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

1. Five texts on //. 11. 385

In Iliad 11, Paris strikes Diomedes on the foot with an arrow, and Dio-
medes replies with this string of insults (385): 10£6t0r AwPnnp ké€po
ayrae mopbevomino (“Archer, wretch, splendid in horn, girl-ogler”).
With the exception of képq, these are vocatives. Ancient Homeric scholars
debated the meaning of képa (‘in/with horn’) in this context.! Hesychius
(x 2278) captures succinctly the three major interpretations: képag: 0pi&,
16&0v, kol aidotov (“horn: hair, bow, and penis”). So, either képog 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 conflicting views to Aristotle on this issue:

(1) XT1l. 11. 385 f. Erbse:

“képo AyAo€”: TH TPyl 60ev Kol Kelpelv. "APLOTOTEANG O “® O
T0EW® oepvuvopEvE”.

‘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) XG¢ 1. 11. 385 Nicole:

T0 0& “képo AYAME”, N TH TPLYL, TOPA TO KelpecHul, 1| T® TOE®
CEUVOVOU<EV>0G" 0VTMG O ApLoTOTEANG.

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

I See the scholia on 7/. 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 Tt is unclear whether the manuscript reads cepvovopog or -po- or -pé- or
something else (see Plate 1). Nicole 1891, 140 prints cepvOpeve and in his apparatus
writes: ocepvOpeve] oepvopevog. But I think it more likely that the scholiast intended
oepvovopevog; cf. the T-scholiast’s cepvovopeve and Eustathius’ cepvovopevov in
the other two Aristotle-texts.

139



140 Robert Mayhew

AR _Flle S ke, Y
Plate 1
Genevensis gr. 44 (p. 463, on I/. 11. 385):

CELVOVOU<EV>0G" 0VTWG O “ApLoTOTEANC?

(3) Eust. 1. 11. 385; vol. 3, p. 218 van der Valk:

‘AploToTéAng 8¢ omol’ képo dyAaov: elmev avili 100 aidolm
GELVOVOLEVOY, €Tl TOLOVTOL OMUOLVOREVOL TNV A€y €xelvog
VOGO, Kol E01KEV O GKOPTLMANG TNV YADGoOV “Apy iAoy 0g ATOAOV
KEPOLG TO aiidolov eimmV EViedBev TNV AEELY ToploocOaL.

Aristotle claims: [Homer] said ‘splendid in horn’ rather than ‘exalting
himself with [his] penis’, thinking this word depended on such signi-
fication. 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.® 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 field of battle.

In his first edition of the fragments of Aristotle, Rose claimed that
in the Eustathius-passage ’Ap1otoTéAng was a mistake for "Apiotoedvng,
and in the T-scholion "Apiototédng is a mistake for "Apiotopyoc.’
Heitz agreed with the latter ‘emendation’, but not with the former.3
Van der Valk too thinks Eustathius is right about Aristotle here, as
does Lamberton.? 1 see no reason to change 'AplioTOTéEANMG in every
case, but it does seem necessary to emend the scholia or Eustathius (or
otherwise explain the contradiction).!? Further, there is no reason to think

4 See http://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/en/bge/gr0044/463/0/Sequence-116.

5 T here accept an emendation of Rose 1863, 166, changing pact to enot, 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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"Ap1oTOTEANG is a mistake for "ApioToedvng (as we have no evidence of
either Aristophanes’ opinion on this issue),'! so we must ask (or, we may
profit by speculating about) which of the two interpretations attributed to
Aristotle is more likely to be in fact the reading of Aristarchus,!'? and on
this issue some evidence seems to survive.

Plate 2
Genevensis gr. 44 (p. 718, on I1. 21. 323): "Apictapyoc!?

First, we must consider 24 //. 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 briefly gives a reason for rejecting the bow-interpretation:

KEPQL OV TT TPLYL YIADG, GAL EUTAOKTG TL YEVOG: €1G KEPOALTOG TPOTOV
AVETAEKOVTO Ol GPYOToL... EVioL 3€, T® TOEW &Y AAOULEVE: TTPOELPNKE
3¢ toEbTor AwPnThp.

Kképo [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,
[xépa drydoé 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 képog were taken as a reference
to the bow the gibe to€dta would be otiose”, and therefore this scholion
takes “xépog to denote a style of hairdressing”.!4

11 There’s no evidence that would support attributing this to Aristophanes of
Byzantium; and as for the comic playwright, note Henderson 1991, 127: “xépag, horn,
appears in comedy only in double entendres at P1. Com. 210 [and] Eub. 67. 4”.

12 The possibility of confusing ’Apictotédng and "Apiotopyog is quite real.
Compare, for instance, the abbreviations of these two names in the scholia in Genevensis
gr. 44: Plate 1 CAprototélng) and Plate 2 (Apiotopyog).

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 XA 7. 11.385e 1l and X7 /7. 11. 385 ¢ 2.
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Plate 3
Venetus A: Marcianus Graecus Z. 454 (fol. 145r, on I/. 11. 385):
% képa 00 TR TPLYML [sic] wildg,!3

Note that this text begins “képo dyAoé: 6t1” in the edition of Erbse,!®
who indicates that Aristonicus is the source. And Friedlédnder includes this
text, also adding at the beginning as he often does 1 dinwAR.!7 But see Plate
3: the lemma and 671 (or 1 d1wAf 61 in Friedldnder) are not there, but are
added by the editors because of the sign (something like %) preceding xépo.
oV T1j TPyt kTA. Such a sign often means: “Aristarchus added the dimAn
because (67t1)...” But in this case, it makes no sense to say “Aristarchus
added the dumA1 because k€pg means not ‘in hair’ simply, but refers to some
kind of braid”: for the braid makes the hair-interpretation more plausible,
not less so.!® If this scholion presented Aristarchus’ reason for athetizing
képo, we would rather have expected it to say something like: “Aristarchus
added the d1mAf) because képog 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):

“kép’ AYAOE”. Ol HEV YAWOGOYPa@OL Talg OplELY A yoALOpEVE: KEPQL
yop TNy Tpixa AéyecBor. O 3¢ “ApioTapyog KVplmg GkoDEL TO TOD
“Boog KEPOG”, 01OV TO KEPATLVOV GVPLYYLOV: TO YOP TOAXLOV, TPOG TO
un amotpdéat tov ix00v, 1d dyxioTpw mepitifecOal T0VTO, TOV dE
“Ounpov pUMdETOTE elpnkéval kEPAG TNV Tplya. 00ev €Ml 1oV Kkép
AYAOE, TOED AyoAAOpEVE. 1

‘splendid in horn’. The lexicographers [take this to mean] ‘glorying in
[his] hair’; for képag is said [to mean] ‘hair’. But Aristarchus understands
‘horn of the ox’ [/I. 24. §1] in the literal sense, like the pipe made of

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

16 Erbse 1974.

17 Friedlander 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 fish not biting off [the line], put
this around the hook, and Homer never said xépag is hair. For which
reason, in the case of ‘splendid in horn’ [Aristarchus understands]
‘glorying in [your] bow’.

The Boog képag 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 fish-hook will become apparent). I take Apollonius to
be saying that whereas the lexicographers adopt the hair-interpretation,
Aristarchus?® rejected the hair-interpretation and accepted the bow-
interpretation, on the grounds that Homer never uses képag to refer to hair.

I have given reasons why I think that Aristarchus is less securely
connected to XA /1. 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 //. 11. 385 xépag
refers to Paris’ bow — in which case Aristotle may have exerted an influence
on Aristarchus,?! and the name in the Eustathius-passage is a corruption.
But that is highly unlikely, as the most likely corruption (ApioToTéANg
for "Apiotopyog) is not possible, given that there is no evidence that
Aristarchus accepted the penis-interpretation.??

In any case, I think we can be fairly certain that Aristotle discussed the
meaning of képa (in /1. 11. 385) in one of his lost poetical works, the most
likely candidate being his Homeric Puzzles.??

2. Plutarch, De soll. an. 24 (Mor. 976 F — 977 A)
and //. 24. 80—-82

In De soll. an. 24, discussing the intelligence of certain fish, Plutarch
quotes /1. 24. 80-82 (Mor. 976 F):

1 8¢ porlvPdaivn 1kéAn €g fvocov GpoVGEVY,
Mte kot dypodAolo Boog képag eppefovia
EPYETOL OUNOTHOLY €T 1Y BV0L KNipa PEPOLCOL

20 Or perhaps someone relying on something Aristarchus said about 7/. 24. 81,
though I think that is a less natural reading.

2l See Bouchard 2012.

22 T assume this is why Rose (1863, 166—167) suggested emending "AptotoTéANg
in this passage to "Apiotopdvne. But this is unnecessarily complex and speculative.

23 Diogenes Laertius’ list of Aristotle’s works includes an “Amopnpétov
‘Opunpk@®v 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 field,
goes [down] bringing doom to the ravenous fish.

Plutarch then adds: mopoaxobovteg €viol Poelong Optélv oilovton
TPOG TOG OpHLAG XPpTioBaL ToVG Todoto0g (“some, misconstruing [these
verses], think that the ancients used ox-hair for fishing-line”). Plutarch
rejects this view (976 F — 977 A), which he says is based on erroneously
taking xépog to refer to hair (some connecting képog and 10 kelpecOot,
just as we saw in the previous section).

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

"ApLoTOTEANG 8¢ MOt Undev €v ToVTOLG AEYEGHOL COPOV T| TEPLTTOV
GALG T OVTL KEPATLOV TePLTIOEGHOL TPO TOV AYKIGTPOL TEPL TNV
OppLAY, €mel TPOg BAAO EpYOpEVOL d1eEGBLOVOL. TOV & AYKIGTP®V TOIG
HEV GTPOYYDLAOLG €Ml KEOGTPEOS KOl AUIOG XPDVTOL HIKPOGTOUOVG
Ovtag: 10 Yop e0O0TEPOV eVAOBOVVTAL. ..

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
fish], 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. ...2*

I take it that in saying undev ... co@ov 1| mepittov, Aristotle is
claiming that nothing in these verses need be understood metaphorically??
(perhaps in contrast to képa dryAog in /1. 11. 385): Boog képag 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,?® and the fact
that Plutarch presents this passage as Aristotle’s evaluation of /. 24.

24 Presumably, the straighter ones are long and narrow, and so more difficult
for a small-mouthed fish to swallow. In the remainder of De soll. an. 24, Plutarch
(or Aristotle) continues to provide examples of fish 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 képgu in /7. 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 H4 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):

“Hv 3¢ xalobot okoldmevdpay, OToV KOTOTL) TO GYKLOTPOV,
gxTpémeton o £VTog £kToC, Emg &v ExBEAn 1O EyKioTpov: €18° 0VTHG
glotpémetar mGAv €viog. ... TV & ixOLbwv ol ovopoalopeval
aAGTekeS Otov  aicBovior 6Tt 1O GYKLOTPOV KOTUTETOKAGL,
BonBodot mPOg TOVTO MOTEP KOl T| OKOAOTEVIPO: BGVOIPOULOVDSHL
Yo €L TOAD TPOG TNV OPHLALY BTOTPOYOVCLY QDTN AALCKOVTOL YOP
mePL £viovg TOTOVG TOALAYKLIGTPOLG £V PodBEST Kol POOEST TOTTOLG.

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 fishes 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 fishing line and bite a piece out of
it. But they are caught in certain areas on multiple hook lines in rapid
deep water.?’

I find it completely plausible that Aristotle, in his Homeric Puzzles,
used some of the fishing €vdo&a he gathered in his study of animals — even
material that did not ultimately appear in his biological works — to explain
1l. 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 "ApiototéAng in that passage to be a mistake for
"Aptotopyoc.?’ 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 A /l. 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 "ApiototéAng, and
in his apparatus criticus comments: locum non inveni. Platt 1911, 255 responds: “no
wonder; of course "ApiototéAng is simply a mistake for "Apiotapyoc”. Helmbold
1957, 423 prints "ApioTtopy0G.
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00 Aéyel Boog képag Boog Tpixw, S TO TpLXivny elvo THV OppLby:
AValg Yap Exp@dvTor “éx movTolo B0pale Alve vl fvomt XaAK®”. ol
3¢ vOv o0de Poelaig xpdviol, AN inmeioig. Aéyor &v oDV Boog
KEPOG KVUPLOG KoTeoKELOLOV YOp CUPLYYH €K KEPUTOG Poelov, MV
mepleTifecov Tf Oppid mep 10 AyKLoTPOV, OTmg PN ol Y8V dmo-
TPOYWOGL TOV ALVOV.

Boog képag 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” [//. 16. 408]. And
people nowadays use not oxen [hair] but horse. Therefore, he would say
Boog képag in the literal sense: for they made pipe out of ox horn, which
they put around the line above the hook, so that the fish would not chew
off the linen [line].

g "
e
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Plate 4
Venetus A: Marcianus Graecus Z. 454 (fol. 312v, on I/. 24. 81):
% oV Aéyel Boog képagO

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 611 by Erbse (plus 1 SimAf
6t by Friedlander). Now this scholion either is simply presenting the
view that Boog képag does not in //. 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 Boog képag here (in which case, however, I do not see how the
last line — xateoxebalov yop kTA. — 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 £ Od. 12. 253 (Dindorf):

30 See  http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-digital/images?request=GetlIPMoo
Viewer&urn=urn:cite:hmt:vaimg.VA312VN-0814. Note that in manuscripts, beta is
often written like a cursive yu (W).
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Boog xépag:3! képog "AploTap)0G TO KEPATLVOV GUPLYYLOV, O EMLTL-
0ot TPOg TO U1 £601e600L DO TOV 1y BV0G TNV OpHLAY. EViot dE TNV
TPLYOL.

‘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 fish. But some [say
képog means] hair.

So, according to Plutarch, Aristotle held that Boog xépog in 1I. 24.
8 ought to be understood literally as ‘horn of ox’. According to the
Apollonius-passage and the two scholia, Aristarchus held that Boog képag
in /. 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 Boog képag in //. 24. 8 as doubtful. So the
claim that "’ApiototéAng is a mistake for 'Apiotopyog 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 find these compelling
reasons for changing "ApiototéAng to "Apiotapyog, in light of the fact
that Aristotle wrote a work on Homer that is not extant, and the possibility
that either Aristotle exerted an influence on Aristarchus or their agreement
about how to understand //. 24. 8 is a coincidence.

Coda

To sum up: In the case of képag in /. 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 definitely accepted the bow-
interpretation and rejected the hair-interpretation. In the case of xépog
in /. 24. 8, both Aristotle and Aristarchus thought that this should be
interpreted literally to mean horn — specifically a small pipe made of horn
used to protect the fishing line. I have further argued that in the first case,
taking "AptoToTéANg to be a mistake for "ApicTopyog 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, Boog képag appears in a similar fishing metaphor: g névtov
npoinoct Boog képag dypadbrowo (cf. 11, 24. 81: 1 18 kot dypodAolo Boog képag
éupepavia).
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A final word on the Aristotle-texts discussed above: I consider the three
discussed in § 1 (T 71. 11. 385 f., X% /. 11. 385, and Eust. 1/. 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.3? 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
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This essay examines two sets of texts, each of which describes how Aristotle and
Aristarchus interpreted képag (‘horn’) in the I/iad (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 'ApiototéAng to
"Aplotapyoc, 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.

B crarbe paccMarpuBaroTCs ABE TPYIIITEI TEKCTOB, COOOMIAOIINX O TOM, Kak ApH-
cToTeNh W ApHcTapX HMHTEpIpEeTUpYIOT cioBo képog B “Uimane” (XI, 385;
XXIV, 81). B cTarbe yToYHSETCS TOIKOBAaHUE ITHX TEKCTOB ¥ JIOKA3BIBACTCS, UTO
(1) ucnpapneHue "ApLoTOTEANG HA “APLOTOPYOG HEOOOCHOBAHHO, U (2) YeThIpe
paccMaTpUBaeMBIX TEKCTa BOCXOMAT K YTPAYCHHOMY COYMHECHHIO APHCTOTENS
“I'oMepoBCKUE TPYAHOCTH ¥ IOJDKHBI OBITH BKITFOUCHBI B ITOCIICAYIOIINC H3IaHUS
¢parMeHTOB ApUCTOTENS.



CONSPECTUS

MICHAEL POZDNEV
“Gehornte Mutter Hirschkuh” (Anacr. F 408 PMG)
in der antiken philologischen Polemik ............ ... ... ... ... ..... 5

CHRISTIAN VASSALLO
Parmenides and the “First God”: Doxographical Strategies

in Philodemus’ On Piety .. ... 29
J. G. HOWIE

Stylistic Enactment in Pindar Nemean Seven (revisited) .............. 58
NINA ALMAZOVA

Daktylus und Enhoplios in Damons Rhythmuslehre ................. 94

GIULIA MARIA CHESI
A few notes on To07to0 and t0 toloVtov in Plato, Tim.49d4—-e7 ..... 127

ROBERT MAYHEW
Two notes on Aristotle and Aristarchus on the meaning

of képaginthe lliad ........ ... .. . . . . . . . . 139
VSEVOLOD ZELTCHENKO

Ad Petr. Sat. fr. 16 Midller . ... .. ... .. 150
ALEXANDER TSCHERNIAK

Germani und invento nomine (Tac. Germ.2,3) .................... 155

DARIA KONDAKOVA
Les Epigrammes de Palladas d’Alexandrie (9. 173, 9. 489, 6. 85)
et la tradition scolaire de ’Antiquité ............................. 164

Key Words . ..o 174

CraThy CONPOBOXKAAIOTCS PE3IOME HA PYCCKOM U aHIIMHCKOM SI3bIKE
Summary in Russian and English





