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OBMos has a variety of legitimately distinct semantic values. This
paper will consider the particular odAos (and its derivative odAios)
that is usually loosely translated as “baneful.” Though neither
lexeme appears in the Odyssey, they have, together, a frequency of 8x
in the Iliad.

B 6. méupar én’ Arpeidn Ayapéuvove odlov dveipov

B 8. Bdok’ 0, oDAe Sverpe, Boas émi vijas Axardv:

E 461. Tpwas 8¢ oriyas oddos "Apns érpuve perefdv,

E 717. € odrw paivesbar édaopev oddov " Apna.

A 62. olos & ék vedéwv dvadaiverar ovAios daTip | mapdaivwy,

P 756. oddov kekMijyovtes, 6T€ mpoidwaw iovra | kipkov,

P 759. kotpor Axaudv | odlov kexhijyovres ioav, Mjfovro 8é

Xappuns.

D 536. beibia yap un oddov avnp és Teixos dAnTar.

The traditional translation of “baneful”” has not always aroused full
confidence; further, the etymological situation is unclear and the
ancient scholiasts were not always sure of Homer’s use of odlos
and ovAwos.

B6. Scholiast T (Erbse)! was in doubt concerning the value of
odldos: 7 Tov ém’ OAélpw meumduevov. 7 Tov SAdkAnpov, ws TO
“o0Aé Te Kkal péya yaipe.”

A 62. One scholiast (Dindorf)?, however, took pains to correct a
presumed error: 67t Twés ypddovaw adlos, 6 éoTw éomépios, mpos
ov adAilerar Ta {@Pa. kal KaAipayos “addios &s Svluny elow per’
NeAiov.” €T 8¢ dAUmios kal els dvdmavow dywv Ta {da. ypamrT-

! H. Erbse, Scholia graeca in Homeri Iliadem (Berlin 1969-).
2'W. Dindorf, Scholia graeca in Homeri Iliadem (Oxford 1875-88).
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éov odv olAwov, iva Tov Tod kuvos omuaivy, Tov $lopomoiov kai
AapmpdraTov, & kal Tov AxiAéa oporoi “mapdaivovd’ dotr’ dorépa
8s pd T’ dmdpns elow.”

Eustathius, who no doubt had access to a much different collection
of commentaries from that which we do now, commented as follows:
oddos Svetpos, *IN. B 6. 6 dAéfpios %) o Dyuns kai Télewos %) o
oTpePBASs kail okoAds dia T dodpeiav, mapa TO €D, 6 dnlot
70 ovoTpédw.

The best place to start in terms of modern criticism would be with
Bechtel.3 Bechtel contends that odAos seems to have four distinct
meanings, and equally as many possible etymologies.

1. odlos, “ganz,” w 402: 0DA€é 7€ kal péya yaipe. Here odlos is
compared best with Lat. salve, both on an etymological and semantic
level.

2. oDlos, “‘kraus,” {230:....... ka8 8¢ kdpnTos | oUAas fke kdpas,
vakwlivew dvfer opoias. Here oddos is best compared with Lat.
lana (< *wlana).

3. oDdos, “tiuschend,” B 6: méupar én’ Arpeldy Ayapéuvown.
odMov Svewpov. Bechtel offers no firm etymology, but does repeat
the offering by Fick (Ilias 79) who relates this odAos with Lith. ap-wilti
“to cheat.”

4. odlos, “verderblich,” E 461: of)os *Apns. Bechtel, following
Fick,* connects this odAos with the root of Awvut ( < *SAvuur).5

Some scholarship has since followed on these themes. An opinion
of principal importance was offered by McKenzie® who focused on
Iliad 17.756, 759: 0BMov kexMjyovres. Having first pointed out that
odos often denotes an action which involves frequent repetition,” he
contends successfully that oB)os can have the same metaphorical value

3 F. Bechtel, Lexilogus zu Homer (Halle 1914) 256-61.

4+ GGA (1881) 442.

5 This etymology was formally offered by Brugmann in IF 11 (1900) 266—99, “Zur
griechischen und lateinischen Etymologie und Stammbildungslehre,” especially pp.
266-71.

6 “Etymologies,” CQ 19 (1925) 208-10.

7 McKenzie lists three passages from Callimachus which tend to show od)os in an
action which involves frequent repetition. Hymn 3.246-47: ai 8¢ mé8ecow/odla
katexpordAilov, émefddeov 8¢ papérpar. Hymn 1.52-53: obda 8¢ Kovpnrés oe
mepl mpUdw dypxrjoavro | Tevyea memMijyovres. Epigr. 5.5: (kdyxos) ... odAos
épéoowv. ..
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as mukvds, Lat. créber. odMos is thus related to eidw, “pack tightly
together,” IE *we/ol-.

Traditionally, odAov kekMjyovres, whether uttered by birds (P 756)
or by men (P 759), has been translated something like “crying out in a
deathly way.” od)os here was supposed to parallel in semantic value
the odAos of oddos "Apns. Yet McKenzie says, if we were to compare
these two usages, we would see that they are opposites. One is the
cry of birds or men about to die; the other is the epithet of a man about
to kill. Scholiast D interprets the line to mean 00 Bodvres wai
mukvdy, and McKenzie endorses this opinion. A further Classical
collocation (non-Epic) of odAos with wood (Theophrastus HP 3.11.3:
éxer 70 Evdov Eavbov kal olMov, “has yellow and closely grained
wood”) reinforces a parallel with 7mvkvds.8 It seems best, then,
following McKenzie, to remove od)ov kekMjyovres from the area
where of)os is translated as “baneful.” odlos here appears to be
best translated as “thick” or “frequent.”

OvMwos aorip (A 62) also is difficult. Traditionally, odAwos? is
translated here again as “baneful.” However, in Strabo we find quite
a different meaning for odAwos (Str. 14.4.6):

Othov 8 AméMawva kadodoi Twa kai Mjowor kai AvAioe, olov
€ \ \ / \ \ ¥ L4 7 > t] T \ \ 3 \
yLaoTikoy kal mawwvikov: TO yap obAew Uytaivew, dé’ od kal T6 oDy
kal 70 0DA€ 1€ kal péya xalpe:

Hesychius supports this value: odAidofe: Svmailv Twa éxere.

A passage by Macrobius (Sat. 1.17.21) gives a number of instances
of odAwos. This passage is particularly significant since odAcos must,
without question, be translated as “wholesome:”

eundem deum praestantem salubribus causis oA appellant id est sanita-
tis auctorem ut ait Homerus o0A¢é 7e xai pdAa yaipe. Leandrius scribit
Milesios AméMwwe OdAie pro salute sua immolare. Pherecydes refert
Thesea cum in Cretam ad Minotaurum duceretur, vovisse pro salute atque
reditu suo AnéMawve Odiw kal Apréude OdMia.

A few other occurrences of odAios are known. In SIG 756.17 we

8 Further support for this will follow later; cf. Anth. Pal. 7.543: oDdov dmpiBuov . . .
yepdvwy.

9 The suffix *-yos commonly produces adjectives in Indo-European. Note Skt.
brahmdn, but brahmanya- *having the qualities of a brahmdn.”” In Greck we find pudxap
and paxdpios, as well as pédos and $idios.



180 J. A. C. GREPPIN [1976

read iepeds ... AméAwvos *OAlov. Here there is a long catalogue of
the gods for whom there are priests present. In the whole list there
appear to be none who are priests of gods whose réle is not beneficial
to man. It would seem artificial to assume that Apollo is here in his
r6le of plague-giver rather than healer. We similarly read in IG
12 (1).834.3 and 845.10 (Lindos) of AméMwvos *OXiov. Though the
phrase odAios AméAAwv does not appear in Homer, Eustathius records:
otAos AméMwv 6 ytaaTikds, mapd T ovAew.

There seems to be solid evidence for a value of “wholesome” for
olAwos, though this is not the value that is reflected in most Classical
writings. The word odAwos appears once in tragedy (with one
additional possible reading in Aeschylus©).

Told pot
mdwuya kal paéfovr’
dveorévales wuddpwv
éx008dm* Arpelbous
oAl adv mdber. (Soph. Ajax 928-32)
This passage, and the suggestion by Mette, shows odAios in a setting
where it would be best translated as *“destructive” (= 0Aéfptos).

Pindar also seems to have used the word odAwos in what appears to
have been the standard Classical sense of 6Aé0ptos.

0. 9.76: é¢ ob Oérios ydvos ovAiw vwv év "Aper. ..

O. 13.23: év 8" "Apns avbet véwv odXlais alypaiow dvdpov.

P. 12.6-8 Tav more | IladAas épedpe Opaceidy Topydvewy |

ovAwov Opfivov SamAééana’ Abdva-

Pseudo-Hesiod Scutum™! lists two occurrences of ovAtos. Neither
supports the Epic concept of ““wholesome,” and both would seem best
translated as “destructive” (= dAéfptos).

év 8¢ kal adTos évapoddpos ovAws *Apns,
alypv év xeipeoow Eywv, ... (192-93)
78007 6 pév layfj Bpiodpuaros obhos “Apns
kexAnyws émdpovoev:  (441-42)

10 The Aeschylean fragment (206 Nauck) usually stands as

éfevraPod 8¢ u1) ge mpooPdin ordpa
méudil: mkpa ydp kod Sid {Sns dTuol.
Mette, however, prints mkpa yap kodAia Aawud in the second verse (fr. 456).

I For a discussion of the dating of the Shield, cf. Cook, ‘‘ The Dating of the Hesiodic
Shield,”” CQ 31 (1937) 204-14.
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To return to Homer’s oUAwos darijp, we note that odAios doTrip 12 is
compared to Hector’s shield. As the dog star shines, so too will
Hector shine among the foremost. Homer describes the dog star in
X 26-30: mapdaivovl® ds v’ dotép’ émeoovpevov medioto, [ 6s pa. T
Smdpns elow, dpilnlor 8¢ oi adyal | daivovrar moddoioe per’
daTpdot vukTos duodyd- [ 6v Te kv *Qpiwvos émikAnow kaAéovar.
| Aapmpdratos pév 8y’ éati, karov 8¢ Te ofjpa TéTukTaL.

Yet, even though we must agree that the odAwos dorip brings
doom, we must nonetheless admit that the doom it brings is quite
different from the violence which surrounds odos *Apns, odlos avijp
and od)os Sverpos. It is likely that odAios of odAwos dorrp actually
has the same meaning that odAcos has in conjunction with AmwéAAwv.
The most common epithet of AméAwv, doiPos, has a verbal derivative,
doBdw, used in Theocritus 17.134 in the sense of “to purify” (yetpos
doiprjoaca pipois). Hesychius reads: poiBacbar- kabaipe[i]obas.

Ov\wos, cognate with Lat. salve, is used formulaically. Indo-
European, as well as Greek, has the poetic device of calling a dreaded
thing by its opposite. The Euxine Sea is an example of this, as are the
Eumenides.!3 In Indic, the demon Rudra is renamed Siva, propi-
tiator.” Here too the terrible star is given a beneficent epithet, the
dreadful occurrence of the dog star is favored with a pleasing label.
Hence o¥Awos quite consistently, though sometimes contradictorily,
means ‘‘healthful, wholesome.” The dreaded star which heralds the
season of sickness is propitiated by being called odAwos.

Five uses of odAos remain in Homer. Bechtel has viewed them in
two ways: as “tiuschend” (B 6 odlov dvewpov, B 8 odAe dvepe),
and as “verderblich” (E 461 0dAos "Apns, E 717 0ddov "Apna, P 536
odMos avip). This apparently creates a problem, for if we are to
agree with Bechtel that we have two distinct usages, we must then
agree that the odAos which modifies dveipos (2x) is different from the
odos which modifies "Apns (2x) and davrip (1x); we must thus posit
two etymological origins. This is not altogether an appealing solution
since the groupings are really so similar: odlos dvjp and oddos *Apys

12 The ““Dog Star’’ (Sirius), the brightest star in the heavens, appears in the constella-
tion of Canis Major, and is one of the nearest stars to the earth.

13 Efevos was formerly dfevos (Ovid, T. 4.4.56: dictus ab antiquis Axenus ille fuit).
Eduevides were formerly the *Epuies.
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are both warriors, plunderers of cities; odlos oveipos is a dream
begetting plundering.

We might rather view these five usages of Homeric oddos ("Apns
(2x), avjp (1x), dverpos (2x)) asa unit. It would seem that these three
nouns are modified by an adjective that denotes “plundering:”
plundering Ares, a plundering man, and a dream begetting plundering.
The dream sequence in B 6 and B8 describes Zeus directing odAos
dvetpos to go to Agamemnon to have him make haste to take (éAot)
the widewayed city. Ares is of course the personification of war and
plundering par excellence, and odAos avvjp refers to Achilles who will
spring into the Trojan stronghold.

It seems most likely that the Indo-European root *welO- is the
basis of 0ddos. From IE *welO-14 is derived aAiokopa (Fadiokopar),
“capture, take,” Arm. golanam, “to steal,” and Lith. pri-vilti, “to
cheat.” The phonetic development of IE *wlO- (the zero grade of
IE *welO-) to oddos is unusual. Yet there are an adequate number
of parallels to permit us to posit this shift here again with confidence.

1. odlos “plundering,” Arm. gofanam “steal,” Lith. -vilti “cheat,”
IE *w|O-.

2. oddos “wooly,” Arm. gelmn “wool,” Lith. vilna “wool,” IE
*wl-.

3. oDdos “twisted,” Gk. eldw “pack tightly together,” Arm. glem
“to roll,” Lith. vélti ““to roll,” IE *wi-.

The last two items are no doubt of the same origin. IE *wl-
developed along two lines: “wooly” (as well as “curly, twisted”” and
“thick”’), and a verbal concept “to roll, pack together.”

Thus it would seem that there are three separate roots involved (as
opposed to Bechtel’s four) which produce the multi-meaning odos.

1. oDAos “whole, healthy,” Lat. salvus, IE *solw- (o0Awos dorip).
2. od)os “thick, frequent,” Lat. (v)ldna, IE *wel-(0dAov kexAjyovTes).
3. oDdos “plundering,” Gk. dAiokopar, IE *welO- (odMos dvijp,
*Apns).
This reduction of Bechtel’s inventory is made possible, at first, by
the removal of odAov kexMjyovres from the definition ‘““baneful

14 The o-coloring laryngeal, from the series *E, *A4, *O, is also written as H;, from
the series H,, H,, H,.
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(crying).” It thus becomes reasonable to merge odAov Svepov with
od)os avrjp and oddos "Apns. We can now see that Homer used these
three homonyms accurately and consistently.

What then for the Classical period? It appears that by then the
meanings of odAos and odAwos were in doubt. The scholiasts usually
commented on each occurrence, confident that their readers would
welcome an explanation. Apollonius Sophista provided glosses as did
Eustathius later. A correspondence was usually made with 6Aé0pios
largely because of the ancient idea of an etymological relationship with
oAy, In this case the scholiasts and lexicographers frequently
appear to have been wrong. Their glosses and opinions reflect well
the confusion that centered around these two words at this time. It
seems apparent that by the fifth century the original value of odos
“plundering” had pretty much been lost; everywhere odMos had
become synonymous with 6Aéfpios. I have been able to locate seven
occurrences of odos (= JdAéfpios) outside of Homer.

Nicander of Colophon used od)os twice (Ther. 233, 671). The
phrase oUAw yap orouiw éudverar (233) is usually translated as ““ with
a destructive mouth.” But Gow!5 has contested this conventional
viewpoint, preferring to translate the phrase as “with the whole
mouth.” Indeed, scholiast bm also saw this as a possibility and
suggested: SAw, s kara perdfeow. However, G is in doubt and
states: 0Aw 1) 6Aefpiw kai Sdod. But in any event a definition of
“plundering” is not practical. Similarly in Ther. 671 (kvv{nBuov
Kkuvos obAov) oDAos cannot possibly mean ““plundering.”

Bion 2.14-15 Gow likewise sees odos as dAéfpios.

oddov yetpa péper viperdy, kpupums 8¢ pofebua.
elop éuoi TpumdfnTov SAw AvkdBavt Tapel.

An earlier usage by Apollonius of Rhodes shows the same value of
oAéfpuos.

3.296-97. Tolos Umo kpadiy eldvuévos aiflero Adbpy | odlos
épws ...

3.1077-78. “Qs ddro: Tov 8¢ kal adTov Vmrjie Sdrpuor kodpys |
oDAos épws ...

Is A. S. F. Gow and A. F. Scholfield, Nicander (Cambridge 1953).
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Two instances from the Anthologia Palatina are listed in LS] where
odMos is putatively to be translated as “baneful.” The first (7.27),
by Antipater Sidonius, reads: dypa 8¢ Seprouévorow év Supaow odov
deldots. This clearly supports a value of “baneful.” The second,
7.543 (anonymous), is probably incorrectly listed, since it would
appear that odAos here better means “thick:” odAov avnpifuov keivo
véos yepavwy.

That odMos and odAwos are from the same root is without doubt.
It is significant, however, that it is fairly difficult to insist that either be
consistently translated as “baneful” or ““wholesome” or ““ plundering.”
The odMos to be translated as “wholesome” is from a different stem
from the oddos which produces “plundering” and “baneful.”
There is a clear chronological dividing line. In the Epic period, odAos
was not “baneful;” in Classical times, a translation of ““plundering”
is difficult. However, that the Classical usages of odlos (at best by
only five authors) differ from that of Homer need not be viewed with
surprise. First, it is quite evident that even in Epic times both od)os
and odAios were uncommon words. After Homer, they were used
quite infrequently in the whole of Greek literature. In some cases,
they were used self-consciously by authors who were given to con-
sidering themselves “Homeric” (Nicander, Apollonius). But we
know how occasionally an uncommon word can have a reversal in
meaning. English “sanguine” is a pertinent example of this semantic
confusion. Its most early occurrences in English usually had the
meaning of “bloody, red” (Chaucer, Knight's Tale 1310: “his colour
was sangwyn’). But the late medieval physiologists were using the
word to describe temperaments: “sanguyn, melancolyk, phlegmatyk
and coleryke.” It was this latter usage that begot our current English
value of “cheerful,” quite different from the original “bloody.”

Such occurrences of drastic semantic change are documented from
ancient times as well. Consider M. Leumann’s discussion 16 of dralds,
which originally had a meaning of something like “childlike, tender.”
However, with the compound dralddpwy *tender-minded (of a
child),” the initial a- was viewed as an alpha privative, and raAdépwv
“tough-minded” developed. Thus draXds, originally “childlike,”

16 M. Leumann, Homerische Warter (Basel 1950) 139-41.
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came to have a meaning of “soft,” the opposite of the falsely generated
*raAds “tough.” '

Likewise, "Apreus, by folk etymology, came to be occasionally
spelled "Aprauis by popular assimilation with dprapuos “slaughterer.”

We must view Homeric odlos in the same light. The confusion
was brought about by the homonymous existence of odAos “wooly,
thick,” oddos “plundering,” and odlos “all” (as well as “healthy,
whole”). odlos “whole” did not occur outside Homer and a few
inscriptions; the standard Attic form was 6dos. Further, the Epic
metaphorical use of odAos “thick,” for “wooly, curly,” escaped most
later readers who thus tried to blend it in with the value of odlos
*“baneful.” JAéfpios was used as a synonymous concept which
seemed to satisfy somewhat all readings.

In modern times, doubts arose over why odos évetpos could be
derived from 8AAwut. Linguists tried to clear a path that would resolve
the difficulties. o0dAov kexMjyovres presented a formidable difficulty
until it was finally cleared away by McKenzie.

Other than the convenience of positing aAlokopar as a cognate for
odlos, rather than 6AAvp, no truly significant linguistic reasons really
exist. Both 8AAvut and aAiokopar satisfy the phonetic requirements to
produce odAos or ovAwos. 6AAvue has an IE shape of *OelE-. The
*_E- is reflected as -e- in 6A¢Bpros.’7  That it does not appear in od)os
has been explained by E. D. Francis'® on a parallel with xevfds;
kevFds: keveds—oDAos: odods. This explanation is quite feasible.
However, it is just as reasonable to assume a root *welO- which begets
not only odAos but dAlokopar. The *-O- is reflected in the aorist
infinitive aA@var as well as derivatives such as dAdiois, aAdaipos and
dAwpa. Theinitial digammaisclearly marked in Thess. Fallookéra
and Arc. FaAdvrois. Frisk (GEW 1.74) lists a variety of cognates, and
other than Arm. gofanam “to steal” and Lith. -vilti’9 ““cheat” listed
above, Goth. wilwan *to steal” is also likely.

7R. S. P. Beekes, The Development of the Proto-Indo-European Laryngeal in Greek
(The Hague 1969), deals with the laryngeal aspects of 6AAvut. Pages 42 and 236 are
particularly pertinent.

18 Yale dissertation, 1970, pp. 305—06.

19 E. Fraenkel, Litauisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Heidelberg 19s5), deals with
Lith. vilti, but his etymological comment, “Gehdren zur Wz. *wel- ‘wollen’,”’ is
hardly illuminating.
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It would seem that there is no hard evidence of a phonetic sort that
would champion a derivation of odAos from SAMuvur (*OIE-) rather
than from aMokopar (¥welO-). Both seem to provide the needed
phonemic shape. It is only when we begin to consider semantic
requirements that AAvu. fails. A value of ““plundering” will cover
all Epic instances of oddos not covered by “whole” (< *solw-) or
“closely packed” (< *wl-), while a derivation from A\ “destroy”
is, in the long run, insufficient.
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