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 Robert Mayhew

TWO NOTES ON ARISTOTLE AND ARISTARCHUS 
ON THE MEANING OF KERAS IN THE ILIAD

1. Five texts on Il. 11. 385

In Iliad 11, Paris strikes Diomedes on the foot with an arrow, and Dio-
medes replies with this string of insults (385): toxÒta lwbht¾r kšrv 
¢gla� parqenop‹pa (“Archer, wretch, splendid in horn, girl-ogler”). 
With the exception of kšrv, these are vocatives. Ancient Homeric scholars 
debated the meaning of kšrv (‘in/with horn’) in this context.1 Hesychius 
(k 2278) captures succinctly the three major interpretations: kšraj: qr…x, 
tÒxon, kaˆ a„do‹on (“horn: hair, bow, and penis”). So, either kšraj refers 
to Paris’ bow (because it is made of horn, which makes this synecdoche), 
or it is a metaphor for his hair or his penis.

Three texts attribute two confl icting views to Aristotle on this issue: 

(1) ΣT Il. 11. 385 f. Erbse:

“kšrv ¢glaš”: tÍ tric…: Óqen kaˆ ke…rein. 'Aristotšlhj d� “ð tù
tÒxJ semnunÒmene”.

‘splendid in horn’: [i.e.] in hair; from which indeed comes ‘to cut’.2 But
Aristotle [says it means] ‘O one exalting yourself with [your] bow’.

(2) ΣGe Il. 11. 385 Nicole:

tÕ d� “kšrv ¢glaš”, À tÍ tricˆ, par¦ tÕ ke…resqai, À tù tÒxJ
semnunÒm<en>oj·  oÛtwj Ð 'Aristotšlhj.3

‘splendid in horn’: either ‘in hair’ – from ‘to be cut’ – or ‘exalting himself
with [his] bow’; Aristotle [takes it] in this way.

1 See the scholia on Il. 11. 385 (many of which I discuss below), as well as 
Lamberton 1992, xii–xiii n. 17, and van der Valk 1963, 212–213. 

2 This is folk etymology: see Beekes 2010, 665 & 676–677.
3 It is unclear whether the manuscript reads semnunÒmoj or -mÒ- or -mš- or 

something else (see Plate 1). Nicole 1891, 140 prints semnÚmene and in his apparatus 
writes: semnÚmene] semnÚmenoj. But I think it more likely that the scholiast intended 
semnunÒmenoj; cf. the T-scholiast’s semnunÒmene and Eustathius’ semnunÒmenon in 
the other two Aristotle-texts.
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Plate 1
Genevensis gr. 44 (p. 463, on Il. 11. 385): 

semnunÒm<en>oj·  oÛtwj Ð  'Aristotšlhj4

(3) Eust. Il. 11. 385; vol. 3, p. 218 van der Valk:

'Aristotšlhj dš fhsi:5 kšrv ¢glaÕn: e�pen ¢ntˆ toà a„do…J
semnunÒmenon, ™pˆ toioÚtou shmainomšnou t¾n lšxin ™ke‹noj
no»saj. kaˆ œoiken Ð skorpièdhj t¾n glîssan 'Arc…locoj ¡palÕn
kšraj tÕ a„do‹on e„pën ™nteàqen t¾n lšxin por…sasqai.

Aristotle claims: [Homer] said ‘splendid in horn’ rather than ‘exalting
himself with [his] penis’, thinking this word depended on such signi-
fi cation. And the scorpion-tongued Archilochus, saying ‘delicate horn’
for the penis, likely furnished the word from there.

Clearly, somewhere along the line Aristotle’s meaning or intention 
became garbled. According to the two scholia, Aristotle understood ‘horn’ 
to refer to ‘bow’ in this passage.6 Eustathius, however, claims that he took 
it to be a metaphor for penis – the taunt I assume being that Paris’ prowess 
is in the bedroom and not on the fi eld of battle. 

In his fi rst edition of the fragments of Aristotle, Rose claimed that 
in the Eustathius-passage 'Aristotšlhj was a mistake for 'Aristof£nhj, 
and in the T-scholion 'Aristotšlhj is a mistake for 'Ar…starcoj.7 
Heitz agreed with the latter ‘emendation’, but not with the former.8 
Van der Valk too thinks Eustathius is right about Aristotle here, as 
does Lamberton.9 I see no reason to change 'Aristotšlhj in every 
case, but it does seem necessary to emend the scholia or Eustathius (or 
otherwise explain the contradiction).10 Further, there is no reason to think 

4 See http://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/en/bge/gr0044/463/0/Sequence-116.
5 I here accept an emendation of Rose 1863, 166, changing fas… to fhsi, which 

I think makes more sense. Rose is followed by Schrader 1880, 165.
6 These two similar scholia are no doubt related; the T-scholion is more 

fundamental.
7 Rose 1863, 166–167. This predated the publication of the Geneva scholia. 
8 Heitz 1869, 139.  
9 See van der Valk 1963, 503 and Lamberton 1992, xii-xiii n. 17. Van der Valk 

conjectures that “for reasons of decency, T has altered the original text”. 
10 Another possibility is that the scholia are the product of a condensing of their 

source to the point of inaccuracy. I discuss just such an occurrence in Mayhew 2017.
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'Aristotšlhj is a mistake for 'Aristof£nhj (as we have no evidence of 
either Aristophanes’ opinion on this issue),11 so we must ask (or, we may 
profi t by speculating about) which of the two interpretations attributed to 
Aristotle is more likely to be in fact the reading of Aristarchus,12 and on 
this issue some evidence seems to survive. 

Plate 2
Genevensis gr. 44 (p. 718, on Il. 21. 323): 'Ar…starcoj13

First, we must consider ΣA Il. 11. 385 d (Erbse), which is generally 
taken to provide the view of Aristarchus. (More on that attribution shortly.) 
This scholion presents the hair-interpretation (with an elaboration, which I 
omit), and then briefl y gives a reason for rejecting the bow-interpretation:

kšrv oÙ tÍ tricˆ yilîj, ¢ll' ™mplokÁj ti gšnoj: e„j kšratoj trÒpon 
¢neplškonto oƒ ¢rca‹oi... œnioi dš, tù tÒxJ ¢gallÒmene: proe…rhke
d� toxÒta lwbht»r.

kšrv [means] not ‘in hair’ simply, but [refers to] some kind of braid; the 
ancients braided [hair] in the form of a horn. ... For some, however, 
[kšrv ¢glaš means] ‘glorying in [your] bow’; but ‘archer, wretch’ was 
said already.

The long braid of a well-coiffed Paris might indeed resemble a splendid 
horn. And as Hainsworth explains, “if kšraj were taken as a reference 
to the bow the gibe toxÒta would be otiose”, and therefore this scholion 
takes “kšraj to denote a style of hairdressing”.14  

11 There’s no evidence that would support attributing this to Aristophanes of 
Byzantium; and as for the comic playwright, note Henderson 1991, 127: “kšraj, horn, 
appears in comedy only in double entendres at Pl. Com. 210 [and] Eub. 67. 4”. 

12 The possibility of confusing 'Aristotšlhj and 'Ar…starcoj is quite real. 
Compare, for instance, the abbreviations of these two names in the scholia in Genevensis 
gr. 44: Plate 1 ('Aristotšlhj) and Plate 2 ('Ar…starcoj).

13 See http://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/en/bge/gr0044/718/0/Sequence-116. 
14 Hainsworth 1993, 269. He takes this scholion to represent the views of 

Aristarchus; but as I go on to explain, this is unlikely. On the hair-interpretation, see 
also ΣA Il. 11. 385 e 1 and ΣT Il. 11. 385 e 2.
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Plate 3
Venetus A: Marcianus Graecus Z. 454 (fol. 145r, on Il. 11. 385): 

% kšrv oÙ tÍ tricÁi [sic] yilîj,15

Note that this text begins “kšrv ¢glaš: Óti” in the edition of Erbse,16 
who indicates that Aristonicus is the source. And Friedländer includes this 
text, also adding at the beginning as he often does ¹ diplÁ.17 But see Plate 
3: the lemma and Óti (or ¹ diplÁ Óti in Friedländer) are not there, but are 
added by the editors because of the sign (something like %) preceding kšrv 
oÙ tÍ tricˆ ktl. Such a sign often means: “Aristarchus added the diplÁ 
because (Óti)...” But in this case, it makes no sense to say “Aristarchus 
added the diplÁ because kšrv means not ‘in hair’ simply, but refers to some 
kind of braid”: for the braid makes the hair-interpretation more plausible, 
not less so.18 If this scholion presented Aristarchus’ reason for athetizing 
kšrv, we would rather have expected it to say something like: “Aristarchus 
added the diplÁ because kšraj never means ‘hair’ in Homer”. And in fact 
he elsewhere said precisely that – which brings us to our next text.

According to Apollonius, Aristarchus rejects the hair-interpretation 
and defends the bow-interpretation (Lex. Hom. p. 98 Bekker): 

“kšr' ¢glaš”. oƒ m�n glwssogr£foi ta‹j qrixˆn ¢gallÒmene: kšra 
g¦r t¾n tr…ca lšgesqai. Ð d� 'Ar…starcoj kur…wj ¢koÚei tÕ toà 
“boÕj kšraj”, oŒon tÕ ker£tinon sur…ggion: tÕ g¦r palaiÒn, prÕj tÕ 
m¾ ¢potrîxai tÕn „cqÚn, tù ¢gk…strJ perit…qesqai toàto, tÕn d� 
“Omhron mhdšpote e„rhkšnai kšraj t¾n tr…ca. Óqen ™pˆ toà kšr' 
¢glaš, tÒxJ ¢gallÒmene.19

‘splendid in horn’. The lexicographers [take this to mean] ‘glorying in 
[his] hair’; for kšraj is said [to mean] ‘hair’. But Aristarchus understands 
‘horn of the ox’ [Il. 24. 81] in the literal sense, like the pipe made of 

15 See http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-digital/images?request=GetIIPMoo 
Viewer&urn=urn:cite:hmt:vaimg.VA145RN-0317. The manuscript seems to have 
tricÁi (which is an error) in place of tricˆ here. 

16 Erbse 1974. 
17 Friedländer 1853, 195. Aristonicus’ work is on the signs Aristarchus used to 

athetize or mark as suspect certain verses of Homer. 
18 Van Thiel 2014, 256–257 attributes the lemma not to Aristarchus but to Ixion. 

(My thanks to an anonymous referee for the journal for this reference.)
19 See Heitz 1869, 139.
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horn: for the ancients, with a view to the fi sh not biting off [the line], put 
this around the hook, and Homer never said kšraj is hair. For which 
reason, in the case of ‘splendid in horn’ [Aristarchus understands] 
‘glorying in [your] bow’.

The boÕj kšraj part of this passage has some connection to a couple 
of scholia that I discuss in the next section (where the importance of using 
horn to protect a fi sh-hook will become apparent). I take Apollonius to 
be saying that whereas the lexicographers adopt the hair-interpretation, 
Aristarchus20 rejected the hair-interpretation and accepted the bow-
interpretation, on the grounds that Homer never uses kšraj to refer to hair.  

I have given reasons why I think that Aristarchus is less securely 
connected to ΣA Il. 11. 385 d than he is to this Apollonius-passage (where 
he is named); so I would tentatively attribute the bow-interpretation to him 
(this gets more support in the next section) and the penis-interpretation to 
Aristotle (making the Eustathius-text the accurate one). Unless of course 
Aristotle and Aristarchus held the same view – that in Il. 11. 385 kšraj 
refers to Paris’ bow – in which case Aristotle may have exerted an infl uence 
on Aristarchus,21 and the name in the Eustathius-passage is a corruption. 
But that is highly unlikely, as the most likely corruption ('Aristotšlhj 
for 'Ar…starcoj) is not possible, given that there is no evidence that 
Aristarchus accepted the penis-interpretation.22 

In any case, I think we can be fairly certain that Aristotle discussed the 
meaning of kšrv (in Il. 11. 385) in one of his lost poetical works, the most 
likely candidate being his Homeric Puzzles.23

2. Plutarch, De soll. an. 24 (Mor. 976 F – 977 A) 
and Il. 24. 80–82 

In De soll. an. 24, discussing the inte lligence of certain fi sh, Plutarch 
quotes Il. 24. 80–82 (Mor. 976 F):

¹ d� molubda…nV „kšlh ™j bussÕn Ôrousen, 
¼te kat' ¢graÚloio boÕj kšraj ™mbebau‹a 
œrcetai çmhstÍsin ™p' „cqÚsi kÁra fšrousa·

20 Or perhaps someone relying on something Aristarchus said about Il. 24. 81, 
though I think that is a less natural reading. 

21 See Bouchard 2012. 
22 I assume this is why Rose (1863, 166–167) suggested emending 'Aristotšlhj 

in this passage to 'Aristof£nhj. But this is unnecessarily complex and speculative. 
23 Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotle’s works includes an 'Aporhm£twn 

`Omhrikîn in six books (5. 26), as does the list in the biography of Aristotle attributed 
to Hesychius (no. 106).
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She [sc. Iris] rushed to the sea-depths like a lead weight,
which, mounted upon the horn of an ox of the fi eld, 
goes [down] bringing doom to the ravenous fi sh.

Plutarch then adds: parakoÚontej œnioi boe…aij qrixˆn o‡ontai 
prÕj t¦j Ðrmi¦j crÁsqai toÝj palaioÚj (“some, misconstruing [these 
verses], think that the ancients used ox-hair for fi shing-line”). Plutarch 
rejects this view (976 F – 977 Α), which he says is based on erroneously 
taking kšraj to refer to hair (some connecting kšraj and tÕ ke…resqai, 
just as we saw in the previous section).

Shortly thereafter, he presents Aristotle’s evaluation of this Homeric 
passage (977 A):

'Aristotšlhj dš fhsi mhd�n ™n toÚtoij lšgesqai sofÕn À perittÕn
¢ll¦ tù Ônti ker£tion perit…qesqai prÕ toà ¢gk…strou perˆ t¾n
Ðrmi£n, ™peˆ prÕj ¥llo ™rcÒmenoi diesq…ousi. tîn d' ¢gk…strwn to‹j 
m�n stroggÚloij ™pˆ kestršaj kaˆ ¢m…aj crîntai mikrostÒmouj
Ôntaj· tÕ g¦r eÙqÚteron eÙlaboàntai…

Aristotle claims that nothing said in these [verses] is clever or remarkable 
but that what is horn is put around the line in front of the hook, since [the 
fi sh], encountering anything else, chew [it] in two. And of the hooks they 
use rounded ones in the case of mullets and bonitos, as they are small-
mouthed; for they are wary of the straighter ones. ...24 

I take it that in saying mhd�n ... sofÕn À perittÕn, Aristotle is 
claiming that nothing in these verses need be understood metaphorically25 
(perhaps in contrast to kšrv ¢glaš in Il. 11. 385): boÕj kšraj is exactly 
what it means, ox-horn not ox-hair.

Plutarch’s reference to Aristotle here is not a quote or paraphrase 
or even an allusion to anything in Aristotle’s extant works, so I think it 
ought to be considered a source-text for some lost work of his. Further, 
given Aristotle’s interest in the animals in Homeric epic,26 and the fact 
that Plutarch presents this passage as Aristotle’s evaluation of Il. 24. 

24 Presumably, the straighter ones are long and narrow, and so more diffi cult 
for a small-mouthed fi sh to swallow. In the remainder of De soll. an. 24, Plutarch 
(or Aristotle) continues to provide examples of fi sh that allude or are suspicious of bait 
or lures, thus illustrating the intelligence of these creatures (977 A–C). 

25 This includes synecdoche, an instance of which (as we saw above) is the bow-
interpretation of kšrv in Il. 11. 385. 

26 See Mayhew 2015. 
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80–82, I again think the lost work that is its most likely source is the 
Homeric Puzzles. 

It is worth noting in this context that Aristotle’s HA 8 (9). 37 is devoted 
to the ingenuity that can be observed in marine animals, and that the 
following passage is particularly relevant (621 a 6–16): 

•Hn d� kaloàsi skolÒpendran, Ótan katap…V tÕ ¥gkistron,
™ktršpetai t¦ ™ntÕj ™ktÒj, ›wj ¨n ™kb£lV tÕ ¥gkistron: e�q' oÛtwj
e„stršpetai p£lin ™ntÒj. … tîn d' „cqÚwn aƒ ÑnomazÒmenai
¢lèpekej Ótan a‡sqwntai Óti tÕ ¥gkistron katapepèkasi,
bohqoàsi prÕj toàto ésper kaˆ ¹ skolÒpendra: ¢nadramoàsai
g¦r ™pˆ polÝ prÕj t¾n Ðrmi¦n ¢potrègousin aÙtÁj: ¡l…skontai g¦r
perˆ ™n…ouj tÒpouj poluagk…stroij ™n ·oèdesi kaˆ baqšsi tÒpoij.

The so-called scolopendra, after swallowing the hook, turns inside out 
until it expels the hook; having done so it then turns its inside back in 
again. … Among fi shes those named foxes, after perceiving that they 
have swallowed the hook, take counter-measures just as the scolopendra 
does: they run back a long way to the fi shing line and bite a piece out of 
it. But they are caught in certain areas on multiple hook lines in rapid 
deep water.27

I fi nd it completely plausible that Aristotle, in his Homeric Puzzles, 
used some of the fi shing œndoxa he gathered in his study of animals – even 
material that did not ultimately appear in his biological works – to explain 
Il. 24. 81,28 and that Plutarch De soll. an. 24 (Mor. 977 A) more or less 
accurately presents Aristotle’s interpretation.

Scholars have omitted De soll. an. 24 (Mor. 976 F – 977 A) from 
collections of fragments of Aristotle’s Homeric Puzzles, however, not 
because it is thought to belong to some other work of his, but because 
they consider the 'Aristotšlhj in that passage to be a mistake for 
'Ar…starcoj.29 They do so based on the passage from Apollonius quoted 
in the previous section, and on a couple of scholia which I turn to now. 

Here is ΣA Il. 24. 81 a (Erbse), which (if the source is Aristonicus) 
contains Aristarchus’ take on this verse:

27 Translation of Balme 1991.
28 See Mayhew 2015, 128–132.
29 See e.g. Rose 1863, 167–168. Bernardakis 1895, 58 prints 'Aristotšlhj, and 

in his apparatus criticus comments: locum non inveni. Platt 1911, 255 responds: “no 
wonder; of course 'Aristotšlhj is simply a mistake for 'Ar…starcoj”. Helmbold 
1957, 423 prints 'Ar…starcoj.
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oÙ lšgei boÕj kšraj boÕj tr…ca, di¦ tÕ tric…nhn e�nai t¾n Ðrmi£n: 
lina‹j g¦r ™crînto: “™k pÒntoio qÚraze l…nJ ™nˆ ½nopi calkù”. oƒ 
d� nàn oÙd� boe…aij crîntai, ¢ll' ƒppe…aij. lšgoi ¨n oân boÕj 
kšraj kur…wj: kateskeÚazon g¦r sÚrigga ™k kšratoj boe…ou, ¿n 
periet…qesan tÍ Ðrmi´ Øp�r tÕ ¥gkistron, Ópwj m¾ oƒ „cqàj ¢po-
trègwsi tÕn l…non.

boÕj kšraj does not mean ‘hair of ox’, [which some maintain] owing to 
the line being made of hair. For they were using [lines] made of linen: 
“out of the sea with linen [line] and glittering bronze” [Il. 16. 408]. And 
people nowadays use not oxen [hair] but horse. Therefore, he would say 
boÕj kšraj in the literal sense: for they made pipe out of ox horn, which 
they put around the line above the hook, so that the fi sh would not chew 
off the linen [line].

Plate 4 
Venetus A: Marcianus Graecus Z. 454 (fol. 312v, on Il. 24. 81): 

% oÙ lšgei boÕj kšraj30

We have the same issue in this case as with the A-scholion discussed 
in the previous section. This one too (see Plate 4) begins with a mark 
(similar to %) which is rendered lemma plus Óti by Erbse (plus ¹ diplÁ 
Óti by Friedländer). Now this scholion either is simply presenting the 
view that boÕj kšraj does not in Il. 24. 81 refer to ox-hair, but should 
be taken literally to refer to the bit of horn put around the line near the 
hook to prevent it from being bitten; or, it contains Aristarchus’ reasons for 
doubting boÕj kšraj here (in which case, however, I do not see how the 
last line – kateskeÚazon g¦r ktl. – makes sense). In either case, we can 
be pretty certain that this scholion does represent the view of Aristarchus – 
not only because of the Apollonius-passage quoted in the previous section, 
but also because of Σ Od. 12. 253 (Dindorf):

30 See http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-digital/images?request=GetIIPMoo
Viewer&urn=urn:cite:hmt:vaimg.VA312VN-0814. Note that in manuscripts, beta is 
often written like a cursive yu (u  ).
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boÕj kšraj:31 kšraj 'Ar…starcoj tÕ ker£tinon sur…ggion, Ö ™piti-
qšasi prÕj tÕ m¾ ™sq…esqai ØpÕ toà „cqÚoj t¾n Ðrmi£n. œnioi d� t¾n 
tr…ca. 

‘horn of ox’: Aristarchus [says the] horn is the little pipe made of horn, 
which they put on the line so as not to be eaten by the fi sh. But some [say 
kšraj means] hair.

So, according to Plutarch, Aristotle held that boÕj kšraj in Il. 24. 
8 ought to be understood literally as ‘horn of ox’. According to the 
Apollonius-passage and the two scholia, Aristarchus held that boÕj kšraj 
in Il. 24. 8 and Od. 12. 253 ought to be understood literally as ‘horn of 
ox’ and not as ‘hair of ox’, and it may be the case (though this seems 
contradictory) that he marked boÕj kšraj in Il. 24. 8 as doubtful. So the 
claim that 'Aristotšlhj is a mistake for 'Ar…starcoj in the Plutarch-
passage seems to have been based on two considerations: (1) that the view 
attributed to Aristotle in the Plutarch-passage is the same as Aristarchus’, 
and (2) that the view attributed to Aristotle in the Plutarch-passage is not 
found in any extant work of Aristotle. But I do not fi nd these compelling 
reasons for changing 'Aristotšlhj to 'Ar…starcoj, in light of the fact 
that Aristotle wrote a work on Homer that is not extant, and the possibility 
that either Aristotle exerted an infl uence on Aristarchus or their agreement 
about how to understand Il. 24. 8 is a coincidence.

Coda

To sum up: In the case of kšraj in Il. 11. 385, Aristotle either thought 
that this should be interpreted metaphorically to mean penis, or he thought 
that it should be interpreted to mean horn (referring to Paris’ bow, which 
makes this synecdoche), whereas Aristarchus defi nitely accepted the bow-
interpretation and rejected the hair-interpretation. In the case of kšraj 
in Il. 24. 8, both Aristotle and Aristarchus thought that this should be 
interpreted literally to mean horn – specifi cally a small pipe made of horn 
used to protect the fi shing line. I have further argued that in the fi rst case, 
taking 'Aristotšlhj to be a mistake for 'Ar…starcoj in the two scholia 
is one possible explanation for the contradictory textual evidence, but that 
there is no compelling reason to conclude that the same mistake was made 
in the Plutarch-passage (as a number of scholars have claimed).

31 In Od. 12. 253, boÕj kšraj appears in a similar fi shing metaphor: ™j pÒnton 
pro�hsi boÕj kšraj ¢graÚloio (cf. Il. 24. 81: ¼ te kat' ¢graÚloio boÕj kšraj 
™mbebau‹a).  
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A fi nal word on the Aristotle-texts discussed above: I consider the three 
discussed in § 1 (ΣT Il. 11. 385 f., ΣGe Il. 11. 385, and Eust. Il. 11. 385) 
and the Plutarch-passage discussed in § 2 to be neglected source-texts 
for Aristotle’s lost Homeric Puzzles. They are neglected in the sense that 
they were not included in either of the standard editions of Aristotle’s 
fragments – Rose and Gigon – nor in Breitenberger’s more recent German 
translation with commentary of the fragments of this work.32 Or to 
state the matter positively, all of these texts ought to be included in any 
subsequent collection of the fragments of Aristotle in general or of the 
Homeric Puzzles in particular.

Robert Mayhew
Department of Philosophy, Seton Hall University

South Orange, NJ (USA)

robert.mayhew@shu.edu

Bibliography

D. Balme (ed., tr.), Aristotle: History of Animals: Books VII–X (Cambridge,
MA 1991).

R. Beekes, Etymological Dictionary of Greek I (Leiden 2010).
G. Bernardakis, Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia VI (Leipzig 1895).
E. Bouchard, De la poétique à la critique : l’infl uence péripatéticienne chez

Aristarque. Diss. (Université Paris IV–Sorbonne 2012).
B. Breitenberger, “Aporemata Homerica”, in: H. Flashar et al. (eds.), Aristoteles:

Fragmente zu Philosophie, Rhetorik, Poetik, Dichtung (Berlin 2006).
H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera) III: Scholia ad libros

K – Ξ continens (Berlin 1974).
L. Friedländer, Aristonici Perˆ shme…wn 'Ili£doj (Göttingen 1853).
O. Gigon, Aristotelis Opera (ex recensione I. Bekkeri) III2: Librorum Deperditorum 

Fragmenta (Berlin 1987).
E. Heitz, Fragmenta Aristotelis (Paris 1869).
B. Hainsworth, The Iliad: A Commentary III: Books 9–12 (Cambridge 1993).
W. Helmbold (ed., tr.), “Plutarch: Whether Land or Sea Animals are Cleverer”, in:

H. Cherniss, W. Helmbold, Plutarch: Moralia XII (Cambridge, MA 1957).
J. Henderson, The Maculate Muse: Obscene Language in Attic Comedy (Oxford

21991).
R. Lamberton, “Introduction”, in: R. Lamberton, J. Keaney (eds.), Homer’s Ancient 

Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epic’s Earliest Exegetes (Princeton
1992).

32 Rose 1886, Gigon 1987, Breitenberger 2006. 



149Aristotle and Aristarchus on the meaning of kšraj

R. Mayhew, “Aristotle’s Biology and his Lost Homeric Puzzles”, CQ 65 (2015)
109–133.

R. Mayhew, “Aristotle on the Eagle in Iliad 21. 252: On Five Mistaken Homeric
Scholia”, JHS (forthcoming, 2017).

J. Nicole, Les Scolies Genevoises de l’Iliade I (Geneva 1891).
A. Platt, “Miscellanea”, CQ 5 (1911) 253–257.
M. van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad: Part One (Leiden

1963) 212–213.
H. van Thiel, Aristarch, Aristophanes Byzantios, Demetrios Ixion, Zenodot: Frag-

mente zur Ilias gesammelt, neu herausgegeben und kommentiert II (Berlin
2014).

V. Rose, Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus, Pars Prima: Fragmenta Aristotelis Philo-
sophica (Leipzig 1863).

V. Rose, Aristotelis qui ferebantur librorum fragmenta (Leipzig 1886).
H. Schrader, Quaestionum Homericarum ad Iliadem pertinentium reliquiae

(Leipzig 1880).

This essay examines two sets of texts, each of which describes how Aristotle and 
Aristarchus interpreted κέρας (‘horn’) in the Iliad (in verses 11. 385 and 24. 81). 
In addition to providing a better understanding of these texts, the essay attempts 
to show that (1) scholars have been too quick to emend 'Aristotšlhj to 
'Ar…starcoj, and (2) that four of the texts discussed are neglected source-texts 
for Aristotle’s lost Homeric Puzzles, which ought to be included in any subsequent 
collection of the fragments of Aristotle. 

В статье рассматриваются две группы текстов, сообщающих о том, как Ари-
стотель и Аристарх интерпретируют слово kšraj в “Илиаде” (XI, 385; 
XXIV, 81). В статье уточняется толкование этих текстов и доказывается, что 
(1) исправление 'Aristotšlhj на 'Ar…starcoj необоснованно, и (2) четыре
рассматриваемых текста восходят к утраченному сочинению Аристотеля
“ Гомеровские трудности” и должны быть включены в последующие издания
фрагментов Аристотеля.
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