Conscious Ambiguities in Pindar and
Bacchylides

Robert F. Renehan

N certain passages of Pindar and Bacchylides, the recognition of the
Iliterary device of conscious ambiguity can serve to clarify the

poet’s meaning. ‘Ambiguity’ is a vague term and wants closer
definition: I mean the deliberate selection of one word intended to
convey simultaneously several meanings. It is, of course, a common-
place that a poem may admit of a variety of literal, symbolic and
allegorical interpretations, some conscious, some not, some real and
some imaginary. My concern in this essay is with no such grand
theme, rather with but one quite specific, though elusive, poetic
device. This device consists in the conscious use of a word that either
(a) has itself several legitimate meanings, each of which is suited to
a particular context, or (b) suggests at the same time through
similarity of sight and sound a second distinct word.

The phenomenon of ambiguity has received more attention from
English scholars than from classicists; the best known treatment in
English literature is William Empson’s Seven Types of Ambiguity?
(London 1947). For the Hellenist W. B. Stanford’s Ambiguity in Greek
Literature (Oxford 1939)—a work inspired, in part at least, by Emp-
son’s book—is the standard study. Both works, however, with their
intricate analyses, deal with a variety of ambiguities far beyond the
scope of this essay; Empson’s third type (p.102) comes closest to my
use of the term: “An ambiguity of the third type, considered as a
verbal matter, occurs when two ideas, which are connected only by
being both relevant in the context, can be given in one word simul-
taneously. This is often done by reference to derivation.” A single
passage will illustrate (Aesch. Ag. 699-701):
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The «#dos is Helen; the word means here both ‘grief” and ‘marriage
alliance’, as the scholiast correctly perceived: 76 «#Sos onuaiver xoi
v émyoufpiav kai 76 mévbos. Fraenkel comments “scarcely trans-
latable” and aptly quotes H. Voss’s “Eh und Weh.”

In the case of Pindar few would still deny the reality of conscious
ambiguities, but I may remind the reader that so recently as 1932
Farnell could write (on OL 9.80-81): ““. .. The modern commentators
mainly agree, and some try to save their consciences by supposing
that Pindar uses the word in two senses at once—a sin that Pindar
never commits . . .” (my italics).

For the passages of Pindar and Bacchylides discussed below I use
the Teubner editions of Bruno Snell.!

1. PINDAR, Olympian 8.23-25, 70-71:
. . 8 T4 yap moAV kai TOAAE pémn,
0p0a Siaxpivar Ppevi pi wopa koupoy
dvomalés-

maTpl 8¢ maTpos Evémvevaey wévos
yijpoos avrimadov:

LSJ] sv. SvomaNis give “difficult, c. inf., Siaxpivew (sic) . . . Svomadés
[éor] Pi.0.8.25, cf. P.4.273 ...”; s.v. dvrimados they state “properly,
wrestling against: hence, antagonist, rival ... c.gen., pévos yrpaos
avrimadov Pi.0.8.71 ...” Already in the oldest extant piece of Attic
prose, the Old Oligarch,? dvrimados occurs in the fully transferred
sense of ‘enemy’ without any reference to the literal meaning. In this
ode there can be little doubt that Pindar chose both Svomadés and
avrimadov deliberately and intended his audience to understand the
words in both literal and metaphorical sense at once: the ode was
composed in honor of Alkimedon, the wrestler. Compare Nem. 11.26
Smpudvrwy . . . avimdAwy, where dvrimados suggests both ‘wrestler’
and ‘rival’ (note wdAg in verse 21). Similar is Isthm. 5.59-61:

alvéw kai TTvféow év yvoddapaus
Dvdakibe mAaydy Spdpov edbvmopijoat,
xepol 8eéidv, véw avrimadov.

1 Pindari Carmina cum fragmentis 14, 113 (Leipzig 1964); Bacchylidis Carmina cum fragmentis®
(Leipzig 1961).

22.12. The most recent editor of this treatise, G. W. Bowersock, dates it between
445-441 B.c. (HSCP 71 [1967] 38). Despite Bowersock (pp.34-35) the phrase mepi To5 moAéuov
in 3.2, according to normal Greek usage, should refer to a definite war, as Kirchhoff
maintained. As Bowersock’s arguments for the approximate dating of the work seem to

me to have much force, I would refer mepi 70§ moAépov specifically to the Samian Revolt
and propose 440439 as a date.
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Sandys in his Loeb edition of Pindar, p.389 n.3, makes the observation
that Pindar ““ . . . uses metaphors suggested by the particular athletic
contest which he is commemorating.” See for example Isthm. 2.2
és 8i¢pov MowsGv éBawov; this ode celebrates a victory in the chariot
race. So also Ol. 6.22-25 (for a victory with the mule chariot):

& Divris, ala Ledfov 17)-

on pot obévos Nuidvwr,
o 4 L4 Ve ? -~
& Tdyos, oppa keAevbw T’ év kabopd
Baaopev Skyov, Ikwual Te wpos avdpdv
Kol yévos.

Here Fennell comments, “The poet identifies the amfjry of Agesias
[the victor] with the Mows@v 8igpos.” Curiously, Farnell, despite his
stricture about the “sin that Pindar never commits,” has the following
note to verse 23: “keAedfw év kabopg: the epithet may have a double
value here, (a) clear of obstacles, unencumbered; (b) unsullied,
referring to the ideal path of song.”® Compare below, verses 72-73
Tiudvres 8 dperds | és pavepav 686v épyovran and Isthm. 5.23 kédevlov av
kafapav.

2. PINDAR, Olympian 1.7-11:

. w8’ *Odvpmias aydva déprepov adddoopev:
8fev 6 modvdaros Juvos audiBarleron
coddv unrieaor, keAadety
Kpdvov maid’ és adveav ikouévovs
porapay ‘Iépwvos éoriow . .

apdiBoeMerar in verse 8 has prompted the most divergent inter-
pretations: LSJ s.v. au¢tfddw L1.c. render “song is cast (like a net) over
the minds of poets.” Lattimore’s translation suggests a similar image:
“It is thence that the song winds strands in the hearts of the skilled.”
Gildersleeve writes “P.’s usage (see 0.2,98; 9,5; 13,93 al.) indicates a
shower of poetic Bé\n or kfde whirring about the minds of the bards.”
Farnell and others believe the verb to be a “metaphor from folding
a cloak round one.” According to Fennell, Cookesley and Mezger

3 Farnell shows a similar inconsistency in his interpretation of érwvvulav xdpww vikas
&yepiryov at Ol. 11(10).78: ** . .. Pindar may have had two simpler expressions in his mind,
xdpw s vixms, ‘for the sake of the Victory’, and ydpw émwuciav, an accusative in apposition
to the verbal action="as a victory-tribute (or thanksgiving) we will sing of the thunder’
(the scholiasts’ doubtful interpretations support the suggestion of a twofold origin of the
phrase).”
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thought the image to be of a “garland round the head”; in this they
were following the lead of one of the scholia on the passage: %
peradopa amo Tédv oredavwy (p.22 Drachmann). Fennell himself pro-
nounced “The verb simply means ‘comes about,” ‘encompasses’,
no definite metaphor being intended” (my italics). For Pindar of all poets
this is incredible; the image may be compound and vague, but an
image there surely is.

These differences of interpretation are all due to Juvos: Pindar does
not seem to have indicated what metaphor he was applying to
duvos here. Without a knowledge of this we cannot know in what
sense poetry “is being thrown round.” In fact, Pindar’s language
reveals exactly what picture he had in mind; the clue is in the adjec-
tive molddaros. The scholiasts paraphrase moddgnuos, S7é moAdv
dnuldpevos kal Aeydpevos, modvBpvnros; for a comparable expres-
sion see Ol. 6.91 ayadféyxrwv dodév. Etymologically, the epithet of
course divides into modv-daros (<nui). I suggest that Pindar intended
simultaneously a second division moA-vdaros, as if from ddaivw. As
the scholiast observes on Nem. 7.116 (p.133 Drachmann) ... 7o
molnue Oddopart mopéokev, s kol adtos €v dMows (fr.179 Snell)-
dgaivw 8 *Apvlaovidaaw mowidov dvdnua. The Juvos here, therefore,
is a garment; the “mantle of poesy is thrown round the minds of
poets.” A glance at LSJ will show that a very common (perhaps, in
fact, the most common) usage of dudiBddw is specifically with
clothing. Supporting evidence for this interpretation, which will
undoubtedly strike some as outré, is unusually abundant. Whether
correctly or not, in Pindar’s day duvos was thought to be etymologi-
cally connected with d¢aivw ; the figura etymologica S¢dvas duvov occurs
in Bacchyl. 5.9-10. Compare 13(12).223-24, where, if the passage is
correctly restored, this same poet wrote duvwy Twa Tavde v[edmAorov
8ow] | pabvew . . .

Even more striking is 19(18).5-10:

loPAépapol Tet Kol

¢€P€O’T€’¢avo‘ XQX’PLTES
A 3 A /7

Parwow audl Tipay

4 4 ’ 9

Upvoiow: Uauvé vuv év
Tals TOAUNPATOLS TUL KOUVOVY
oABious *Abcvous . . .



ROBERT F. RENEHAN 221

(Note Badwow audi.) In Pindar himself there are numerous parallels
for the metaphor: Nem. 4.44-45 é¢bowve . . . uélos meddnuévov;
Ol. 6.86-87 mAékwv mouxidov Suvov; Nem. 4.94 phucre wAécwr; fr. 179
dpaive . . . mowilov dwdnua (compare above). It is perhaps significant
that moAdgaros recurs in connection with Juvos, Nem. 7.81: moXddarov
Opdov Juvwy. There is further confirmation at OL.1.105 where the poet,
in ring fashion, takes up the same metaphor: xAvraiot . . . Jpvawv
wruyais. Despite the doubts of some commentators, mrvyais is surely a
figure taken from the folds of a garment; see LS s.v. 7rd¢ 1.2 and IIL
More tenuous as evidence is uyriecot in verse 9; this noun is fre-
quently coupled with d¢aivw in epic poetry. Bacchylides twice uses
pirw as the object of ddalvw, at 16(15).24-25 and 17(16).51. What
place such associations may have had in our passage I cannot say.

One final question remains to be considered: is moAdgaros in fact
actually cognate with d¢alvw rather than with ¢nui? I do not think so;
the resultant compound would normally be xmoAvddavros. In Bacchyl,
13(12).61 modddevrov occurs (from ¢aivw). The termination -dros,
incidentally, is not an insuperable objection. In Ol. 8.16 wpd¢darov=
mpdpavrov (s.v.l) occurs; in Ol 6.54 the variant dreipdre (mepaive )
may be correct; in fr.33c.6 (Snell) the Mss have mAéparov (TnAédavrov
Bergk). In such compounds -dros would result from -N-ros; scholars
are perhaps too quick to emend them away. Pyth. 11.47 aydvwr
molvpdrwy seems to me to exclude a derivation from dpaivw; com-
pare also Ol. 6.91 ayadféyrrwy aodév (cited above).

3. a. PINDAR, Olympian 2.43-45:

AeipOn 8¢ Oépaavdpos épumrévri TToAv-
VG[KEL, VGIOLS G,V a’é&AOLg
év pdyous T€ morépov
Ty pevos, *Adpactidéy Gddos apwyov dduots:
b. PINDAR, Olympian 6.67-71:
.. €7 Qv
8¢ Bpaovpayavos éXOcdv
‘HpakAéns, aeuvov Oddos *AAkaidav, marpi
€oprav Te€ kTioy wAewoTéUPpoToV TE-
Oudv Te péyiorov aéfAwy,
Znvos ém’ axporarw Pw-

-~ ’ 3 7~ ’ 01 0 IA
p@ 10T U YpnoTnpiov Uealow keAevoey.
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I wish to consider the force of fdlos in these two passages; LSJ s.v.
fcdos state “prop.=60axAXds, but only ... in metaph. sense of scion,
child.” This is simply not true in the case of Pindar. He does use it in
the sense of ‘scion’ at Parth. 2.36, but consider Isthm. 7.23-24:

PAéyerar 6¢ lomAdkoior Moloous,
4 '3 > € /’ ’ \ 4
parpwi 8 cpwvinw 6édwke Kowov Bcdos . .

Farnell’s note is as follows: “kowdv 8ddos, ‘a share in his wreath of
fame’. Wilamowitz, [Pindaros] p.411, n. 1, comments on this use of
Bddos as unique; elsewhere it only = ‘scion’ of the human family:
the word used for ‘shoot’ or ‘bough’ is 8xdXds, very frequently in
association with orépavos. If fcdos was a variant for fadXds, it is
strange that the metaphorical use of a word should be expressed
by such a difference of form. This passage suggests that this distinction
between the two forms was not rigidly observed.” 8dlos in the sense
of “wreath’ is now fully confirmed for Pindar by a papyrus fragment,
Dith. 1.14 (Snell):

aéfer’ éri, Molaou, Ocados aodav.
The only other extant example of fddos in Pindar is Nem. 1.1-2.

aumvevpe oepvov “Aldeod,
kAewdy Zvpakxooady Oados *Oprvyic . . .

Since Ortygia was the original settlement at Syracuse, scholars have
been puzzled by the expression Zupaxooodv fcdos, which they took
to mean ‘scion of Syracuse’. The evidence cited above shows that
there is no need to interpret fd¢dos as ‘scion’ here; Pindar is calling
Ortygia the ‘crown of glory’ of Syracuse. Some scholars, heeding the
demands of context, have understood this: Farnell rendered the
phrase “Flowering-branch of famed Syracuse” (?); Paley translated
8cdos ‘pride’. Thus, in three of the six occurrences of 8ddos in Pindar
the word is used metaphorically in the sense of ‘wreath of glory’,
despite the lexica.

What is its meaning in the two Olympian passages given above?
‘Scion’ gives an appropriate sense in each place and has always been
so interpreted there. Both passages, however, mention specifically
athletic contests (véois év aéflois, Teluov puéyorov aébAwv); it seems
to me not impossible, in the light of Pindar’s usage elsewhere, that he
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selected 6ddos precisely because this word would also suggest the
victor’s chaplet.

4. PINDAR, Nemean 9.28-32:

et Svvardv, Kpoviwy,
-~ A k) 4 Ié
metpav uev aydavopa PowikoordéAwy
3 ’ Vé 4 ’ \
eyxéwv TavTay favarov mépt kai {w-
~ 3 4 [ 4 7 ~ 9 3
&s avoBardopcr s mépoioTe, poipav 8 elvouov
k] ’ \ \ b ’ 3 ’
alréw o€ mouaiv dapov Alrvalwy omalew,
~ /’ > '3 3 3 Vé k3 ~
Zeb matep, aylatouow 8 aotvvduows émpeifou
14
Aoov.

This ode was composed in honor of Chromius of Aetna, probably
in 474. @owikooTéAwy in verse 28 has caused difficulty; LSJ s.v. powird-
orolos state “‘epith. of é&yyex, i.e. éyyex Tob T@v Powlkwy aTéAov
[Pi.] N.9.28.” Farnell’s note reads in part “@owikoorédwv éyyéwr can
only mean what the scholiasts and most modern editors have seen
in the phrase, ‘spears—i.e. a spear-bearing host—sent by the Punic
people’. Mezger was the first to propose the far-fetched and
impossible explanation ‘purple-mantled’—'mit Blut tiiberzogen’
(adopted by Bury and Sandys), as if the last part of the compound
were g7oMj and not ordélos: that is the case in Awdorodos applied to
someone who can wear a o7oMij; but a spear cannot ...” This last
objection is not valid; a spear can quite easily be described as “clothed
in blood” if the poet so chose to express himself. gowikoedvwy . . . ‘Qpav
occurs (s.v.l.) in fr.75.14 (Snell); in Epicharmus, fr.45 Porson con-
jectured dourkeipoves. For the connotation of ‘bloody’ connected
with the root gowik- see L] s.v. dowioow, where abundant examples
are cited; e.g. aluare "Apns mdvrov dowifer Orac. ap. Hdt. 8.77.2.
Sandys, following Mezger’s interpretation, translates ‘empurpled
spears’ and comments “dowkosrddwy is an adjective (like Awdorodos,
dowikoeipwy, not a proper name, as supposed by the scholiast. But the
adjective, while referring primarily to such a sanguinary enterprise
as that of the Seven against Thebes above-mentioned, also alludes to
the Phoenicians of Carthage, who were continually threatening
Sicily.” I myself, contrary to Sandys, have no doubt that the primary
reference is to the Carthaginians and that the adjective should be
printed with a capital (so Bowra, Turyn, Snell). At the same time it

seems to me perfectly apposite that Pindar should choose a word
4—G.R.B.S.
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which also had ‘bloody’ overtones. There is no need for scholars to
decide between the two meanings; both are intended. Eur. Phoen.
818-21 offers a parallel:

» 3 ~3 » /4
érexes, @ Ial’, érexés more,

A 4 3 \ b} 4 bl /7 3 9 4
BapBopov s axoov édany édanv wor’ év oikois,
Tav amo Onporpddov dowikolddoio Sparovros
yéway ddovrodusl, O1Pais kdAiaTov dveidos.

dowikoddoio in verse 820 certainly means ‘purple-crested’ (or better
‘of blood-red crest’?); the 8pdxwv referred to, however, is the one
whom Cadmus the Phoenician killed. The speakers are the chorus of
Phoenician women, and they refer explicitly to a report which they
once heard “at home” (év oikois), that is, in Phoenicia. How much the
context determined Euripides’ choice of dowikddogdos and whether
his audience would make the association I cannot say. In such a case
coincidence cannot be excluded—but neither can purposeful selection.
Those who would dismiss this example as being certainly nothing but
coincidence err in method.

5. PINDAR, Isthmian 4.27-31:

o 2 3 9% > ’ L4
ooow 8 ém’ avbpdymovs anTau
’ 7 ~ -~
popripie phipévawr {wdv Te pwrdv
amAérov 8dfas, émépav-
\ \ ’ 3 ’ 9 4
oav kata mav Té\os® avopéais 8 éoyaTaULTW

olkobev aradauow amrovd ‘Hpordeious:
Kol unKéTL pokpoTépay omevdel apeTay:

In the phrase dvopéaus éoydrouow (29) the adjective éoyaros is used
in a metaphorical sense, to indicate the highest degree of dvopée
(= summus, extremus). In place of it Pindar had to hand a wide selection
of alternative epithets, including the approximate synonyms dwaros
and &ifuoros. See for instance Pyth. 6.42 . . . dmatos . . . mpds aperdv.
Why did he choose specifically éoxaros? Such questions are more
often answered with assurance than certainty. Nevertheless, in some
cases the evidence justifies speculation; the present passage comes,
I believe, under this category. The ‘Pillars of Herakles’ represented
to Pindar a geographical boundary; they were, in a local sense, quite
literally ‘furthest’. In Greek the one adjective which specifically
denotes furthest geographical limits is éoyaros; apparent synonyms
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such as dmaros and Gynoros have a quite different literal denotation,
however similar they may be when used metaphorically. Pindar
chose éoydreuow here for two reasons: to express ‘ultimate’ virtue
and to serve as a suggestive link with erddaow . . . “Hpordelaus. To
demonstrate that this interpretation is not so fanciful as it might at
first appear, I append for comparison the following passages:

(a) Ol. 3.42-45:

€l & apoTever pév Téwp, kreavwy 8¢

xpvoos aidoéoTaTos,
vbv 8¢ mpos éoyoTiow

Ovjpwy aperaiow {kdvwy cmTeTon
oikobev “‘HpokAéos

oTaAGy. T0 mépow & éoTi gogots dPaTov

kaocépos.
(b) Pyth. 10.27-30:

3 7 3 A} R » 3 A} k] -~
0 yOAkeos ovpavos o ot auBuros adTd:
L4 A A ¥ 3 '3 <
ooous 8¢ Bporov éfvos aylaims a-
I \ 14
mrépecte, wepaivel mpos EoyaTov
4 \ b k4 \ 37 174
7 Adov* vavai 8 olite ﬂeZog Lwy <Kev> €vpols

és “YmepPopéwv aydva favpaoTov 686v.
6. PINDAR, Paean 6.123-31 (Snell):

bd 4 3 ¥ -~
Svopaxdvre y’ éveoor Awpret

pedéotoe méVTW
vacos, & Aiwos ‘EX-

’ A} o

Aaviov paevvov doTpov.

oUVEKEV OV G€ TOLTOVWY
3 -~
aBopmov edvafoper, aAX’ aoday
pébio Sexopeve katepels,
’ » /’
m60ev éNafes vavmpiTarw
4

Salpove kol Taw Oepifevov aperay.

The poet is addressing the island Aegina in these splendid verses;
dodav pdébier in verses 128—29 is rendered “surging songs” by Sandys
and “the torrent-flow of our songs” by Farnell. The adjective géfios
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is used especially of waves; LSJ define r& géfiac “waves dashing on the
beach, breakers, waves’. The whole context of the passage (wévrow,
v@oos, vevmpvravw) shows that Pindar chose his image with the
literal meaning of g6 clearly and simultaneously present to him.
For a modern parallel to the figure, compare perhaps the familiar
lines from Dylan Thomas’ Fern Hill—

Time held me green and dying
Though I sang in my chains like the sea.

7. BAcCHYLIDES 17(16).86-90:

Tagev 8¢ Aids vids évdofev

’ /4 ’ L 5
Kéap, kélevaé Te kot oD-

» Y ’
pov ioyev eddaidadoy

~ -~ > ¢ 7 k] ’ % €Q 7/
vio- poipo 8 érépav émdpovy’ 0dv.
L4 b b ’ ’
leto O WkVmoumov 8dpv*

Is 684y in verse 89 to be taken literally or metaphorically? D. A.
Campbell, Greek Lyric Poetry (London/New York 1967) p.438, anno-
tates: “érépav . . . 68dv: ‘a different course’ but 68dv refers also to the
voyage.” A. E. Housman discussed this passage in CR 12 (1898) 218:
“ ... but fate ordained another course. The Greek word 68év, between
the words ioyevr véa and lero 8pv, means the course of the ship...”
Notice the ambiguity of Housman’s English, especially the words
which I have italicized. It is not clear, at least to me, whether he
interpreted ¢8év in a double sense here; it is not even clear whether
he was conscious of the possibility. The Greek is fully as ambiguous
as the English and I cite this passage to demonstrate that Bacchylides
as well as Pindar affects this device.

8. BaccHYLIDES 16(15).30-35 (Snell):

2 ’ - ’ 3 Py s 7
& dvopopos, & Tadaw’, olov éufoaro:
$0dvos edpvPias viv amdbdeoev,
4 -~

dvodedy Te kadvupo TOV

UoTepov epyouévwv,

o % % \ ~ (3 /’ ’

67° émi {moraud} poddevri Avrdpue

7, /4 4 ’ ’

8é€ato Néooov mdpa Saupdviov Tépas.

These verses, which conclude the dithyramb, refer to Deianeira
and the blood-drenched garment with which she killed Herakles.
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Kenyon renders 8vépedv 7€ kdAvppo T@dv Jorepov épyouévwr “and the
dark veil which hid the things to come”; similarly, Edmonds trans-
lates “and the murky veil that hid the future.” They seem to be
taking xdAvppe in a metaphorical sense; r@v Sorepov épyopévay is, as
Kenyon observes, an objective genitive. This interpretation, so far as
it goes, seems to me to be correct. wxeAvupe, however, though it
usually means specifically ‘head-covering’, “veil’, does not invariably
do so. Literally, the word means ‘that which covers’ and when applied
to clothing is not used exclusively of veils. Thus Aesch. Cho.494 uses
it of the garment which Clytaemnestra threw over Agamemnon, and
this surely was no mere veil (it is called mdodrov efuaros kardy at
1383). Here xdduupe seems to be used in a double sense: the “murky
concealment of things to come” is soon to stand revealed as the deadly
covering, the Néooov . . . Saupdviov 7épas. Those who would dismiss
this reading of the passage as mere fancy must reckon with the words
which the poet has set down immediately above (verses 23-25):

/7 % ¥ ’
TOT  duoryos doipwy
. 4 ’ N4
Aaiavetpe moAvdoxpuy Udave
~ k3 I >
piTw émigpov’ .

What is the ufris which the irresistible divinity has “woven” for
Deianeira? It is the death-bringing garment. Sgave here is used with a
half-literal, half-metaphorical force. Compare the similar pregnant
usage of Tolvmedw in Od. 19.136-40:

aAX’ *O8voi) mobéovoa $idov kararijkopar frop.

(4 Ay 4 7 k3 \ \ ’ /’
ot 6¢ yapov omevdovaw: éyw 8¢ 86dovs ToAvmevw.
épos puév pow mpdTov évémvevoe ppeai Saipwy
omyoouévn péyav toTov évi peydpotow olvew,

AemrTov kol mepipeTpov:

Penelope is the speaker. Todvmedw (137) is the denominative verb to
roddm), ‘clew’, ‘ball of wool for spinning’, and literally means ‘to make
a clew’. LY render ‘wind off carded wool into a clew for spinning’; for
this meaning see Ar. Lys. 587. Normally, however, the verb is used
metaphorically, in two senses: (1) ‘to wind off, achieve, complete’,
and (2) ‘to endure’. The Latin exanclo, though the image is different,
shows a similar semantic development. Here literal and metaphorical



228 CONSCIOUS AMBIGUITIES IN PINDAR AND BACCHYLIDES

meaning are both intended, for Penelope’s 86)os is her ¢apos, of which
she says below (verses 149-50):

L4 N 4 \ € 4 7 € ’

évla katl Huorin pév ddaiveckov péyav ioTdv,
/’ 3 D 4

VUKTUS 8 OCMUGO’KOV P

The poet chose the verb roldvredw deliberately; Penelope “winds oft™
both wile and wool (compare LSJ s.v.).

BostoNn COLLEGE
August, 1969



