the misunderstanding was already in their source. The mistake was
perhaps understood by Eustathios who tacitly corrected his source
P- 971,23 mutiidn 8¢ 1) dmép adray (= oy thdny), xad’ cuodryTa Tob
ndrmov (= 6 éndvw T yedvw Tod mdnmov éninanmos) probably borrow-
ing from Aristoph. Byz. n. ovyyevixiv évou. fr. 9 Nauck (p. 138).

2. Bachm. Anecd. 184. 30: I'éppa: pixpa oxovtd.

Read oxovrd{oia). The word is not in LSJ. but it occurs in later
Greek, cf. Schol. Luc. 256,17 Rabe meltridia: pixpa oxovrdoia I MO

ete.

3. Bachm. Anecd. 185.17 I'Aadé: vvxtofaic, metewoy vvxTeQvoy
Hesych. yladé: vvxtofdic. meTewoy vwxteQvoy
voxrofas H: vwxtofowr g: vSZ, bubo a Baiilew, non a fawew appellatus

Badlern, however, is never used of birds. Rather wwxrofivag, . .. as
pdag is in Greek the name for bubo and the correspondent verb is

%) Andere Beispiele, a.a.0., S. 15.

) Moéglicherweise wird die Ableitung von Ip: und fvudg ihm zuzuschreiben
sein (vgl. a.0., 8. 56, Z. 6-9 [= An.Par. 1I1. 303, 18-21 und An.Oz. 1.
206, 4-7]; E. Gud. 285, 311f. Sturz; Eust. 16, 15). — Ich danke sehr herzlich
meinem verehrten Kollegen Prof. Dr. W.-D. Lebek, der diesen kleinen
Beitrag in HS gelesen und mir wertvolle Kritik am Ausdruck und Gedanken-
gang mitgeteilt hat.
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pilw, see LSJ. ad loc. Later on the bird fdas was called Bodpog
(Cyranid. 86), hence Mod. Gr. umodgoc!). It is noteworthy that
Zonaras’ Lexic. 397 records the ancient proverb Botdosc mepipoird
which was used éxni 1@y edjdwr xai mayvpedvar, dnd Twoc [Tvdovixov
Botdov pereveydeioa Zen. I1 66 (Paroem. Gr. 1,50) as Bodpog mwept-
goird owing to the fact that the bird fofgoc came in the meantime
to denote an ed7jdyc person, like the person Boddog.

4. Schol. Demosth. XVIIT 260 (Dindorf 313,28): 313,28. xovo-
@dpos: 6 @épwy TAS %oiTag.
Read vac xioras, though strictly speaking xioropdpog should be the
person carrying the xisty. But probably the explanation is taken
from Harpocratio s.v. xtropdooc where xioras is mentioned. The
same mistake is corrected by Ziegler in Plut. Phoec. 28.5.

5. Hesych. xponpvayyn: agyxn éni tijc émuelelac Bdarog.
Writing some years ago in Acta Classica 4, 1960, p. 48 I expressed
the view that xpnvdyyn must be corrupt but I was not sure whether
xonvdy dpxn, xonropvlaxy or something else’ should be written.
I now regard these terms as improbable and the same holds for
Latte’s suggestion xgyvagyin (xonvdoyn Soping). Neither Pollux’s
(8.113) xpnvopuidxiov nor IG 112 338, 11 aipedeis éni Tag xprvas which
are quoted corroborate the reading xpnvagyin. However, taking into
account the phrase ¢ 7ag xpivag dywy which occurs in a fragment
of Phrynichus’ Movdrgomog (fr. 21 Kock) and applies to Meton of
the deme of Leuconoe *xpnraywyr is tentatively suggested as a likely
candidate. This noun is not attested but its formation does not
present any difficulty in view of the fact that Kretschmer’s-Locker’s,
Ricklaufiges Worterbuch der griech. Sprache, p. 77 records 39 com-
posite words with second component -aywy1].

6. Hesch. p 1509 *uvijoreia: 'yci,um) ddpa T. AS
wyreia H: K
Probably uynoreia the form which occurs in a Glossarium, see LSJ.
Supplement s.v., a very rare synonym for uvijorga.

1) Professor Andriotis (Ervuoloyixd Aekixd tijc xowsic Neoeddapwixijc ad
loc.) derives Mod. Gr. umotipoc from Latin bufus. This is far from certain.
Firstly it is doubtful whether the forms bufus and bufa, which occur to the
best of my knowledge only once, were early in use, since they are recorded
only from mediaeval times. Secondly though the recording of bufus in Latin
is so late its meaning is only fodmpnotis, a poisonous beetle. On the other
hand the presence of un- at the beginning of the word as against 8- of the
Greek form perhaps indicates Latin influence.
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7. Hesch. Tavaypaiow guiv: xijver T ouodrnra. Egogos Aéyer elval
zwa & Tavdyoq maybrarov, O éAéyero Knrevg.
In view of the explanatory information from Ephorus supplied by
the gloss itself one should perhaps tentatively suggest (z7v) Knrei
Suowdrnra unless the entry is Tavaygalowy guij: (i)v Kyrel duowdtyra.
Cf. also Gramm. Gr. III ii p. 533 Kyjreior yévoc Mvodv 7} ueydio.

8. LSJ. s.v. éyxdilovga, forunda, a kind of bread. Gloss.
To read rotunda by an easy dvaypauuariouds? For éyxdliovea
cf. xodddpia.

9. LSJ. s.v. xarafdia- confectores (sic) Gloss.

Entry and explanation do not agree; perhaps xarafodeic: con-
fectores.

10. LSJ. s.v. Travcia = epinia, Gloss. (dub.).

Oaldbora* epimenia? If this is so then epimenia has the meaning
of LSJ. s.v. émurjrioc IT 1 which is not recorded in Latin dictionaries.

11. Eustath. p. 1672.16sq.: To 68 odrduevor yevixivs »ai vdy xeita

éni Te T@Y TeTpWUYWY i TE TOY PefAnuévay. 0d yap dy mdavisc elmoe
TIC T@Y uév odrauévov M T pacia, Ty 68 Pefinuévar od.
Read ga(vra)aia. Cf. 1672,24s8q. »xal o meadvres veomevdeis év oxv-
downf] xavagrdoet gaivovrai, xai of & dmhoic Favdvres Spotor pay-
Tacotvrar, ... xal ai Ty Pefinuévor pavraciow uera dTelAdy émi-
paivovrat . . .

12. Schol. Od. ¢ 219 (423,7 Dindorf): ozeivovro 0é anxoil] éatevo-
woodvro ai udvlpas xal Ta megifola, &v olg dyxexleisuéva cioi Ta
Soéupara. P. Q. V. 7} ai xaraddoeis tdv Socuudrav P.V.

Read xaraidosis i.e. xaralduara.

13. Schol. Pindar, Ol. I 24d: 6 8¢ vois* ola mailouev pilav dvdgec]
omota pdAato povewny oi vdowmor GVYEYHE XATA TG CVUACOLA TTEQL
Y mpoopiAi] Tednelay mailouey . . .
cvyviog?

14. Schol. Pindar, Ol. I 118: gyedor @dvy] od Tomixds 16 oyedoy,
GAAd Tomix DS mPOS TRY PRy dxoboas Tob I1éAomog.

1 mpog corrupt. vid., Very likely: rpomixdc mmws
15. Schol. Pindar, Ol. 11 29d: ... g@asi yap tdre Zwpwawvidny Tov

Avgixdy mepitvydvra dwalvoar tois Paaidebor Ty Eydoay.
19 nagarvydrra C

Copyright (¢) 2007 ProQuest LLC
Copyright (¢) Vandenhoek und Ruprecht



Conomis, N. C., Scriptiunculae criticae , Glotta, 55 (1977) p.227

230 N. C. Conomis

The reading of C is preferable. In another passage Schol. in Ol. I
65¢c Sy (sc. Adiov) 87) ovuféfnxey dmo tob idlov maidos poveviipvas
Oidinodog, év 60@ mepirvydvra xara vy Pwxida . . ., mepiTvyoyTa seems
perfectly in place.

16. Schol. Pindar, Ol. II 76b: 1o 8¢ é&ijc tod Adyov: Aeipdn 8¢ 6
Odpcavdgos tot Ilodvveinovs meadvros odx 7y . . .
2 odx v verba corrupta.
Read {&)Aclpn?) and then perhaps @ 7j» ... cl. 76¢c Aelpdn &
Oépoavdooc: 1o E&ijc éAcipin 8¢ tob IloAvveinovs meadvros @époavdpos,
Avbodripos, Alaaros. 6 8¢ Odpcavdpos év Mvoia rowdeic vmo TnAépov
tedevtd. d. dAAwe: BAelpdn 6é Aowmov 6 viog IloAvvelnove dvaspedévroc
Oéooarvdpog, Soric adrdp & Apyelac tijc Adpdarov Yvyatrpds yéyovey.
The sequence seems to have been something like ¢ 7y (é¢ Apyeiac
Tij¢ AdpdoTov vyatgos yeyovdc).

17. Schol. Pindar, Ol. II 104a: ... 16 8¢ mepi 77jc malwyyeveoiag
doxatdrepdy éoti magadédorar yap &re avéxadey, ¢ ' Ounods pnow (o 79)-
viv uéy uit’ eing, Povydie, uijre yévoro.
no®Tog 68 doxel TovTR 1D Sdypart yoijodas ITvdaydoag

Preferably yorigacdar.

18. Schol. Pindar, OL. II 121a: Toi & amgoodpatov: ol doefeis.
dngoodparoy 64, Tjtor Ov odx dv Tic Ymouciveis, Sewdy: 7} dvemidetxtoy
nal deoic mévoy Eyovaw, 0bdé vmo Vedy Svvduevoy mpogogadirat.

1. dmpoodparov (alt.) Drachmann: dmgodparor 2. dvenmidexrov: b(V).
Probably *@venideoxror = ‘that which cannot be seen’. The word
does not seem to occur elsewhere and would be rather poetic, but
émdegxtde = “that can be seen’ occurs in Emper. 2.7.

19. Schol. Pindar, Ol. IT 168: éxardy ye éréwv: Aéyerau vy Axpd-
yavra mevinroati] *Olvumdde éxvioBar, éxeidev 08 dyor Tije Orjowvos
vixne &rn elvar Exardy é&v *Olvumdow xe'* ylvovrar 6¢ mpos waic v
*Olvumdow o€’. évixa ody og'* xéxontar oy T@® dmnotiouéve aoUud
einaw o',

3 odv: Jé ci. Schneider o¢’ Gerhard: «’

Probably évixa odroc oc’. If odroc was abbreviated od7 and for
whatever reason the o (= o¢) became illegible, = could easily be
read as ».

) A similar case: the omitted augment at Schol. Hom. ¢ 503 where the
explanation ydywoe §¢ adra (sc. ta dpuara) should be restored (&)yiywae.
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20. Schol. Pindar, Ol IT 58b: rwudoais wdgov AApeod pere Sdddex’
dvdxrwy dedv: xal yap avros Syxavapiducivar toic 1f Beois. 6 B¢ dv
*Orvprnie Pouds ob dbvarar €5 GAAov O0atoc yevéodar el urn) éx tob
Alpeod.

3 yevéobai: Poéyeodar vel dpdeveocda? Beck gaiveafar? Heyne
Perhaps dygaiveaiar?

Part I1: The Differences between free and obligatory
ut-clauses

By A. M. BoLkESTEIN, Amsterdam
(vgl. Glotta 54, 1976, 263-291)

1. Introduction !)

Clauses of the form ut¢ plus subjunctive are found as fillers of the
syntactic functions OBJECT (as with the verb imperare ‘to order’),
COMPLEMENT (as e.g. with the verb admonere ‘to admonish’)
or SUBJECT (as e.g. with the verb accidit ‘it happens’). In those
cases their presence is required by the governing verb, that is, they
are part of the role-function frame of the verb.

However, we also find clauses of precisely the same form as fillers
of role-function complexes, which are not required by the governing
verb. They may freely be added to sentences with a great variety
of main verbs2?). These role-function complexes are the role-
function complex of ADJUNCT + Purpose, and that of ADJUNCT
4 Result. An example of the first is (1).

(1) legum idcirco omnes servi sumus, ut liberi esse possimus (‘we are there-
fore all slaves of the law, in order that we may be free’ Cic. Cluent. 146)

Now, in traditional grammars the basic distinction between
clauses of the form ut plus subjunctive as fillers of required, or
obligatory, role-function complexes and as fillers of non-required,

1) For a survey of the main theoretical assumptions underlying my
terminology I refer to section O at the head of part I.

2) Not to any sentence, whatsoever, of course. There seem to be semantic
restrictions on the type of sentences which allow of the addition of an
ADJUNCT 4 Purpose clause, apart from the one that the Agent of the
main verb must be [4 animate).
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