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An edition with commentary of the Batrachomyomachia
Thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
Matthew Hosty, St John’s College, Oxford
Michaelmas Term 2013

ABSTRACT

The thesis consists of three main sections: the Introduction, the text (with apparatus),
and the Commentary.

The Introduction begins with a survey of the available evidence for the poem’s date and
authorship, before moving on to consider its generic affiliations and influences, focusing
on two particular areas: its links with the ill-defined genre of mapwdia, and its
relationship to animal-narratives elsewhere in ancient literature (particularly fable) and
visual art. This is followed by a detailed analysis of the poem’s style and metre, a brief
tour of its Nachleben up to the 13® century, and a summary of the notoriously tangled

manuscript tradition.

The text is new, and differs substantially from both that of Allen (in the OCT) and of
West (the most recent English edition). The apparatus, as explained in more detail on p.
117, is somewhere between the two: it takes into account the readings of only nine MSS
from the 80-100 extant, and does not attempt to represent every single textual variation
even among these nine, but it is much fuller than the minimalist apparatus of the Loeb. It
aims to provide a useful source for scholars interested in the poem’s many and serious
textual cruces, while remaining more succinct and user-friendly than the dense and
sometimes baffling apparatus of Ludwich’s monumental 1896 edition. The text is
followed by an English prose translation: this makes no claims to beauty, and is simply
intended as a relatively literal guide to the sense of the Greek.

The Commentary, finally, is twofold. Any commentary on the Batrachomyomachia will
inevitably spend much space and ink on purely textual issues, and on the fundamental
task of unearthing meaning from the dizzying range of wild and nonsensical variants
available. Interspersed with these textual points, however, this commentary includes
considerations of the poem not as a mechanics problem but as a sophisticated Hellenistic
work of art — exploring its intertextualities, its characterisation, its dramatic effects, its
dry sense of humour, and subjecting it to the serious literary analysis it has often been

denied.
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Note on abbreviations

All ancient works not named in full are abbreviated as in LS] and Lewis & Short. The only
exceptions to this are the Batrachomyomachia itself, which is BM throughout, and the Homeric
epics: for these titles are not generally given, but books are identified by Roman numerals —
upper-case for the lliad, lower-case for the Odyssey (so e.g. 11.295 = Hom. II. 2.295, ix.240 = Hom.
Od. 9.240).

Fragments are cited from the following editions unless stated otherwise.

Alcaeus: Voigt 1971 Epic Cycle: Bernabé 1996
Alciphron: Benner and Fobes 1949 Euboeus: Brandt

Alcman: PMG Eudemus: Wehrli 1969
Anacreon: PMG Hegemon: Brandt
anonymous Anacreontea: West 1993 Hesiod: Merkelbach and West 1967
Aratus: Supp. Hell. Hipponax: West 1989
Archestratus: Olson and Sens 2000 Matro: Olson and Sens 1999
Archilochus: West 1989 Nicolaus Damascenus: FHG
Aristotle: Rose 1966 Panyassis: Matthews 1974
the Attic tragedians: TrGF Pindar: Maehler 1975
Berossus: FHG Porphyrius: Smith 1993
Bion: Gow 1952 Simonides: PMG
Callimachus Aetia: Harder 2012 Stesichorus: PMGF
Callimachus Hecale: Hollis 1990 Theophrastus: Wimmer 1866
the comic poets: PCG Tyrtaeus: West 1989

Diocles Carystius: van der Eijk 2000 Xenophanes: Diels-Kranz

Eustathius’ commentaries on Homer are cited from the editions of van der Valk 1971-87 (on the
Iliad) and Stallbaum 1825-6 (on the Odyssey). Gregory Nazianzenus is generally from MPG unless
stated otherwise; the Christus Patiens attributed to him, however, is from Tuilier 1969. The corpus
Hippocraticum is from Littré 1839-61; Galen is from Kiithn 1826, and the alchemist Zosimus from
Berthelot and Ruelle 1888. Longus is from Dalmeyda 1934. The remains of Timotheus of Gaza’s
On Animals are those collated by Haupt 1869, ‘Excerpta ex Timothei Gazaei Libris de Animalibus’
(Hermes 3, pp. 1-30). Aesop is from Hausrath and Hunger, though the ‘dodecasyllable” versions
are from Chambry. George Choeroboscus is from Hilgard 1889.

The sign * has been used to show that a word or phrase appears in the same metrical sedes as the

text under discussion. ‘Homer 12x, *7x’ means that this word or phrase appears twelve times in

Homer, and that in seven of these cases it is in the same sedes as the example quoted.
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I. DATE AND AUTHORSHIP

Any student of Greek parody knows that dealing with the BM is a frustrating business in which
certainty may not always be ascertainable.
- Bliquez 1977, p. 25

A. DATE

i. References to the poem

The first secure references to the BM in extant literature both date from the second half of
the 1% century AD:

HOMERI BATRACHOMACHIA
perlege Maeonio cantatas carmine ranas
et frontem nugis solvere disce meis (Mart. 14.183)

sed et Culicem legimus et Batrachomachiam etiam agnoscimus, nec quisquam est
illustrium poetarum qui non aliquid operibus suis stilo remissiore praeluserit. (Stat.
praef. ad Silv. 1)

From the joint evidence of these two passages we can conclude that there was at the time
a light-hearted poem in circulation, known as the Batrachomachia or Battle of the Frogs,
which was believed to have been written by Homer himself. Martial makes the
attribution explicit in the title of his epigram; Statius does not, but the fact that he
couples the poem with the pseudo-Vergilian Culex and then refers to “our famous poets’
puts it beyond reasonable doubt that he considered the Batrachomachia a work of

Homer.! Martial Book XIV is unlikely to have been published earlier than AD 84 or later

1 Although the titles given to Martial’s epigrams are generally of later date (Lindsay 1903, p. 34ff.),
those attached to the Apophoreta are very likely to be the poet’s own (Leary 1996, p. 57), since he
acknowledges in 14.2 that his provision of lemmata (on which see Kay 1985 p. 161) is unusual.
Even were the title of 14.183 a late addition, however, Martial’s views on the authorship of the
BM are clear: ‘Maeonian’ in Latin poetry usually designates Homer (cf. Hor. Od. 4.9.5-6
Maeonius... Homerus, Ov. Tr. 2.377), and the epigram is part of an alternating sequence (183 BM,
184 Iliad and Odyssey, 185 Culex, 186 the works of Vergil) which only makes sense if the BM stands
in the same relationship to Homer as the Culex does to Vergil. Indeed, Leary 1996, p. 248 argues
from this epigram and Petr. 56.7-10 that the BM might have been a customary Saturnalia present.
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than 95 (Leary 1996, pp. 10-11); the first three books of the Silvae were probably
published

between 90 and 95 (Nauta 2002, pp. 285-9).2 This gives us a terminus ante quem, and a
little more besides. Enough time must have elapsed between the BM’s composition and
AD 85-95 for Martial and Statius — both men of letters — to regard it as an undoubtedly
Homeric work. We can only speculate on how much time it would take for this to occur,
but it is probably fair to suggest that the delay must have been at least fifty years, and
perhaps longer.? Can the boundary line be moved any earlier?

Plutarch’s Life of Agesilaus contains a joke attributed to Alexander the Great, on
hearing of Antipater’s campaign against Agis III: £otkev, @ avdeg, 6te Aagelov NUelg
EVIKUEV peV EvtavBa, kel TG év Agkadia yeyovévar pvopaxia (15.4). Given that the
joke depends on a contrast between two wars, alluding to the BM here would be a very
elegant way of suggesting not only that Antipater’s victory was a minor affair, but that it
was effectively small-scale comic relief compared to a far more august model — the Iliad

of Alexander’s Persian campaign.* On the other hand, it would be understandable for a

2 Batrachomachia is well supported as an alternate name for the poem, and in fact seems to predate
the longer form. It is used by several of the Lives of Homer, as well as the oldest extant
manuscript, Z. See Ludwich pp. 11-12 for a brief summary of the evidence, or Glei pp. 23-33 for a
more detailed discussion. If, as I suggest on pp. 49-50, other mock-epics pitted the mice against a
range of foes, -myo- would have been superfluous; only once the BM became the sole survivor of
its kind would the need have arisen to specify both forces involved.

3 The Culex might provide a useful analogue, since by Suetonius’ time it was regarded as a
genuine work of Vergil’s (Vita Vergili 17-18), but unfortunately the question of its dating is also
seriously vexed: see Giintzschel 1972, particularly the daunting ‘Chronologische
Ubersichtstabelle’ at the end (pp. 241-57). In addition, the situation with Vergil would have been
slightly different; as a poet who had died within the last century, it is more plausible that a poem
which emerged decades after his death could have been held up as a genuine work which had
somehow escaped notice, overlooked in some box of papers. The appearance of a new poem by
Homer, which would have had to pass mysteriously unnoticed for several centuries, might be
expected to attract more comment.

4 Such an implication would hardly be surprising, given the theme of Homeric (specifically
Achillean) self-identification that runs through Plutarch’s Life of Alexander; cf. Mossman 1988.
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‘mouse-war’ to become colloquial for an insignificant conflict, without any literary
reference being intended: for mice as paragons of inconsequentiality, Glei compares
Horace A.P.139 nascetur ridiculus mus (p. 31).> Regardless, the anecdote itself is largely
useless for purposes of chronology. As Wolke correctly points out (p. 58), it would not
prove that Alexander had read the BM; only that Plutarch — or his unbekannter
Gewdhrsmann —had. Since Plutarch’s floruit is almost exactly the same as Martial’s, this
tells us nothing we did not already know.

Similarly, Plutarch de Herod. 43 mentions the claim that the Greeks at Plataea
knew nothing of the battle until it was over, womep Batoaxopaxiag ywvopévng, fv
ITtyonc 6 Aptepoiag év émeot mallwv kat pAvagwv éyoape — “as though it had been
the Frog War which Pigres, Artemisia’s (brother?), wrote about in light-hearted and
mocking verses’.® Even if we do not accept Stephanus” emendation of Batoayopayiag to
Batoaxopvopayiag, this is very likely a reference to the BM; Wolke’s suggestion (p. 54)
that a batrachomachia might have been proverbial for a war fought with a lot of loud
shouting rather than any actual military engagement is ingeniously argued, but
ultimately unnecessary. Admitting that Plutarch probably knew the BM does not involve
any concessions over the poem’s date, given that we already have the contemporary

evidence of Martial and Statius for its existence and attribution.”

5 Myomachia would be unusual as a title for the poem. The only other possible instance is Proclus’
Chrestomathy, where among the poems attributed to Homer we find the Batoaxopayiov 1
Mvopuaxiov, much later adjusted to simply Batoaxopvopaxiov; West brackets the second title.
Given the apparent popularity of ‘animal epics’ in the ancient world (see Section III below), it is
quite plausible that Alexander was referring to the literary or artistic topos of a mouse-war, but
not to the BM as we know it.

¢ On the mysterious Pigres and his relationship to Artemisia, see pp. 19-21.

71t is also very likely that the reference to the ‘frog war’ is an interpolation; see p. 21.
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There is one more potential ancient reference to the BM, although it is not literary
but archaeological. On display in the British Museum is a large decorative relief, dated to
225-205 BC and signed by its sculptor, Archelaus of Priene. The scene depicted is the
Apotheosis of Homer: the great poet sits on a throne at the bottom left, being crowned by
two figures labelled as OIJKOYMENH and XPONOZX. A variety of gods, Muses, and
allegorical personifications are in attendance, and Zeus himself is seated at the very top.
Homer’s throne is flanked by two crouching figures, identified in the captions as the Iliad
and the Odyssey; and under the throne, on either side of a fallen book-roll, are two small
animals.

One of these animals is unquestionably a mouse. The other is a mystery. When
the relief was found in the 17t century, its surface was damaged along the bottom. In
1787-8 it was restored by Vincenzo Pacetti, who reconstructed the second animal as a
frog, on the assumption that the two creatures were intended as a reference to the BM:
Homer’s two famous epics crouch at his sides, and his best-known minor work scampers
around his feet. In 1908 the reconstructions were largely cleared away and the relief was
restored to something more like its original state; by this stage, however, the idea of the
frog had taken hold, and its presence continues to be invoked in scholarship (e.g. by
Bliquez 1977). In fact, the animals seem originally to have been a pair of mice. Giovanni
Battista Galestruzzi made an engraving of the relief in 1658, before Pacetti’s tampering,
which shows two mice; and Cuper 1683 refers to the ‘mures prope Ortortddiov’.® This
leaves us with the question of whether we can legitimately construe a brace of mice, and

no frogs, as a reference to the BM.

8 Some commentators, such as Wélke and Pinkwart, feel that there is enough left on the stone to
see the outline of the second mouse: ‘Gekriimmter Buckel, spitzer Kopf und langer Schwanz
kennzeichnen auch das sehr zerstofSene rechte Tier eindeutig als Maus’ (Pinkwart 1965, p. 59).
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One such alternative was already being proposed by Cuper: ‘mures prope
vromodiov, chartulas rodentes, vel notant Batrachomyomachiam ab ipso scriptam, vel
invidos, instar murium corium, similesque res rodentium, ejus famam vellicasse et
lacerasse’. He thought that the mice might represent critics like Xenophanes and Zoilus
of Amphipolis, who had nibbled away at the great man’s works, but ultimately been
unable to prevent his ascension to the status of divine poet; however, he concludes by
favouring the BM argument. Three hundred years afterward, the suggestion of allegory
earned Wolke’s approval: he argues that one of Homer’s scrolls has slipped to the floor
and that “die kleinen, unwiirdigen Mause” are trying to destroy it, but in vain — “die Rolle
ist unversehrt’ (p. 68). For critics as destructive rodents, he adduces Cicero pro Balbo 57:
in conviviis rodunt, in circulis vellicant, non illo inimico, sed hoc malo dente carpunt (of those
who criticise Balbus).

On the other hand, Woélke’s arguments against seeing the mice as a nod to the BM
are not especially strong. He judges it suspicious that the BM is not mentioned among
the captions on the relief’s base, whereas the Iliad and Odyssey are clearly labelled; yet
there is little available space below the relief, and the figures which are given captions
are mostly those it would be hard to identify by any other means (for example, MY®OL
is an unremarkable youth carrying a wine-jug). He also argues that with the exception of
Homer himself, the scene on the relief is entirely composed of allegorical figures, and
that the appearance of two actual characters from a work by the poet would be out of
place. We may fairly ask how else the BM should be allegorically represented, if not by
mice. One need not assume that the mice below the throne are meant to ‘be” Psicharpax
or any of his fellows; the simplest way of symbolising a poem about mice would surely

be to carve some mice. West opts for a very straightforward explanation, namely that the
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mice are vermin, with no allegorical or literary significance at all: for the topos of poetry
books being nibbled, he compares Juv. 3.207. This is possible, but ‘real’ nibbling mice (as
opposed to mice qua carping critics) would surely offer a reminder of impermanence and
the ravages of time — unexpected in a scene whose purpose is to stress that Homer’s
works will last for all eternity.”

The evidentiary problems with the Archelaus Relief are only compounded by the
confusion surrounding its date. The display board next to the relief in the British
Museum dates it to 225-205 BC. A. H. Smith, who catalogued the piece for the Museum
in 1892, assigned it on epigraphic grounds to the 24 century BC. Doris Pinkwart placed
it around 130 BC, on the basis of letter-forms and the details of objects and costumes
depicted; West 1969, Glei, and Wolke all follow her dating. Wackernagel declines to be
specific, and merely offers ‘the end of the 3 century or the the middle of the 2°¢. The
discrepancy between the date advertised by the Museum and that found in most of the
modern scholarship is puzzling. I must reluctantly follow Wackernagel: ‘ich bin nicht
kompetent ein massgebendes Urteil iiber dieses Zeugnis zu fallen” (p. 198). Nonetheless,
the relief is over two centuries older than our earliest literary references to the BM.

Despite valiant efforts, no really convincing explanation has been put forward for
why a pair of mice should make a cameo appearance on a relief celebrating Homer’s
eternal fame, if they are not an allusion to one of his works. Archelaus of Priene must

have associated mice with Homer to an extent that he gave them this place of no small

® West 1969, p. 123 n. 35. The joke in the Juvenal passage is that the poems’ status as divina...
carmina does not save them from being chewed by the opici... mures, ‘philistine mice’. Of the other
parallels West puts forward, Lucian Ind. 17 argues that if a man buys books and fails to benefit
therefrom, he is merely storing away tolg pvot diatoLfac... Kal tais TiApaig oikrjoels, ‘lodgings
for mice and dwellings for worms’; AP 6.303 is a threat levelled by the epigrammatist against the
mice who are ‘sharpening their teeth’ on his books. None of these provide any support for the
suggestion that immunity to mice might be the sign of an immortal poet.
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honour in his carving — perched at the feet of the deified poet, a few inches from the
knees of the Iliad and Odyssey. It is, pace Wolke, by no means ‘offenkundig, dass die
Darstellung auf dem Archelaos-Relief mit der Batrachomyomachie nichts zu tun hat’ (p.
67). If Martial can refer to the poem simply as ‘the ballad of the Frogs’, there is no reason
why the absence of a frog should remove the possibility of a reference to the BM, any
more than we would say a picture of Achilles could not allude to the Iliad because there
was no sign of Hector. It is possible, of course, that Archelaus knew of another mouse
poem attributed to Homer; but only one poem relating to mice and/or frogs is ever listed
under Homer’s name anywhere in ancient literature, and we should start from the

assumption that it was this poem Archelaus had in mind.*

10 As explained below (pp. 49-50), it is possible that some or all of the other -machia poems which
appear in lists of Homeric carmina minora also had mouse protagonists. But I suspect that, if so,
the BM was the earliest of them; it was certainly the best known. It is very unlikely that Archelaus
would have known of another animal epic attributed to Homer, but not of the BM.
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ii. Intertext™

The BM contains references and allusions to various works of Greek literature, and is in
turn quoted or alluded to by many other works. Most of these cases will be dealt with in
the commentary as they arise; this section will mention only those which are of relevance

to establishing the poem’s date.

Callimachus (mid-3+ c. BC)

It is clear that the BM poet had read Callimachus. Athene’s speech at 177-96 is indebted
to the story of Molorcus in the Aetia, most obviously in the points she mentions as causes
of complaint (stealing lamp-oil, preventing sleep, and chewing holes in clothes; in both
cases it is the damage to clothing which is isolated as the biggest annoyance). udyetoot
at line 40 is a clever allusion to the Hymn to Demeter (see ad loc.), and line 3 was probably
inspired by yap 0te mowTtiotov €uois €mti déATov E€Onka | Yyovvaowv (Aet. fr. 1.21-2) as

well as by its Homeric model, xix.401.

11 Modern Classical scholarship is one long multiplication of intertexts, following the dictum of
Hinds 1998 that there is ‘no such thing as zero-interpretability’ (p. 34), since all language
automatically comes freighted with meaning acquired over the course of all its previous
deployments. I do not deny this in principle, but for the study of a text like the BM — full of
deliberate, self-conscious references to earlier models, which the poet is counting on his audience
to recognise — some distinction is required between intertexts which deserve comment and those
which do not: in the terminology of Fowler 2000, not all the BM’s intertexts need stories told
about them (p. 13). Maciver 2012 suggests that ‘a concept as broad as intertextuality will not do
for a certain type of textual behaviour in Classical literature: the tight verbal imitation apparent in
Alexandrian and Roman poetry’ (p. 11). Lyne 1994 similarly acknowledges the problem of
deciding when an intertext is ‘readable and identifiable enough actually to constitute an intertext’
(p. 189). Throughout this commentary I have used, for intertexts I judge readable and identifiable
enough to tell a story about, the obsolete term allusion; it should not be inferred from my use of
this word that I claim to understand the poet’s intentions or to read his mind.
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Aratus (mid-3 c. BC)

The emergence of the crabs at the end of the BM may be an allusion to Aratus’ discussion
of weather-signs, where crabs and mice appear in the same list of storm-portents (1138-
41): see ad 294-303. Conversely, it is tempting to read Arat. 946-7 as an allusion to the BM:
the frogs are described via an amusing piece of epic periphrasis (matégeg ... yvoivawv,
‘fathers of tadpoles’), and are referred to as UdpolOLV Ovelxg, ‘a gift to water-snakes’.
Giving the frogs a kind of genealogy would be very much in line with the BM’s
technique of epicising its combatants (cf. 19-20); but Physignathus actually escapes the
00p0g, and the parallel is nowhere near strong enough to justify trying to push the BM’s

date back by almost another century.

Apollonius Rhodius (mid-3 c. BC)

Several lines in the BM become funnier or more effective if the reader is familiar with the
Argonautica. The choice of the Eridanus as a domain of the Frogs (20) may have been
inspired by Apollonius’ description of the river as impossible for birds to fly over (4.599-
601; highly appropriate given the fate of the nameless frog in The Frog and the Mouse, p.
40 below). At line 72 Psicharpax is terrified by anOein) while trying to reach land, which
probably echoes the Argonauts scaring off the Stymphalian Birds with dn0ein while
trying to reach land (2.1064-6). Most strikingly, BM 181 subverts the solemnity of
Argonautica 4.475 to great comic effect. Occasional points of phrasing may also have been
borrowed from Apollonius, such as ynyevéwv avdowv (7) and mdvtec d ovpavéOev

(196). On all these see further ad locc.



Moschus (mid-2 c. BC)
Scholars have sometimes identified Psicharpax’ journey across the pond on the frog
king’s back (65-81), which is explicitly compared in the text to the myth of Europa’s
abduction by Zeus (79), as a specific allusion to the narrative of Moschus’ Europa.'? This
has important repercussions for dating: given Moschus’ floruit, allusion here would
mean the BM could not have been written before 150 at the earliest. There are two main
points of comparison:

i) the mouse’s terrifying voyage was not like the journey of Europa (78-9)

ii) the mouse trailed his tail in the water nite xwnnv (74).
The first point relies on the reader imagining Europa’s voyage as a peaceful, idyllic
interlude, as Moschus depicts it; the second looks like a comic reworking of Moschus’
description of the girl’s robe billowing in the wind ‘like the sail on a ship” (iotiov oi& e
vnog, 130).

Although no detailed literary treatments of the Europa-myth before Moschus
survive, we know it was a popular theme in both literature and art from the archaic
period onwards. Campbell 1991 lists the evidence for earlier versions in literature (pp. 1-
7). Works titled Evpwmn are attributed to Eumelus (X on VI.131), Stesichorus (fr. 195),
Simonides (fr. 562), and Aeschylus (frr. 99-101); Pausanias refers to 6 0¢ &€mn tx g
Evowmnmnyv momoag (9.5.8) without naming an author. Bowra 1961 describes versions of
the scene depicted on Greek pottery dating from c. 550 BC: “in one Europa looks at a
flower while she rides; on the other she gallops gaily over the sea, while fishes tumble

about the bull’s hooves... In all these versions the charming and constant element is the

12E.g. Leopardi 1962 and West, who wrote in 1969 that ‘[this] passage is reminiscent of Moschus’
Europa’ (p. 123), but in 2003 went further and said explicitly that ‘the poet alludes to the narrative
of Moschus’ famous epyllion Europa’ (p. 271 n. 15).
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completely untroubled air of Europa who rides on her remarkable beast as if she were going
quietly over a meadow and not over the sea’ (p. 125; italics mine). Clearly this aspect of
the story did not originate with Moschus, and Wolke is quite wrong to suggest (p. 115)
that “es ist nicht unwahrscheinlich, dafs Moschos der erste war, der Europas Ritt zu einer
Idylle ausgestaltete’. It is likely that the detail of the robe acting like a sail was also
known to earlier versions: a mantle or scarf billowing out behind Europa is already
found on vases from the 5% and 4" c. BC."> Certainly this single point of similarity is not
enough to prove that the BM passage was intended to parody Moschus, particularly
since there are no signs of textual allusion to or reminiscence of Moschus anywhere else

in the poem.™

Bion (late 27 ¢. BC)

The BM’s line-final cg &’ évonoav (132) / wg 8" évonoe (215), although a natural enough
expression, is found very rarely elsewhere in Greek poetry; the only other example from
before the 5™ c. AD is Bion fr. 13.3 *wg ¢ vonoe. It is possible that one poem adopted it

from the other, but equally possible that both borrowed it from a source now lost, or that

13 E.g. Vienna, Kunsthist. Mus. IV 189, a stemless cup from Apulia dated to 440-430 BC; Malibu,
Getty Mus. 81.AE.78, a calyx krater by Asteas dated to c. 340 BC (LIMC s.v. ‘Europe I, 72 and 74
respectively). There is a Campanian bell-krater (Paris, Louvre K 239) from 350-40 BC showing
Europa letting a fold of her robe hang from one raised arm, in a curious gesture which looks very
much as though she is trying to create an impromptu sail (LIMC 75); but here the bull is evidently
on land, standing still and surrounded by youths.

14 Wolke similarly concludes that Psicharpax’ journey is an amalgam of literary tropes, rather than
a reworking of any one particular predecessor: ‘So gibt es kaum ein Motiv in dieser Partie der
BM, das nur erklaerbar waere durch den Riickgriff auf eine bestimmte Gestaltung der
Europasage’ (p. 118). Campbell 1991 mentions the possibility that the BM and Moschus were both
indebted to an earlier model, and suggests (p. 84) that Moschus’ moAv¢dogtov ‘much-burdened’
(83) and the BM’s ¢pogtov €gwrog (78) could be allusions to the same original; this is possible, but
the evidence is too scanty for proof.
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both coined it independently; and even were the relationship direct, there would be no

way to determine whether Bion had borrowed from the BM or vice versa.

Diodorus Siculus (mid-1¢t c¢. BC)

Describing how a giant snake killed two men sent to hunt it, Diodorus says kat tov pév
TEWTOV AQTALeL TQ otopatt (3.36.7): this is curiously similar to BM 113 kat tov pev
TIEWTOV YE KaTékTavev apnalaoa, again describing how the first of a set of individuals
was killed by a wild animal. The point is too flimsy to be marshalled in support of an

argument for dating, however.

Statilius Flaccus (late 1+t c. BC / early 1+ c. AD)

The minor epigrammatist Statilius Flaccus provides our first definite example of an
author alluding to an episode from the BM, rather than referring to the poem itself (as
Martial and Statius do). His epigram on a crab (AP 6.196) —

oaiBookeAn), dixaAov, appodvétay,
orioOoBapoVv’, AtodxnAov, OKTAToLY,
VKTV, TEQEUVOVWTOV, O0TOAKOXQOOV
1 Iavi tov tdryovpov opuinpBoAog,

ayoag anagxav, avtionot Komnaoog. 5
is very similar to BM 294-9, in which Zeus sends the crabs to drive off the rampaging
mice. There is little chance of coincidence: in both cases we have a list of unusual
adjectives describing the physical attributes of the crab(s), presented in asyndeton. It is
striking that the two passages have no epithets in common other than dxtamovv /
OKTATodEg, suggesting deliberate variation was at work. The debt could apply in either

direction, but Statilius’ adjectives are noticeably more obscure: the BM uses several
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words which are relatively common in Greek (otoepAot 295, fAaroot 297), where
Statilius has only hapaxes or very recherché vocabulary. 6otoakodegpog (BM 295) is a
standard Greek term for a crustacean from Aristotle onwards; 0oteakoxows (AP 6.196.3)
means the same, but is a hapax. The natural conclusion is that it was Statilius who was
trying to avoid repeating terms which had already appeared in the BM passage, even
when this meant coining new synonyms for established Greek words. His dates are
uncertain, but Gow and Page 1968 conclude from a Latin translation of one of his
epigrams, attributed to Germanicus, that he ‘must have flourished not much if at all later

than the first decade A.D.” (v. 2 p. 451).

The external evidence, therefore — in terms of references to the BM, whether
explicit or allusive — certainly rules out a date any later than the 1+t c. BC. If we accept the
mice on the Archelaus Relief as a nod to the BM, the date is pushed back to the mid-2"d c.

at the latest.

iii. Linguistic evidence

Study of the poem’s language has usually focused on separating the BM from Homer
himself: Brodeau 1549 arguably led the way by pointing out that the word Tooémaov
(BM 159) is unknown to both Homer and Hesiod, and does not appear in Greek until the
5% ¢. BC (p. 417). The presence of déAtowowv at 3 and dAéktwo at 192 also attracted
suspicion at a very early stage, since neither writing-tablets nor the domestic cockerel

were introduced to Greece until well after the Homeric period.'®

15 Rothe 1788 (p. 13) and Goess 1789 (p. 15) both objected to the BM’s use of déAtoc. On aAéktwo
see ad 192.

13



Van Herwerden set out to prove, on grounds of vocabulary, grammar, and metre,
that the BM could not be a work of Homer or of the hypothesised Classical poet Pigres
(on whom see pp. 19-21), and undoubtedly succeeded. His corrections to the text are
generally without merit, and some of his arguments are entirely subjective, based on
notions of what an early poet ‘could have written” in an aesthetic sense — on 65-66 he
exclaims with Ciceronian sarcasm ‘quam eleganter dictum est éBawvev dApatt, quam
bene xepag éxwv kat” avxevog!”, which would not be a helpful analysis even were
&Apati at 65 the correct reading — but he fires so many shots that a few bull’s-eyes are
guaranteed. He rightly points out several post-Classical items of vocabulary (such as
vnéic at 68 and akoAvpPog at 159), notes the use of speech-introduction formulae with
tolog as alien to Homer, and overall amasses enough evidence to sink any notion of the
BM as an archaic or Classical poem beyond hope of retrieval. However, because his
concern is to disprove early authorship rather than actually to date the poem, he is not
precise about dates: from his point of view, a word first found in Callimachus is no
different to one first found in Galen, since both serve to demonstrate that the BM was not
composed in the 5 c. BC. He calls the author ‘recentem poetastrum Alexandrinum, non
veterem vatem Halicarnassium’ (p. 171), and his withering but vague conclusion (p. 176)
calls the poem “conditum a nescio quo impostore, quales post Alexandri tempora
vixerunt permulti, quo pluris aestimaretur a bibliopolis sub Pigretis nomine vendidatum
esse suspicor idque fortasse haud ita diu ante aetatem, qua vixerunt scriptores qui eius
faciunt mentionem, Plutarchum dico et quos initio nominavi scriptores Latinos’ (i.e.

Martial and Statius).
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Wackernagel, no admirer of the BM,'® went further, and tried to prove that the
likeliest date on linguistic grounds was somewhere late in the 1% c. BC, or even into the
1t c. AD. If his arguments are correct, then another explanation must be found for
Archelaus’ mice. Some may be admitted without difficulty: he notes that the verb
nAjoow, used at 273 (oV pikEov mATjooet Mepdapnag), is unknown to older Greek in
the present tense except as part of a compound. The first example he lists is Call. Del.
306, which involves no concessions on our part. Several linguistic or semantic shifts he
mentions seem first to occur in their later form in the Septuagint: for example, koatetv
meaning ‘hold onto, hold” (BM 63, 233), as opposed to its Classical sense of ‘have power
over, master, surpass’; ioxvetv (BM 279) meaning ‘be sufficient, able’, rather than
literally ‘be strong’; and the existence of compound words in which a short -o precedes
an unelided vowel, such as the BM’s povorjuegoc (a word which otherwise first appears
in the Book of Wisdom). The Septuagint is uncertainly dated and was probably written
over more than one century, but its earlier parts may well date back to the 3+ c. BC, so
none of these criteria can reliably be deployed to counter an early-2~d c. date for the BM.

More problematic is @mAovv. A relatively late development from the adjective
amAovg ‘single” or ‘simple’, the verb has two possible meanings in Greek: ‘simplify,
make straightforward’ (e.g. M. Ant. 4.26 &ntAwoov oceavtdv ‘be simple”), and “unfold,
spread out, open up’. It appears at BM 81 in the latter sense, and again in the compound
form éEamAovv (but with the same meaning) at 106. éEamtAovv first occurs with the
sense “unfold’ in Philo (1.302), i.e. early in the 1% c. AD; the simple form does not appear

with this sense until later still (perhaps Paus. 4.11.2). Composition in the 2" c¢. BC would

16,..die unter dem Namen Batracho(myo)machie als angebliches carmen Maeonium zu
unverdientem Ansehen und unverdientem Einfluf in der Weltliteratur gelangt ist” (p. 188).
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make these words with this sense at least two centuries earlier than their next attested
usage.

The argument which Wackernagel himself finds most compelling revolves
around the BM’s use of the word mttégva, which appears several times in the poem,
always meaning “ham’."” This is unique: elsewhere in Greek it only ever means ‘heel’.
The one doubtful case is the nickname mtepvokomic, applied by Menander (fr. 276) to a
parasite named Philoxenus, which Lobeck construed as ‘ham-cutter” by reference to
Plaut. Capt. 903; Wackernagel instead explains it as relating to the verb mtepvokomety,
glossed by Pollux 2.197 and 4.122 as meaning ‘to stamp one’s heels in the theatre’. The
usual word in later Greek for ham is mépva, a transliteration of the Latin perna. The BM’s
use of mtéova can best be explained as a false epicisation of this latter word, on the
model of the Homeric mtoAépog for moAépog and mtoAwg for oA (no doubt assisted
by the fact that mtépovn meaning ‘heel” does occur in Homer, at XXI1.397). As
Wackernagel points out (p. 197), various words relating to butchery and meat products
made the jump from Latin into Greek, but generally not until the beginning of the
Imperial period; the only exception he mentions is the word aAAag, which Kretschmer
1909 explains as having been exported into Greece from the colonies of Magna Graecia
some time in the 5% c. BC. mépva itself does not appear until Strabo (3.4.11). On the other
hand, its Latin equivalent perna is an old word (it appears in Plautus), and as a product

involved in trade and commerce there is no reason why it should not have found its way

17 It appears once at 37, and then also as the first element in the names of various mice:
Pternotroctes (29), Pternoglyphus (224) and Pternophagus (227, although I follow previous editors in
deleting this line). It also appears at 46, during the interpolated extension to Psicharpax’ speech
(42-52); boasting that he does not fear man, the mouse claims that he will sometimes climb onto a
bed and bite the tips of the occupant’s fingers, kai mtégvng Aaounv. In this context it must carry
its usual sense of ‘heel’, which is as good a reason as any to treat the line as suspect.
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into Greek by the 27 c. BC; we need only explain why it appears nowhere else in extant
literature during the 2°¢ and 1+t centuries, and this may partly be due to its banality.®

The argument from usage is not by itself convincing, since our historical record of
the Greek language is so lacunose. Wackernagel himself admits (p. 191) that ‘es an sich
ohne Beweiskraft ist, wenn ein Wort der Batrachomachie sonst nur bei einem spaten
Autor belegt ist’, since “das Fehlen in altern Texten kann leicht auf Zufall beruhen’. The
question is whether a text has enough vocabulary unknown to a particular period that we
can safely discount it as a product of that period. Wackernagel’s main purpose, like that
of van Herwerden, was to refute the notion that the BM could have been composed in
the 5t c. BC or earlier: he was particularly aiming at Ludwich’s theory that it dated to
around the time of Herodotus. Between his work and van Herwerden’s, there can no
longer be any suggestion of placing the poem any earlier than the 3+ century BC, and
probably no earlier than the 24." Beyond this point he admitted his doubts. On p. 198 he
suggests that the poet ‘kann nicht lange vor der augusteischen Zeit gelebt haben’, but on
the following page he acknowledges that the evidence does not point in any clear

direction, and the final line of his analysis is more cri de coeur than resounding verdict:

18 There is a similar problem with (&, ‘crumb’, which never occurs in its simplex form in the BM
but is the root of the name Wixdomaé&. The word appears first in Plu. Mor. 77f, but its late arrival
in literature would not be especially surprising.

19 The fact is worth restating, since an early date for the BM had supporters well into the 20t c.
Lesky 1971 favours the mid-6t c. BC, and Dihle 1967 (p. 39, 312) and Bliquez 1977 both opt for the
5t c. (although by the time the revised edition of his book was published in English, in 1994,
Dihle had altered his dating to the 3¢ c.). Bliquez argues strongly in favour of Classical Athens as
the poem’s point of origin, but overlooks some factual points: as well as dating the Archelaus
Relief to ‘the late third (or perhaps early second) century’, without mentioning Pinkwart’s
analysis, he says in the course of his description that ‘a frog and a mouse appear at the feet of the
great poet’, although we can be certain (as explained above, p. 3) that the frog was only ever
introduced by overimaginative reconstruction in the 17t century. He also relies heavily on
interpolation in order to bypass the linguistic evidence for a later date, essentially claiming that
any line containing Hellenistic elements must be a later addition. This Procrustean approach to
the text really invalidates any attempt to date it at all.
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‘wie soll man sich aus dem Dilemma helfen?” (p. 199).2° I do not find sufficient evidence
in either Wackernagel or van Herwerden to disprove 2d-c. authorship: the words which
occur earlier than we might expect are few in number and domestic in nature, and it
does not seem implausible that they should be found in the BM and then disappear from

the literary record for another century or so.

Conclusion

The combined weight of linguistic and intertextual evidence demonstrates that the BM
cannot have been written before the beginning of the 2" c. BC, or perhaps the very late
3rd c. A definite terminus ante quem, meanwhile, is established in the late 1% c. BC by the
epigram of Statilius Flaccus. Within this field, it is the dating and significance of the
Archelaus Relief which will provide the deciding factor. None of the explanations put
forward for the presence of two mice at the feet of Homer seem convincing, compared to
the possibility that they represent the poem which was certainly considered a minor
work of Homer by learned poets of the 1%t c. AD. Assuming Pinkwart’s dating of the
relief to 130 BC is more or less correct, we need only leave enough time for the BM's
origins to have become sufficiently muddled that it could plausibly have been attributed
by Archelaus to Homer. I would therefore favour dating the BM to around 180 BC, with

a margin of error of perhaps a decade either side.

20 West 1969 overstates the case when he says ‘Wackernagel has proved that [the BM] cannot have
been composed earlier than the first century B.C.” (p. 123 n. 35).
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B. AUTHORSHIP

The passages discussed in the previous section demonstrate that there were two
competing ancient accounts of the BM’s authorship: the Homeric claim espoused by
Martial and Statius among others, and that mentioned in Plutarch, which attributed it to
the mysterious Pigres.

Doubts over the attribution to Homer existed even in antiquity. West assembles
ten ‘Lives of Homer” dating from the Roman and Byzantine periods; of the five of these
which mention the BM, the earliest (the pseudo-Herodotean Life, which is likely to have
been written before 160 AD, judging by a reference in Tatian’s Oration to the Greeks)
describes it as a genuine work of Homer, Hesychius’ Index of Famous Authors says it is
attributed (avadépetar) to Homer, and the other three all say explicitly that it is not
Homeric.?! Renaissance scholarship did not regard the issue as settled: James Duport,
Regius Professor of Greek at Cambridge, discussed the Iliad and Odyssey in his
Gnomologia (1660) before adding “ignoscant mihi eruditi, si Batrachomyomachiam et
Hymnos, utpote ambo dubiae et suspectae fidei Opuscula, hic omittam’. However, any
notion of the BM as a genuinely Homeric work has been convincingly squashed as a
side-effect of the same philological analysis described above; since it is impossible that
the poem could have been written before the 3 c. BC, it was demonstrably not
composed anywhere near the time of the Iliad and Odyssey.

Pigres the Carian is something of a puzzle. His first appearance in relation to the

BM is in the passage from On the Wickedness of Herodotus quoted above (p. 3), where he is

21 Pseudo-Plutarch’s On Homer I, Proclus’ Chrestomathy, and the second anonymous Vita
Scorialensis. Of these ps.-Plutarch is almost certainly the oldest, although exactly how old is very
difficult to determine. The second, more detailed work of the same title attributed to Plutarch,
which does not mention any ‘Homeric’ poems except the Iliad and Odyssey, may date from
around the end of the 2 c. AD (Hillgruber 1994).
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described as ITtyong 6 Agtepioiag. This is ambiguous: the most natural meaning would
be “son of Artemisia’, although Wyttenbach 1797 suggested that toAitng should be
added to give the meaning ‘fellow-countryman of Artemisia’. More detail is provided by
the Suda s.v. ITtyongc:

ITtyong, Kap amo AAwagvaocov, ddeAdpog Agtepioiag Tng év Toig mMoAépoLg
drapavovg, MavowAov yuvakog: 0¢ ) TAiadL magevéPade kata otixov
gAeyelov, oUtw yodlag:

unvwv aewde, Oed, INAniddew AxiAnog -

Movoa oU yap maong melpat” xetg coding -

OVAOpEVN V...
£yoae xal tov eig ‘Ounoov avadepopevov Magyitnv katl

Batoayxopvopaxiav.

The Suda states explicitly that Pigres was the brother of Artemisia, and that he wrote
three works: an extended version of the Iliad in elegiac couplets, the Margites, and the
BM. However, the whole entry is deeply suspect, as it conflates two different historical
Artemisias: the 5%-c. figure described by Herodotus and consequently by Plutarch, who
fought for Xerxes at Salamis, and the 4"-c. wife of Mausolus who built the famous tomb
in his honour. The only known connection between either of these women and an
individual called Pigres is Herodotus 7.98, where a Carian admiral called Pigres son of
Hysseldomus is mentioned just before a description of Artemisia I; Herodotus does not
suggest that the two were in any way related, other than both being Carian (presumably
why Wyttenbach hit on the notion of toAitncg). In addition, it is highly unlikely that any
single author could have written both the Margites and the BM, since the current

scholarly consensus on the Margites makes it genuinely old.??> The facts are best explained

22 See West p. 227. In the case of the Margites a useful terminus ante quem is provided by the fact
that, according to Eustratius of Nicaea (CAG xx.320.36), the 5t-c. BC comic poet Cratinus alluded
to it (fr. 368).
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by Wolke’s suggestion (p. 56) that the Suda knew of a Pigres who had written ‘playful” or
imitative epic — perhaps even the elegiac Iliad it describes — and that Herodotus was then
mined for biographical detail, despite the Pigres in Book 7 being an entirely different
individual.

In support of this argument, it has been pointed out that the passage in Plutarch
which attributes the BM to Pigres is itself bizarre. Plutarch’s point is that Herodotus
depicts the Greeks as unaware of the Battle of Plataea until it was already over, ‘as
though it were the Battle of the Frogs...” There is no reference in the BM as we have it to
any battle being fought unbeknownst to one or other side. Some scholars (e.g. Weland
1833) were so disturbed by this mismatch that they proposed the existence of a second
Batracho(myo)machia, written by Pigres, in which the course of events was completely
different, and which is now lost. A more plausible way of reading the passage is to take
Patoaxouayia as meaning simply “an insignificant military engagement’, so the sense
becomes ‘the Greeks failed to realise that Plataea was occurring, as though it were
beneath their notice’.?> Even so, the syntax is perplexing, and the remark as a whole has
very little relevance to either the narrative of the BM or the account of Plataea given by

Herodotus.?

2 Ludwich argued in a slightly different direction, claiming that the essential point of the BM was
its fairytale nature: ‘das tertium comparationis liegt demnach in dem nahezu marchenhaft
weltentriickten, schweigsamen, geheimnissvollen Thun, in der fast mystischen Stille und
Exclusivitit beider Handlungen’ (p. 21). I find very little that is ‘almost mystical” about the BM.

2 Glei (pp. 25-7) discusses the problem at length, and proposes as a solution a kind of twofold
interpolation. He suggests that Plutarch did not originally intend any literary allusion here; the
reference to the BM was added at a later stage, perhaps having been accidentally transferred from
a previous sentence, and the attribution to Pigres was a marginal note which eventually became
incorporated into the text. This does nothing to resolve the issue of how ‘Pigres’ became
associated with the BM in the first place, but does go some way towards making sense of
Plutarch’s description.
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We can be almost certain that some kind of damage or tampering has befallen
this puzzling sentence; in its current state it is barely comprehensible. As such, our
earliest piece of evidence for Pigres the Carian as the author of the BM loses much of its
credibility. It is very unlikely that any such individual as ‘Pigres, the brother of
Artemisia” ever existed — whichever Artemisia one chooses — and even more unlikely
that he had anything to do with the composition of the BM. The compilers of the Suda
may have known a garbled tradition that a poet named Pigres had composed an
extended version of the Iliad in elegiac couplets; however, the biographical details of his
life have been borrowed from an entirely different Pigres who appears in Herodotus,
and the attribution of the Margites and BM, the two most famous faux-Homeric poems,
to this shadowy individual smacks of desperation. The two principles behind Ludwich’s
edition of the poem — that it had been composed in the 5% century BC, and that Pigres the
Carian had been responsible — only barely supported each other’s weight; once one is

removed, the other collapses entirely.?

% See also the discussion in Bliquez 1977, pp. 13-16.
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II. PARODY AND PASTICHE

For what relates to the Scope and Import of the Fable, I am not persuaded with Aristobulus, that
Homer compos’d it only for the Diversion and Exercise of School-Boys; the Design appears to
have been more momentous, it carries a Face of Instruction upon the Matter of Civil Government,
and the Moral is plainly Political.

- from the preface to Parker 1700

The BM is most commonly identified by modern scholarship as a work of parody. The
Neue Pauly calls it “die einzige vollstandig erhaltene und zugleich bedeutendste Homer-
Plarodie]” (DNP s.v. ‘Parodie’); the Cambridge History of Classical Literature calls it “this
unfunny parody of epic battle narrative’ (p. 39); Olson & Sens 1999 offer it as a
particularly important example of the genre of epic parody (p. 12).% The picture is, of
course, a little more complex than this. The BM certainly has points in common with the
literary form known to the Greeks as mapwdia, but we should be cautious about
equating this directly with the modern concept of parody; nor was mtapwdia the only
generic stream which flowed into our frog-haunted Atuvn.

The origins of the word ‘parody” have been much rehearsed, but at least a brief
tour is called for here. It first appears in Euripides, IA 1147, when Clytaemnestra
expresses her intention to speak plainly to Agamemnon:

axove o1 vuv avakaAvpw Yo Aoyoug,
KOVKETL TAQWOOLS XONoOuead” atviypaoty.

Here it must mean something like ‘oblique” or ‘indirect’,?” but the presence of the root

-won (“-song’) suggests that Euripides was not using the word in its original sense; songs

2 HE s.v. ‘Batrachomyomachia’, more helpfully, calls it ‘a miniature epic poem’. The BM does not
merit its own entry in OCD, but is mentioned s.v. ‘Parody, Greek’.

2 England 1891, p. 116: ‘magwdoic] apparently distorted, or distorting. In this adj., which does not
seem to occur elsewhere, the main significance lies in the mapd’. Stockert 1992 offers ‘dunkel
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and singing have no relevance to Clytaemnestra’s remarks. We may assume that it was
not a word Euripides had made up for the purpose.?® In the context of literary criticism,
meanwhile, we do not find it until Arist. Po. 2.3, where Hegemon of Thasos is named as
the founder of a new genre: Hynuwv d¢ 6 @dotog 6 T mapwdilag moujoas mewTog.
The only extended ancient discussion of literary mapwdia which survives to us
occurs in Athenaeus (15.698a-699c¢), and is apparently taken in large part from a passage
in the twelfth book of Polemon’s pog Tipatov (274 c. BC). This identifies Hipponax
rather than Hegemon as the e0petr|g of the genre, but acknowledges that Hegemon was
the first to enter mapwdlat for a dramatic competition (eig ToUg Aywvag Tovg
OupeAucovg). Euboeus and Boeotus are singled out as famous mapwdoi: Athenaeus
describes Euboeus as the most famous, with four books of tapwdiat to his name, but
also quotes an epigram of Alexander Aetolus which concludes 6¢ d¢ Bowwtov / éxAvev,
EvBolw téoPetar ovd’ oAtyov. Hermippus, Epicharmus, and Cratinus are all given as
examples of comic playwrights who use mapdia in their plays (Cratinus specifically in
his Sons of Euneus). All of this speaks to a literary form which is relatively well-defined,
to the extent that one particular comedy can be singled out for making notable use of
ntapwdia. Elsewhere in the Deipnosophistae quotations are attributed to the tapwdog
Matro of Pitane - MAtowv 0 mawdog &v tw Aelrvw (2.62¢), MATtowv év mawdioig
(2.64¢, 3.73e), kata TOV TAQWOOV Mdtowva (15.697f), etc.?” — and to the otherwise

unknown Sopater of Paphos (Zwmatoog 6 mapwddc, 4.175¢, etc.), who apparently wrote

andeutend, indirekt anklingend’ for the sense, and compares the use of magapovoog at A. Cho.
467 and E. Pho. 785 (p. 524).

28 Rau 1967 compares Euripides’ use of the words émwdog (Hec. 1272) and mpooqddc (Ion 359), in
both of which the literal sense of the -wd- root seems to have faded.

2 Matgéag o ITitavaiog 6 mapwdog (1.5a), who wrote about a dinner-party, is (as Olson points
out in his Loeb edition ad loc.) plainly a mistake for this same Matro.
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plays. There is one reference to Eevoddvng 6 KoAopwviog év mapwdiaig (2.54e): if an
original title, this would date the composition of works called tapwdiat back to the 6% c.
BC, but it may of course have been applied later. Athenaeus records a passage of Matro
which, in quasi-epic fashion, names several other poets — Euboeus, Hermogenes, more
than one Philip, and Cleonicus: the fact that this group begins with Euboeus suggests
that it was a catalogue of mapwdot.

Comparison of the lines quoted by Athenaeus under the rubric of mapwdia yields
some preliminary impressions. The passage of Hipponax he identifies as the first
flowering of mawdia is four lines of hexameter (Hippon. fr. 128) abusing the son of
Eurymedon:

Movoa pot Ebpupedovtiddea v movtoxaoupoy,
TV €V YAoTOL paxaoay, 6g €é00tet oL Katax KOOUOV,
évved’, Omtwg YmdpidL < > KAKOV OlToV OAgltaL
BovAT) dnuooin mapa OV’ AAOg dtQuYéTolo

Comic effect is created via the delivery of crude invective in a high epic, and indeed
Homeric, style. Movoa pot ... évved’ imitates an epic proem. ov kot KOoHOV (*xx.181)
and mapa Otv' adog dtpuyétolo (*1.316, 327, *x.179) are both Homeric phrases, and
KkakoVv oltov O0Aeltat is clearly modelled on ov 0¢ kev kakov oitov OAnat (I11.417). The
twenty-one lines of Hegemon quoted at 698d-699a (= fr. 1) demonstrate a similar
technique: although direct quotation from Homer seems less concentrated than in the
Hipponax fragment, the passage is full of Homeric reminiscence. In particular, un tig
pot katx oikov Axatddwv vepeonon (13) is a hybrid of ii.101 ur) tic pot kato dnuov
Axaukdwv vepeonon with téd pot kata otkov (*xix.18), and 0AAVVTOV T 0AAVUEVWYV TE
(8) combines 0OAAVVTWV Te kKat OAAVpEVWY (IV.451 = VIIL65) and 0AAOvVTag T

oAAvpévoug te (*XI.83). The subject matter, meanwhile, is again ‘low” and crude, with
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abuse, mockery, and toilet humour (Hegemon comes under attack like an Iliadic hero,
but he is pelted with toAAotlot oteAé0otor, ‘many lumps of shit’).

Matro and Euboeus seem to have continued this approach, but made it more
directly imitative than simply adaptive. Athenaeus (or Polemon) comments approvingly
on a line and a half of Euboeus: urte o tovd" dya0og mep éwv dmoaipeo, kovev, /
unte ov, InAeidn (fr. 2 = Supp. Hell. 412). This is almost an exact quotation from Homer,
1.275-7, but kovEnv ‘girl” has been changed into the very similar xovpev ‘barber’. Matro’s
Attic Dinner-Party, of which a substantial amount survives, is full of jokes which work on
the same principle: for example, Matro fr. 1.93-4 is based on Ajax’ retreat at XV1.102-3,
with a series of substitutions (Cwpog ‘broth” for Znvog being particularly neat). The
humour is learned and textual, depending for its effect on a more detailed knowledge of
the Homeric poems than is required for Hegemon, but the essential comic point is the
same: grandiose epic language and phrasing is used to describe undignified, low, or
crude material. Alexander Aetolus’ epigram commends its subject (it is not clear from

the final lines whether Euboeus or Boeotus is meant):

... €yoae & v
€0 taQ” Ounoeinv ayAainv eméwv
TUOOVYYOULGS 1] Gag avawéag 1) ttva xYAovvny

dAVOVT &vONET) CLV KaKodALOVIN

‘the fellow wrote skilfully, map& the Homeric splendour of epic, of cobblers or shameless
thieves or of some rascal spewing flowery wickedness’ (5-8). mapod here is used in just
the sense which must originally have given rise to the concept of map[&]-cwdn: ‘based on’,
‘imitating’, ‘in the manner of". The art of the tapwdo¢ ap. Athenaeus, then, seems to lie

in the disjunction between high style and low content.
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ntaewdla did not have to base itself on Homer. The technique employed by
Matro and Euboeus had already been practised to great effect by the poets of Old
Comedy: Aristophanes uses it repeatedly, but mostly with lines from tragedy as his
models, rather than from epic (to take a favourite example, Th. 912 reworks E. Hel. 566 @
X00VI0g ¢éABwV o1)g ddpapTog & Xépag into the almost identical but much smuttier
dapaptog éoxdac).® The definition found in the Suda is taken from a scholion to Ar.
Ach. 8: tovTO TOEWOIX KaAeltat OTav €k Toaywdlag petevexOrn Adyog eig kwuwdiav.
In an important work on comedy’s use of language and motifs from tragedy, Rau 1967
demonstrated that there is a division in the scholia between the use of ¢k (to denote an
exact quotation) and mapd (to denote an adaptation), although he admits that this is not
strictly observed, and ¢x, a6, and kata are all found in the latter context from time to
time (p. 9). Ath. 8.364b says that a passage of hexameter on dinner-party etiquette ¢k twv
eig Holodov avadegopévwv MeyaAwv Holwv memapwdntat (although the ensuing
lines are not indebted to Hesiod or the Ehoiai in any very obvious way). At 1.19d we hear
of Matreas of Alexandria: émoinoe & o0ToOG Kal mapx Tac AglototéAovg amogiag Kat
aveyivwoke dnpooia, dx Tl 0 jALlog dUVeL pEV KOALUBA O 0V, kal dux Tl ol oTtdyyoL
ovpTivovot pev ovykwOwviCovtat d” ov... ((He composed parodies of Aristotle’s
Problems and read them out in public: “‘why does the sun sink but not dive?’, “‘why do
sponges soak up wine but never get drunk?”’). The point of these appears to be that they
borrow the format of the Problems, but ask stupid questions based on word-play rather
than on any genuine scientific conundrum: again, serious manner married to unserious

matter.

3% For an example of comedy drawing on Homer for this kind of joke, cf. Cratin. fr. 352, xaAkida
KIKAT|oKoLOL Beol, avdoeg d¢ kKOBNALY — “the gods call it a khalkis, but men a cheese-grater’ — a
slight adaptation of xiv.291, xaAkida kikArjokovoL Beol, AvdQeg d& KOULVOLVY.
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This is not the full extent of the semantic field covered by mapwdia and related

words, as a few examples will suffice to demonstrate:

At Luc. Cont. 14.5, Charon catches sight of Polycrates and asks Hermes ‘who is
this man I see, vijow &v apdrovn); Pacidevg d¢ tig evxetal etval’. The line is
formed from a combination of two Homeric phrases, *vijow &v &udiov (i.50,
198, xii.283) and *evxetal etvat (11x Hom.), with the non-Homeric but metrical
Paocrevg 0¢ tic. Hermes comments €0 ye mapwdels, w Xapwv. Charon’s remark
is not particularly funny or unexpected, and Hermes’ praise seems to be directed
at the skill with which he has composed a new ‘Homeric’ line from genuine
Homeric elements.

Aristonicus athetised XII.175-80 611 mapdnvtat ék tov ‘dAAoL d” dud” dAAnoL
pHaxnv éudyxovto veéool (XV.414), and marked for deletion the reference to the
Atreid horses Aethe and Podargus at XXIIL.295 §tt évtevOev mapdnTaL Tox
ovopata twv ‘Extopog (mmwv, AlBwv kat ITodagyoc. Here mapwdéw seems to
mean ‘borrow from’ or ‘copy’, again without any sense of comedy or
incongruity.3!

Conversely, Porphyrius (3 c. AD), when discussing Greek authors’ love of
‘stealing’ from their predecessors, says AAkaiog d¢, 6 Twv AooEwV WUPwV Kol
ETUYQAUHATWV O TN, Ttarpdnke Tag Edooov kAomag eé€eAéyxwv (fr. 409F).
Here the verb must have a sense much more like the modern ‘parody’ (see

below), i.e. “‘mock, criticise by imitation’.

31 There is perhaps a negative sense: ‘plagiarise’ might be a good English equivalent.
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This list could be expanded at some length.>> However, if there is one common element
to the various meanings of the mapwd- family, it appears to be ‘reapplication’. The
essence of mapwdia lies in taking something from A and altering it so it can be applied to
B. This may be done by borrowing the style and vocabulary of epic and applying it to a
crude comic narrative, as in our fragment of Hegemon; by borrowing a single line from
Homer or Euripides and changing one or two words to give a new and ridiculous sense,
as in Matro and often in Aristophanes; or even by borrowing lines from one point in an
epic and reusing them, with adjustments, at a different point in the same epic (as in the
Iliad scholia above). The disjunction may, but need not, result in comedy. Lucian’s
Hermes compliments Charon on his mapwdia not because he has been amusing, but
because he has neatly synthesised a new and appropriate line of hexameter from a box of
Homeric scraps. Good mapwdia is witty, but need not be particularly funny.

In all of the above remarks I have taken care to use the Greek mapwdia rather
than the English parody, because it needs to be made clear that the two words are not
interchangeable. Certainly as literary techniques they have much in common, but their
semantic fields are not coextensive. ‘Parody’ in English, as verb or noun, usually carries
a sense of ridicule or mockery: popular authors are ‘parodied” in order to draw attention
to their stylistic quirks and infelicities; genres of film are ‘parodied’ in order to expose
the tropes they exploit or overuse. The mockery may be affectionate and good-natured,

but the parody is fundamentally a form of criticism.* This meaning is not unknown to

32 Householder 1944 is still the best detailed discussion. See also Lelievre 1954, although I do not
agree with some of his conclusions (for example, he considers the BM and Matro to be
manifestations of the same basic comic technique, whereas I see Matro as engaging with Homer
in a quite different way).

3 Bertolin Cebrian 2008 overstates the case when he claims (pp. 7-8) that true parody is always
political: ‘it denies certain values and intends to criticize an ideology perceived as tyrannical’. He
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ancient literature, as shown by the quotation from Porphyrius above, but it is very rare:
‘there does not seem to be a grain of evidence that any ancient mapwdiat were designed
to ridicule Homer’ (Householder 1944, p. 3), and maowd- words are not generally used in
contexts of mockery. An instructive English parallel would be Michael Frayn’s Twelfth
Night; or, What Will You Have?, which imagines a collection of Shakespearean nobles
gathered at a 20-century cocktail party:

ESSEX: Ah, good Northumberland! Thou com’st betimes!
What drink’st? Martini? Champagne cup? or hock?

Or that wan distillate whose fiery soul

Is tamed by th” hailstones hurl’d from jealous heaven,

The draught a breed of men yet unengender’d

Calls Scotch on th’ rocks?

NORTHUMBERLAND: Ay, Scotch, but stint the rocks.3*

Any ancient critic would have labelled this instantly as mapwdia. ‘High” diction and
metre, associated with a great classic of English literature, is reapplied to a banal
domestic scene, complete with strikingly un-Shakespearean vocabulary like martini; the
tension between lofty style and low theme produces humour. Frayn’s object in the above
extract, however, is not to criticise Shakespeare. He is not suggesting that Shakespeare’s
history plays are themselves ridiculous, merely that their distinctive features become
ridiculous when reused in an inappropriate context. Compare this with Housman’s
famous Fragment of a Greek Tragedy:

CHO. Might I then hear at what thy presence shoots?
ALC. A shepherd’s questioned mouth informed me that —
CHO. What? for I know not yet what you will say.

suggests that young people compose parody as a way of rebelling against dominant model texts;
‘when the younger group becomes empowered and accepts the model texts, their parody ceases’.
Although this is undoubtedly one reason for the creation of parody, it seems counter-intuitive to
suggest that it is the only reason.

3 Reprinted in Brett 1984, pp. 311-13.
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ALC. Nor will you ever, if you interrupt.
CHO. Proceed, and I will hold my speechless tongue.>

or indeed with Ezra Pound’s parody of Housman’s own poetry:

The bird sits on the hawthorn tree

But he dies also, presently.

Some lads get hung, and some get shot.
Woeful is this human lot.%

In each case the humour derives not from reapplication, but from exaggeration. Neither
passage contains anything alien to the model text. Housman’s Fragment mocks both the
clunky translation of Greek idioms into literal English (‘at what thy presence shoots’)
and the characteristic tragic device of forcing pointless lines into dialogue in order to
preserve stichomythia. Pound’s parody exaggerates the pervasive melancholy of Last
Poems (the bird in the tree simply dies, without explanation) while preserving many of
Housman'’s quirks of vocabulary (‘lads’ is particularly recognisable). This type of parody
works by remaining so close to the original text that it can almost be mistaken for the
‘real thing’, rather than by consciously differentiating itself through the inclusion of
incongruous language or themes.%

The definition of parody has been much debated in modern criticism and theory,
and this is not an appropriate place for a full examination of the question, but it may be

helpful to make brief mention of Gérard Genette’s theories on hypertextuality. Genette

% First published in The Bromsgrovian, 1883.

% Reprinted in Brett 1984, p. 195.

% John Gross’ introduction to The Oxford Book of Parodies begins ‘A parody is an imitation which
exaggerates the characteristics of a work or a style for comic effect’ (Gross 2010, p. xi). He takes
the exaggerative, Housman/Pound style as the basic type of parody, and considers as more
doubtful cases the sorts of works which would have seemed central to an ancient commentator.
Gross says ““While shepherds washed their socks by night’ is also a parody, after another fashion’;
Athenaeus would have considered it the very embodiment of mapwdia, as an imitation of a
serious work in which key words are replaced with phonetically-similar but ridiculous
equivalents.
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1997 (p. 28) splits the overall category of textual allusion or ‘hypertextuality” into six sub-
categories, divided both by relation (whether the model text is actually altered, or simply

imitated) and by mood (intent).

RELATION transformation imitation
MOOD
serious transposition forgery
playful parody pastiche
satiric travesty caricature

This is a valuable framework for considering ancient conceptions of mapwdia, which
was in some ways a broader church than modern ‘parody’. For one thing, it offers a clear
distinction between the techniques of the fragments discussed above: Hegemon is
engaged primarily in imitation, Matro in transformation. Since the intent of both authors
seems to have been comic but not critical (at least, not critical of the model text), we can
group them under ‘playful’, meaning that under Genette’s rubric Matro is writing true
parody, where Hegemon is writing pastiche. This is not intended to suggest that the
Greeks themselves would have perceived any formal difference between the two: both
are writing low comic narratives in a faux-Homeric style, and therefore both are writing
ntaewdia. The purpose of this short detour is rather to establish a more secure footing for
analysis of the BM’s stylistic affiliations.

The BM is never described by any ancient source as mapwdiot vel sim., nor is it
cited in any extant discussion of mawdia (not that many survive). It makes no use of the
Aristophanic art of significant adjustment to an extant line, except to swap the names of
characters: 24 is an alteration of a speech-formula found 11x in Homer, and 137 is
modelled on V.468 (see ad locc.). Its basic technique is similar to that of the Hegemon

fragment: use of Homeric vocabulary, metre, and style, sometimes with the
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appropriation of entire phrases from Homer, in order to create a pervasive atmosphere
of heroic epic. It never derives humour from reworking a specific line of Homer, the
technique Athenaeus commends in Euboeus; it does, however, occasionally use lines
akin to Lucian’s vijow &v audovt); Baoidelg d€ Tig evxetatl eivat, which seem to have
been ‘assembled” from pieces of several different Homeric originals. These are discussed
in detail on p. 55, but their existence might have led Lucian, at least, to comment &0 ye
TIAQWOELG.

Moving from technical to thematic criteria, the BM is of course an example of a
‘low’” theme being treated in “high” style: the language of heroic epic is used to depict the
deeds of small animals. Just as Euboeus” Battle of the Bathmen presumably involved
attendants at a bath complex locked in inappropriately Iliadic conflict, the BM describes
mice and frogs o’ Ounoeinv ayAainv éméwv. Yet it lacks the element of overt, almost
slapstick humour which is present in most of the works Athenaeus characterises as
naQwdia. Matro’s narrator squabbles with a fellow diner over a dish of red mullet (fr.
1.28-32); Hegemon'’s is pelted with shit by his neighbours. The mapwddc praised by
Alexander Aetolus wrote about tiloovyyoug 1) pwoag avaldéag 1) tiva xAovvny /
dAVovT” dvOnon oLV kakodatpovin; this implies characters with low social status, but
also low morals — as though it were important that the poem’s action involved shameless,
undignified, or criminal behaviour.

It is this sense of pettiness which is largely absent from the BM. Although the
Mice and Frogs are smaller than humans, they fight with a ferocity and a dignity that
befits their human equivalents. The frog king Physignathus is characterised as cowardly
and two-faced (see p. 39), Psicharpax the mouse is perhaps too keen on his food, but

much of the poem’s action is genuinely epic, if reduced in scale. Psicharpax’ death-scene
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is dramatic; Troxartes” lament for his dead son is touching; the battle is fierce and gory,
with casualties and acts of heroism on both sides (so far as the damaged text permits us
to see). There is no meanness, none of Alexander’s kakodaiovin.*® The closest we come
is with Athene’s grumbling about interest payments at 184-5. The tiny size of the
combatants is repeatedly mined for comedy, as at 7, 170-1, 240, 284; there is humour in
their homely equipment (cabbage-leaves for shields, 163; walnut-shell knuckledusters,
265-67?), and in the gods’ fear of their prowess (193-5, 278-9); but there is no obvious
humour in their behaviour, at least not until the very end, when the mice are driven
away in panic by the sharp claws of the crabs (301-2). The fundamental joke of the poem
is exactly that it treats mouse and frog warriors as though they were as formidable and
dangerous as Achilles or Hector.*

To refer to the BM as a specimen of mapwdia is a supposition, but probably a fair
one. maxEwdla in ancient criticism was a term with wide-ranging applications, and the

BM'’s Homeric imitation combined with its harnessing of grand style to playful theme

38 Though the distinction of Bertolin Cebridn 2008 between anti-establishment parody and socially
conservative matyvia is not persuasive, his description of the BM is an accurate one: ‘the
Batrachomyomachia relates the battles of frogs and mice in somewhat Homeric terms, but there
seems to be no intention of degrading the heroes. Certainly enough, it might seem odd to us that
frogs and mice would battle to death, but the little creatures are represented, nevertheless, in
heroic terms and their efforts are not less appreciated than those of real heroes’ (p. 4, p. 96).

3 There is a separate question, although one we can hardly hope to settle on current evidence, of
whether ancient audiences would have considered the BM funny. I record above (p. 23) the
judgement of Easterling in the CHCL that it is an “unfunny parody’, but this is of course
predicated on the expectation that it should be funny: the BM is a parody of Homer, parodies are
written to be amusing, and so one that does not make us laugh is a failure. Yet magwdia was not
necessarily humorous, and modern literature offers ample proof that a story populated with
talking animals is not automatically funny: Orwell 1945, Adams 1972, and Jacques 1986 all
include comic elements, but in none is the fundamental fact of animals speaking like humans
treated as a source of comedy. For the sake of transparency, I record here my personal impression
that very little in the BM would have made an ancient audience laugh out loud, but that much of
it would have brought a smile to the face of any reader familiar with the basic tropes and themes
of epic (which is to say, in the ancient world, any reader). Martial’s frontem ... soluere is, I think,
accurate. In the end this is a question of individual taste, but in the Commentary I at least attempt
to point out some of the jokes.
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would probably have been enough to bring it under the umbrella - for Lucian, at least, if
not for Athenaeus. It is in referring to the BM as a specimen of parody we must be more
cautious. The predominant modern sense of the word, that of criticism via imitation, is
almost entirely absent. There are exceptions: the confusion over life and death during the
battle sequence (although itself badly obscured by the state of the text; pp. 109-15) is very
likely an exaggeration of the Iliad’s tendency to resurrect minor characters and treat
corpses as though they are alive, and the strange two-stage ending of the poem — Zeus’
failed thunderbolt, followed by the arrival of the crabs —is certainly modelled on the
conclusion of the Odyssey. The BM's overall purpose, however, is not to poke fun at
Homer. In Genette’s terminology, its intent is playful rather than satiric; it belongs, like
Hegemon, to the category of pastiche, or playful imitation — although its sense of humour
is more gentle and less anarchic than Hegemon'’s seems to have been. Gross 2010 defines
pastiche as ‘a composition in another artist’'s manner, without satirical intent — an exercice

de style’, and such a description fits the BM well.#

4 Schmitz 2007, discussing Genette’s categories, gives the BM as his example of ancient pastiche
(pp- 82-3). A curious feature of the BM which serves to distinguish it from almost all other works
of its kind, whether ancient mapwdia or modern pastiche, is its lack of an author (cf. Kelly 2014, p.
1 n. 1). Our first references to it — the Archelaus relief, Martial, and Statius (see Section I above) —
already present it as a work of Homer. This means either that its real author’s name was lost very
early in its transmission (within only a few decades of composition!) or that it was originally
published as a work of Homer. The latter would cast a striking light on the poet’s intentions. If he
(or she) wanted the poem to be taken for a genuine Homeric composition, he would obviously
not want to exaggerate Homeric characteristics or quirks beyond a certain level. Most modern
parodies, even those which adhere very closely to the style and form of their model, include for
comic purposes one or two abrupt lurches into the obviously unbelievable: indeed, this is often
the ‘punchline’ of the work. That Martial and Statius considered the BM to be Homeric proves
that nothing in it seemed to an ancient audience to be completely beyond the bounds of what
Homer might have written. This serves as a useful check on our analysis of the poem; if
something in the text appears ridiculous, it would presumably have seemed just as ridiculous to
ancient readers (who were if anything more familiar with Homer than we are), and we therefore
need to ask why it did not shatter the persistent illusion of Homeric composition.
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III. FROGS AND MICE

quid Mures et Ranae eorumque certaminum commentum plane fabulosum ad Trojanos et Graecos
Heroas?
- Maittaire, Annales Typographici v. 1 (1719), p. 183

The first talking animals in Western literature are the horses of Achilles, who
temporarily gain the power of speech at the end of Iliad XIX in order to prophesy the
death of their owner. Hesiod’s Works and Days includes the cautionary tale of the cruel
hawk who carries off the nightingale, proving that Hesiod’s audience was familiar with
the device of animals speaking to one another. Aristophanes mined the comic potential
of animals behaving like humans, most extensively in Birds, and it seems that he was far
from the only playwright to do so: we know of several other comedies named after
animals, including Eupolis” Goats (frr. 1-34) and Archippus’ Fish (frr. 14-34). In addition,
the vast majority of the traditional fables that survive from ancient Greece have
anthropomorphic beasts and birds as their protagonists.

Both mice and frogs are relatively common actors in animal fable. Below is a brief
survey of their appearances in the fabular tradition, as culled from Perry 1965.4! Many of
these are relatively late, but probably date back far earlier than their first textual
attestation. Two — Babrius 31 and Perry 384 — will be considered separately and at

greater length following the list.

41 This survey does not include every reference to mice in Perry, but concentrates on those fables
in which a mouse or mice appear as principal actors. In a few cases, such as Perry 197, they are
mentioned only as prey for larger animals. I preserve Perry’s titles for the sake of reference,
though they are of course not original.
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i. Mice

Babrius 31, The Mice and their Generals: see below (~ Phaedrus 4.6)
Babrius 60, Surfeited at Last

Babrius 107, The Lion and the Mouse

Babrius 108, The Country Mouse and the City Mouse
Babrius 112, The Battle of the Bull and the Mouse
Phaedrus 4.2, The Weasel and the Mice

Perry 354, The Mouse and the Blacksmiths

Perry 384, The Mouse and the Frog: see below
Perry 454, The Mouse and the Oyster

Perry 561, The Owl, the Cat, and the Mouse

Perry 592, The Cat as Monk

Perry 613, The Mice take Counsel about the Cat
Perry 615, The Mouse in the Wine Jar and the Cat
Perry 619, The Mouse in quest of a Mate

Perry 692, Bishop Cat

Perry 716, The Mouse and her Daughter, the Rooster and the Cat

ii. Frogs

Babrius 24, The Frogs at the Sun’s Wedding (~ Phaedrus 1.6)
Babrius 25, Why the Hares Refrained from Suicide

Babrius 120, Physician Heal Thyself

Phaedrus 1.2, The Frogs Asked for a King

Phaedrus 1.24, The Frog who Burst Herself and the Cow
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Phaedrus 1.30, The Frogs Dread the Battle of the Bulls

Perry 43, Two Frogs

Perry 69, Two Frogs were Neighbours

Perry 90, Viper and Watersnake

Perry 141, The Lion and the Frog

Perry 189, The Ass and the Frogs

Hausrath 307, The Puppy and the Frogs (not in Perry; identified by Adrados & van Dijk
2000 p. 439 as ‘a modern, anomalous fable’)

Certain basic trends emerge from this material. Mice are used as exemplars of
gluttony and its dangers (Babr. 60, 108, Perry 454, 615),%? but are also capable of shrewd
judgement and common sense (Babr. 108, Perry 561, 613, 716); aged mice are especially
wise (Phaedr. 4.2, Perry 692). The mouse is often a symbol of the advantages of being
small or inconspicuous, especially when contrasted with larger and more powerful
animals (Babr. 107, 112, Perry 619). Frogs are less consistently portrayed, but the most
significant common thread seems to be a kind of hubris. The frog in Babr. 120 boasts of
his divine skills; in Phaedr. 1.24 a frog over-reaches herself and dies, in Perry 69 a frog
refuses to move to safety and is crushed, and in Phaedr. 1.2 the frogs” mockery of their
first ‘’king’ leads to divine punishment. Even Perry 141 is a comment on the disparity
between the frog’s loud voice and its lack of real strength; the moral is clearly directed at
big talkers who cannot make good on their boasts. Babr. 25 suggests that frogs were

considered notable for timidity, which Perry 90 supports; Phaedr. 1.2 refers to them as

# For another example of the mouse as an incautious eater, cf. AP 9.310, an epigram by Antiphilus
in which a mouse eats gold dust and is so weighed down by it that he is caught and killed. Gow
and Page 1968 (v. 2 p. 139) note that ‘the theme is taken from life’, with examples of the same
motif in prose works (Plut. Mor. 526b, Pliny NH 8.222, Theophr. fr. 174.8).
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pavidum genus, which may be a translation of Arat. 946 deidauat yeveal. Both a mouse
and a frog encounter a lion (Babr. 107, Perry 141), but the mouse proves himself useful
despite his tiny stature, whereas the frog is punished for his pretensions of grandeur.
Babr. 108 and Perry 69 both employ the trope of two animals comparing their habitats,
but the point is quite different: the country mouse decides that moving in with his
neighbour would be too dangerous, despite the benefits, whereas the frog in the road
stubbornly declines to move in with his neighbour even though he would be safer, and is
promptly killed. DNP s.v. ‘Frosch’ notes that frogs in fable ‘erscheinen sie als feige,
dumm und tiberheblich’.

The portrayal of both species in the BM is entirely consistent with fable.
Psicharpax is over-fond of his food (30-55, acknowledged by Physignathus at 57), and
although the poem does not make it explicit, there is perhaps a suggestion that his desire
to sample new foods contributes to his acceptance of the frog’s offer and hence his
death.®* On the other hand, the Mice acquit themselves well in combat, despite their size;
they not only rout the Frogs but by the end of the poem are undaunted by Zeus’
thunderbolt. This race of tiny but courageous gluttons would have been instantly
recognisable to an ancient audience accustomed to fable. The Frogs, although warlike at
160-7 and effective in the early stages of the battle, are eventually put to flight (269).
Physignathus, meanwhile, is arrogant and boastful (see ad 9-21, 13, 25-7), but fails to
stand by his new ally when the water-snake materialises (84-6); there is some evidence

that he fares badly in the battle (see ad 248). Beyond these generic similarities, however,

# Audiences familiar with the longer version of the Fable of the Mouse and the Frog, as in the Life of
Aesop, would have been more likely to come to this conclusion; there the mouse agrees to ride on
the frog’s back because he has been invited to dinner.

# In addition, I understand both okalwv €k moAépuov avexaleto (248) and ovx Umépetvev
1jowag Koatepovg (258-9) as referring to frog warriors: see ad locc.
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there are two fables in particular — The Mouse and the Frog and The Mice and their Generals

— which seem of direct relevance to a discussion of the BM’s literary heritage.

iii. The Mouse and the Frog (Perry 384)
Although this story does not appear in the fable-books of either Phaedrus or Babrius, the
two earliest ‘literary” collections of Aesopic fables,* it turns up in the Life of Aesop and in
nearly twenty different prose paraphrases in Mediaeval manuscripts. Boiled down to its
common essentials, it runs as follows: a mouse once wanted to cross a river, and asked a
frog for help. The frog tied the mouse to him with a piece of string and began to swim,
but halfway across he treacherously dived beneath the surface, causing the mouse to
drown. A passing bird saw the corpse floating on the surface of the water and snatched
it up, dragging the frog along too.* The moral is usually given as ‘people who seek to
harm others do not escape punishment’, or in some manuscripts the rather more catchy
qui aliis fodit foveam, ipse sepius incidet in eam. In some versions, including that in the Life of
Aesop, we learn that the mouse had first invited the frog to dinner; the frog returned the
invitation, but drowned his guest en route. The Life also adds the detail that the mouse
uttered a curse against the perfidious frog before he died.#

It is beyond any reasonable doubt that the poet of the BM knew this fable,
presumably in a version similar to that found in the Life; too many of the plot points

recur for mere coincidence. Wolke considers, but correctly dismisses, the possibility that

4 Almost nothing is known of either of these men. Phaedrus, we are told by the principal
manuscript of his work, was a freedman of the Emperor Augustus; Babrius cannot be dated with
any security.

4 Sometimes the mouse does not actually die, and the bird is attracted by its frantic struggles to
get away from the frog, meaning that the moral consequence is effectively the same.

47 For more detail on this, see Commentary ad 92-8.

40



the BM might have inspired the fable (pp. 95-8).4 Frogs are not obvious enemies for
mice, and if the BM poet simply wanted to tell a story of a Homeric war between two
rival tribes of animals, it is hard to see why he would have picked mice and frogs as his
subjects; see below. On the other hand, the differing natures of the landlubberly mouse
and the amphibian frog are obviously crucial to the point of the fable. It is easier,
therefore, to assume that the mouse/frog connection originated with the fable and was
borrowed by the BM than it is to postulate the reverse.®

The main difference between fable and BM (apart from the replacement of the
hungry bird with the mouse army which is necessary for the poem’s Iliadic second half)
is one of characterisation. In most versions of the fable, the frog’s intentions are explicitly
stated to have been malicious from the start; the retelling in elegiac couplets found in the
‘verse Romulus’ (attributed by Hervieux 1894 to Gualterus Anglicus, perhaps 12t c.)
begins:

Muris iter rumpente lacu, venit obvia Muri

Rana loquax, et opem pacta nocere cupit.

The BM adds the device of the water-snake, which diminishes the frog’s culpability. The

poet may perhaps have wanted to make the situation a little more morally ambiguous,

48 See also Merkle 1992 p. 121 n. 28.

4 Frogs and mice are occasionally associated elsewhere. There is a folk-song (number 16 in the
Roud Folk Song Index), first recorded in 1548, which tells the story of how a frog came to seek a
mouse’s hand in marriage; it has been covered by many 20%-century folk artists, most often under
the title ‘Froggy Went A-Courting’. In the standard version, the wedding is all set to go ahead
when a cat arrives on the scene and devours the mouse bride (Miss Mousey) and her male
guardian (Master/Uncle Rat); the frog flees, only to be rather unexpectedly eaten by a duck.
However, it is hard not to see this as essentially a mutated form of the old fable: the frog ‘betrays’
his rodent friends by abandoning them to their fate, and is consequently eaten by a bird of prey,
although the emphasis on poetic justice has been entirely abandoned, so that the frog’s death
comes across as something of a non sequitur. Intriguingly, during India’s summer flooding in
2006, a photograph was taken of a mouse riding on a frog’s back to escape the floodwater,

suggesting that the original fable may actually have been based on observed behaviour: see Image
1.
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so that the Frogs are less obviously at fault — a better match for the morality of the Iliad,

which generally refrains from casting the Trojans as the ‘villains’ of the piece.*

iv. The Mice and their Generals (Babrius 31; Phaedrus 4.6)

The two fabulists tell this story in slightly different ways. Of the two, Babrius’ version
goes into more detail. After a long history of war with the Weasels, the Mice decided the
reason for their lack of success was the absence of any conspicuous generals or
commanders among their ranks, which led to disorder in the chaos of battle. They duly
appointed the best among them (toUg yével te kat Qwun / yvwun T dolotovg, eig
HAaxnV te yevvaioug), and then organised their army into squadrons and units, w¢ mag’
avOowroic. In their next battle they were again defeated and put to flight; most of the
mouse soldiers escaped safely into their holes, but the generals — who had been
equipped with ceremonial headgear to make them more visible in the fray — could no
longer fit through the entrances, and were seized by the Weasels and devoured. A
helpful epimythium explains the point of the story: it is safer to be unknown than to be
noticeable. Phaedrus omits the description of how the Mice came to the decision that
they needed generals, and starts the story with the mouse army already fleeing in
disarray (cum victi mures mustelarum exercitu); he also gives less detail about the generals’

fatal headgear, describing them simply as cornua, where Babrius specifies that the

5 Wolke argued that since the snake’s appearance could not have been predicted, the frog is
essentially blameless, and Psicharpax’ dying curse is ‘zumindest objektiv’ unjustified: ‘hat die
Maus keinen Anlaf3, sich hintergangen zu fiihlen’ (p. 97). Having just been abandoned to a
miserable death by someone who had offered him guest-friendship, Psicharpax may surely be
pardoned for failing to maintain his objectivity. It is also notable that Physignathus lies about his
own role in the death at 147ff., which puts him clearly in the wrong. See further ad 82-98.
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insignia were Aemttax MNAtvwv tolxwv / k&odn, ‘small fragments from mud-brick
walls’.5!

The basis of the BM is a synthesis of these two fables. The Mouse and the Frog must
have been the inspiration for the poem as a whole, and explains the counterintuitive
choice of frogs as an enemy for mice (on which see below). The Mice and their Generals,
meanwhile, provides the crucial image of a mouse army going to war like human
soldiers, complete with leaders, tactics, and appropriately sized equipment.>? Of these,
the story of the mouse on the frog’s back is not found before Aesop, but the warlike mice
have a considerable history.

Phaedrus includes in his account the intriguing remark that the story of the
battle, as opposed to its eventual outcome, is ‘depicted in all the taverns’ — historia quot
sunt in tabernis pingitur. No archaeological evidence has yet been found for this sort of
anthropomorphic narrative being used for interior decoration in the Greek world, so we
can only take Phaedrus” word for it. What we do have, however, is a long tradition of
scenes from animal stories appearing in Egyptian art. Brunner-Traut 1963 reproduces
several (pp. 63-8), including a papyrus illustration of a finely-dressed mouse lady being
waited on by several cats, a terracotta relief from the Greco-Roman period of a boxing

match between a cat and a mouse, and — most significantly for our purposes — a scene

51 The popularity of mouse-and-weasel stories is suggested by Ar. V. 1181-5: when Aristophanes
wants to conjure up an inappropriately childish story for a symposium, he opts for ‘Once upon a
time there was a mouse and a weasel...”. We may infer that the story of the mouse and the weasel
would have been particularly well-known to his audience. Unfortunately Philocleon is cut off too
soon for us to be able to tell which story was meant.

52 An alternative version of the fable (Hausrath 174 Ib) describes the mice dopata kat dopata €€
axvowv Aapovteg, a detail probably inspired by the arming-sequence in the BM.
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from a papyrus of the Ramesside period (13"-11*" centuries) depicting a mouse army,
under the command of a mouse pharaoh in his chariot, laying siege to a cat fortress.
The War of the Mice and the Cats has been a popular story throughout history. It
dates back at least as far as the Ramesside papyrus, and Brunner-Traut 1954 lists several
Middle Eastern versions of the story from the 10™ century AD up to the 20t%; the image of
the Mice laying siege to the Cats’ castle was popular as a woodcut print in 16t and 17t
century Europe, and turns up in the context of interior decor among the 12t-century
murals of the Johanneskapelle in Piirgg, Austria.>* For much of Greek history it was the
weasel, not the cat, which was the mouse’s typical domestic predator, so we might
expect Greek versions of this scene to depict mice laying siege to a weasel fortress.> In
fact, no such image has survived anywhere in Greek or Roman visual art, but since 1983
we have had access to the next best thing — fragments of a mock-epic Galeomyomachia, or

‘Battle of the Weasel and the Mice’.

% Regarding Egyptian mouse armies, Morenz 1954 draws attention to the curious episode in
Herodotus (2.141), in which the Pharaoh Sethos (= Shabataka/Shebitku), faced with an Assyrian
invasion of Egypt under Sennacherib (i.e. in the early 7t century BC), prays to his god
Hephaestus for aid. He is rewarded with an army of mice, which swarm through the Assyrians’
camp the night before the battle, chewing up their bowstrings, shield-straps, and other
paraphernalia, and eventually force them to flee because of a lack of usable weaponry. Herodotus
says that a statue of Sethos still stands in the temple of Hephaestus, depicted with a mouse in his
hand. Morenz suggests that mice had no cultic significance in ancient Egypt, but Asheri et al. 2007
note that ‘the puyaAn, ‘shrew-mouse, field-mouse’ (/ichneumon) was associated with Horus of
Letopolis and certainly enjoyed a cult at Buto” (p. 283). The Assyrian incursion seems in fact to
have been halted by an epidemic which struck the army during its siege of Jerusalem (cf. J. A] X
1.3.5). Since “there is no evidence that the [Egyptians] associated [mice] with disease” (Lloyd 1988,
p- 104), the mouse-statue may have been a simple thanksgiving offering to Horus, from which the
story developed. Compare the anecdote in the A-scholia to 1.39 about the Cretan colonists whose
armour-straps were similarly chewed away by mice during the night, in this case as a sign from
Apollo (n. 60, below, and Commentary ad 7).

5+ Although in this case it is a mouse castle that is being besieged by cats — in defiance of the usual
monde renversé principle.

5 See the succinct discussion of the ‘cat problem’, with bibliography, in Hopkinson 1984 (p.167).
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iv. The Battle of the Weasel and the Mice (P.Mich.inv. 6946; Schibli 1983)

P.Mich.inv. 6946, dated by Schibli to the 2" or 1+t c. BC, contains two columns of text
amounting to roughly forty partially or wholly legible lines, plus several other lines
which only survive as traces. The stichometric sign for ‘400" which appears at one point
shows that our text begins at line 361 of the poem; West assumes that the previous lines
must have been on a different topic, since “‘what we have is evidently the beginning of
the story of the mice and the weasel” (p. 231), but this is partly because of the supplement
he prints in the first line:

Movod pot évver]e veiko[g] 6mwg [toAéu]ov [kou]dev[t]og
The restored text as printed by Schibli is less obviously a beginning:

Je veikolc] ...cwc..[...... ].ovtec
Schibli himself suggests that some of the previous 360 lines may have dealt with the
events which led up to the outbreak of the war.

What we have of the text is enough to establish that it was a mock-epic in the
Homeric style. It makes heavy use of phrases from the Iliad and Odyssey: two lines (13
and 58) are speech-introduction formulae taken from the Homeric epics. Some of the
echoes of Homer may be coincidental (e.g. mowtov ydo uwv at 6, which appears in the
same sedes at IV.480, but may also have been used in countless other hexameter works
since lost), but elsewhere deliberate allusion is clearly at work. The passage at the end of
the surviving text, in which the mice assemble for a council of war and are addressed by
the elderly Myleus, makes plain its debt to Od. xxiv: the speech introduction 6 odpuv €0
Ppoovéwv ayoproato kal petéetntev (58), used four times in the Iliad and six in the
Odyssey, begins the speech of Halitherses at xxiv.453; and totot d¢ kal petéeine

Mu[A]evg, 6¢ [Tt]aot d[ikalev (55; note that -aot d- is very doubtful) echoes xxiv.451
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ToloL d¢ kal petéeine yéowv ows AAO€pomnc.% The line describing Trixus” grieving
wife, meanwhile — tov 0¢ kal duPLOQLPTIC dAoxOC olkw EAEAeLTtTO (7) —is a slight
reworking of I1.700, with olkw replacing the toponym ®uvAdkr) (a debt which casts the
slain Trixus in the rdle of the Iliadic Protesilaus). If anything, although the state of the
text makes firm conclusions difficult, the GM seems to make more use of Homeric
borrowings than does the BM: for example, only one of Homer’s distinctive formulaic
speech-introduction lines surfaces in the BM (24; see p. 54 below), whereas the scanty
remains of the GM already provide us with two.

It is very probable that the existence of a faux-Homeric mouse-and-weasel epic, if
not of the GM itself, predated the composition of the BM, and that the poet of the BM
was not the first to hit on the idea of mice fighting like Homeric heroes in a hexameter
narrative. The reference to the weasel at BM 9 and 128 is almost certainly an allusion to
some such story; besides which, as Schibli points out, weasels are simply more natural
opponents for mice than are frogs. If we assume, as we should, that the Greeks were
familiar with the topos of the mouse army going to war against the weasel(s), probably
having adapted it from Egyptian stories of the mice and the cat(s),”” we may imagine that
they put it to use both in visual art (Phaedrus’ tavern-paintings) and in literature (poems

like the GM); the BM represents a further modification.>®

5% The first half of the line recurs several times in Homer, but in this context it helps to reinforce
the link between the two scenes. See further Commentary ad 99-121.

% For some suggestions of how an Egyptian story-pattern might have made its way to Greece, see
Morenz 1954 and West 1969; the evidence is too slight for a means of transmission to be identified
securely, but given the extent and duration of the contact between the two cultures, the notion
that Egyptian folk-tales were being told in Greek taverns by the Hellenistic period is an inherently
plausible one. On other Greek fables that may have originated in Egypt, see Brunner-Traut 1968.
% One advantage of this may have lain in simple logistics. Cats are not really a suitable Iliadic foe
for mice, given the difference in size; the Egyptian artworks which show the two species
interacting generally get round the problem by ignoring scale, so that (for example) the
combatants in the boxing-match between the cat and the mouse are as tall as each other. Later
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If the BM poet began with the intention to tell a mock-epic narrative in the style
of an extant “Weasel-Mouse War’, but with a new opponent for the Mice to confront, the
question presents itself: why frogs? As mentioned above, they are hardly an obvious
choice. Although roughly the right size, they occupy an entirely different habitat, neither
species regularly preys on the other,* and no Greek is likely to have been familiar with
their ‘battles” in the way that weasel/mouse encounters must have been a feature of
domestic life. Was the poet inspired solely by the Fable of the Mouse and the Frog, or did he
have some deeper reason for choosing frogs as antagonists?

The descriptions of mice and frogs in ancient sources do have some points in
common: both are capable of swarming in large numbers (Plin. 8.104, frogs; 10.186,
mice); both are associated with Apollo (Plu. 25.399f., frogs; Apollo’s title Smintheus, first
at .39, was linked to mice); both are prophets of bad weather (Arat. 946-7, frogs; 1137,
mice); both are created abiogenetically from mud (Ov. Met. 15.375, frogs; D.S. 1.10.2 et

al., mice; see further ad 7).°* However, the two species are rarely associated. The only

depictions either use the same device, or show a large number of mice fighting against a single
cat, and this seems to have been the method followed by the Galeomyomachia, which only
mentions one weasel (at 54 yaAn[c] ég pvAo[m]v ai[v)v, even given the damage to the text, the
weasel is clearly in the singular). The BM poet is certainly conscious of the size difference, since
we learn at 127-8 that the entire mouse army has made itself corslets from the hide of a single
weasel. Frogs, however, are just about the right size to compete with mice on an equal footing.

% Some larger species of frog, such as bullfrogs, will eat mice, but these are not native to Europe. I
have read that the Marsh Frog, Pelophylax ridibundus (on which see ad 12), will occasionally eat
mice, but [ have not so far been able to find any reliable evidence for the claim.

6 The exact connection between Smintheus and mice was disputed. The A-scholia on 1.39 record
two different stories: in one, a temple is built to Apollo in the Mysian town of Chryse, because he
withdraws a plague of mice he had sent on the townspeople; in the other, a band of Cretan
colonists are sent a horde of mice as a sign that they should found a city (see Commentary ad 7).
In the first story Apollo is honoured as Smintheus and in the second the city is called Sminthia,
but in both the name comes from opivOot as a dialect word for mice. Apollonius the Sophist gives
a very similar story about a Rhodian festival called the Smintheia, commemorating Apollo and
Dionysus destroying a plague of mice, and again mentions that mice are called ouitvOioy; he also
notes that Aristarchus found it anpemécg for a god to take his epithet ano xapatmetovg Loov
(Bekker 1833, p. 143).
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extant link between the two before the BM, other than in fable, is Herodotus” story of the
Scythians’ gift to Darius (Hdt. 4.131-2). The Scythians send a mouse, a frog, a bird, and
five arrows, and invite Darius to draw his own conclusions; Darius assumes the gesture
is one of submission, but his advisor Gobryas finds a more threatening (and apparently
correct) interpretation. The fact that the three animals involved are exactly the same as
those in the Fable of the Mouse and the Frog is probably coincidence, but it is interesting
that Herodotus’ Darius regarded a mouse and a frog as emblematic of earth and water,
respectively.

The Trojan War was of course a conflict between a ‘land” force (the Trojans,
defending their native soil with their allies from the surrounding countryside) and a
‘water’ force (the Greeks with their thousand ships and their encampment along the
seashore). Might the BM poet have been inspired by this to pit a mouse army —
associated with earth, burrowing, and sometimes genesis from the ground — against an
aquatic foe? If so, the equivalence was not one he chose to pursue: overall, the Mice map
much more closely onto the Greeks than onto the Trojans. The Mice are the wronged
party, moved to declare war after a crime committed against one of their own by a
foreigner acting under the pretext of guest-friendship. The mouse troop-muster occurs
before the Frogs’, and is longer and more detailed. The Mice are the attacking force, and
Physignathus’ battle-plan at 153-7 specifies defensive fighting: the Frogs should make

their stand dipolg map xeideootv and wait for the mouse assault.®' The battle is

61 See note ad loc. for a discussion of exactly what is envisaged here. The Iliad of course includes
scenes in which a defending army with its back to the water is beset by a land force, but the frogs
amphibious nature prevents the parallel from being exact: they can (and do) flee into the water,
whereas the Greeks are trapped. The sea in the Iliad is more a barrier than a refuge; the BM’s lake
fulfils the same role as the city of Troy, as a zone in which the defending force can be confident of

7
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eventually decided by the aristeia of a single mouse warrior (Meridarpax), as with
Achilles in the Iliad, which puts the entire opposing force to panicked flight. As
discussed in detail ad 215-221, the poet links the combat around the pond with the battle
in JI. XXI in and around the Scamander; although the Trojans are not amphibious, in XXI
they flee into a body of water which is sympathetic to their plight, and Achilles risks his
life by following them in. Finally, Homer begins the first battle in the Iliad by comparing
the uproarious charge of the Trojans, who move kAayyn v évoru) v (I11.2), with the
silent advance of the Achaeans; as the BM poet acknowledges at 190, frogs were famous
in antiquity as noisy creatures. %

Overall, it seems most likely that the genesis of the BM lay in a poet familiar with
a mock-epic version of the Weasel-Mouse War — either our GM or something like it —
who also knew the Fable of the Frog and the Mouse, and was inspired (perhaps by one of
the connections mentioned above) to pit the warrior mice against a new foe. It is also
possible that the campaigns of the Mice did not end with the Batrachomyomachia. The list
of works attributed to Homer in the Suda includes an Arachnomachia and a Geranomachia,
each of which is notable for specifying only one of the forces involved; the Suda also
mentions a Psaromachia, or ‘Battle of the Starlings’. Perhaps these were internecine wars;
perhaps, as scholarship has tended to assume, the Geranomachia told the Homeric story
of the conflict between the Cranes and the Pygmies (Wdlke p. 99). But starlings and large

spiders would make appropriately-sized and interesting foes for mice. The BM was also

safety. Cf. the panicked Trojans fleeing into the city at the end of II. XXI, Andromache’s advice at
V1.431-4, and Poulydamas’ at XVIII.273-83.

62 In support of the equation Greeks = Frogs, one might adduce Plato’s description of the peoples
of the Mediterranean (Phaedo 109b) as living come mept TéApa pogunkag 1 fatodyovg, ‘like
ants or frogs around a pond’; however, since this category incorporates not just the Greeks but
everyone ‘between the Pillars of Heracles and the River Phasis’, the Trojans would presumably be
included as well.
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known simply as the Batrachomachia, and indeed this may have been its original title (see
p- 2 n. 2).% “The War of the Frogs’ is not really an adequate translation; the sense must be
‘The War with the Frogs’. Compare the two wars of the Olympian gods against the forces
of chaos, the Titanomachia and Gigantomachia; in each case the audience is assumed to
know that the gods are the defending army, so there is no need to specify
Titanotheomachia or similar.** Once the crucial step had been taken of transferring the
warrior mice from their traditional opponents, the cats/weasels, to fight against other
species, we can readily imagine that there would have been a scramble for new and
original armies to send against them. The BM may have been the first work to take this

step; at any rate it was clearly the most successful.

6 Galeomyomachia is not an ancient title, and was simply coined by Schibli on the model of
Batrachomyomachia.

¢ Haeberlin 1896 objects to Batrachomachia as a title on the grounds that 1. 6 portrays the mice as
the heroes: ‘die siegreichen Mause sind die Haupthelden; darum ist es unwahrscheinlich, dass auf
sie im Titel keine Riicksicht genommen sein sollte” (p. 1389). Their status as heroes is exactly why
the title does not need to mention them.
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IV.LANGUAGE AND STYLE

Much care has been devoted to the narration of this trivial matter.
- Gow and Page 1968 ad Antiphanes 4 (AP 9.256)

A. THE BATRACHOMYOMACHIA AND HOMER

The BM, as one might expect from an imitative work, uses an array of distinctively
Homeric forms:

- forms of the verb elul: é6vta (232, 276); ¢ovoav (117); €nv (8); Nev (268)

- forms of personal pronouns: 2" person dative singular tot (16), genitive plural Opetlwv
(194), dative plural Opuwv (139); 3+ person accusative singular pwv (276; the Doric form
viv is not used)

- 0, 1}, 10 as demonstrative pronoun: 11, 185

- It declension masculine genitive singular in —ao: Tow&dotao (28)

- It declension masculine genitive plural in —awv: atxuntawv (291)

- 2nd declension genitive singular in -owo: Howavoio (20), antaAoto (66)

- extended 24 declension dative plural ending in owo(v): déAtotowy (3), Batoaxolowy (6)
- the suffix -Oev denoting movement or action from a location: ovpavoOev (196, 200)

- use of the particle k¢ (194)

- omitted augments: BdaAe (241), méoe (242), mnev (207)

- active infinitive ending in —pev(a): darpevat (62), apvvéuev (279)

This conscious use of Homeric morphology is common to all Greek hexameter epic, from
Panyassis through Apollonius and on into later epic poets like Oppian, and its

deployment by the poet of the BM is hardly surprising.
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Beyond the level of individual words, matters become more complex. The BM
certainly makes use of formulae found in the Homeric epics, such as MoAAx kat é00AX
at line-end (16; 7x Homer) or @¢ pot dokel etvat apota (152; 5x Homer). The extent to
which it reuses Homeric phrases and expressions, however, must be very carefully
considered.

All Greek hexameter epic, from the Classical period through to the Second
Sophistic and later, draws on Homer. In the 5" century BC, the principles of oral-
formulaic composition may still have been known and followed. McLeod 1966 compiles
a list of all the Homeric expressions which recur in the extant fragments of Panyassis (a
contemporary, and supposedly a relative, of Herodotus). The list is a long one,
considering we have only sixty-six lines of Panyassis left to us, and McLeod comments
that traditional diction in Panyassis is ‘all-pervasive’ (p. 105); he raises, though stops
short of endorsing, the suggestion that the poet was composing orally. Matthews 1974
lays greater stress on Panyassis’ originality (‘not a slavish imitator of Homeric diction’, p.
85), and draws attention to the way he modifies and adjusts Homer’s language. By the
3 c. BC, we are confident that Callimachus and Apollonius were not composing oral
poetry; when they quote or adapt Homer, therefore, we see this as sophisticated and
deliberate engagement with a model text. When Callimachus produces kaddoa0étnv o’

oL oAAOV €Tt xoov[o]v, atpa Yoo NAOev (Hec. fr. 74.22), which is a neat hybrid of two

lines from the Odyssey (kaddoaOétnv & 00 MOAAOV €mi XPdVOV, AAAX pivuvOa, xv.494,

and 1 0" €0eL o0 pAaAa TOAAOV €7t xoovov: aiba Yoo NAB¢, xii.407-8), we do not accuse

him of “formularity” or ‘slavish imitation”.%

65 Hollis I think underrates this line. He says it is taken from two pieces of Homer, ‘chiefly Od. 15.
493ff. ... with a contribution from Od. 12. 407’. This neglects the fact that these are the only two
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The potential double standard at work here is justly highlighted by Sens 2006.
Discussing BM 64 6ntrtwv yn@oouvvog tov éuov dopov eioadiknat, he points out its
resemblance to [Hes.] Sc. 45 aomaociwg te PiAwg te €0v dopov eloadikavev, before
commenting: ‘If one found (64) in a poem by Callimachus — to pick only the most
obvious poet — one would have no trouble assuming that he had taken over and slightly
adapted... the second hemistich of the Hesiodic verse, while “glossing’ the first hemistich,
and in particular aomtaciwe, with a different, semantically identical word, which he
places in the sedes in which it occurs least often in early epic’ (pp. 240-1). On the other
hand, had we encountered Call. Hec. fr. 74.22 in a fragment of, say, Rhianus —a 3¢ c. BC
poet on whose scarcely extant works the verdict of scholarship has not been kind® — we
would probably dismiss it as an uninspired bit of Homeric patchwork. Hunter 1989
notes, on Apollonius” use of Homeric language, that ‘quite lengthy passages of the
[Argonautica] could, if taken out of context, be readily mistaken for an attempt to write in
the Homeric manner’ (p. 40). There is no absolutely reliable distinction between cases
where a Homeric expression is born of dull formularity, and where it is a symptom of
the obsessive textual and allusive mastery we attribute to the great poets of the

Hellenistic era.

instances of the phrase moAAov €mt xoovov in the Iliad or Odyssey. Callimachus is, I suspect,
playing Homeric dominoes against himself; having set up an open moAAov émi xoévov, he then
places next to it the only possible overlapping piece from anywhere in Homer, a fact he would
expect his readers to notice and admire.

6 Fantuzzi and Hunter 2004 use him as an example of the straightforward, old-fashioned style of
epic against which cleverer poets like Callimachus and Apollonius were in revolt: ‘the novelty of
their approach [i.e. that of Call., A.R., and Theocritus] should not be underestimated, nor itself
considered an inevitable product of an increasingly book-based culture, for contemporary with
them we find other poetry which continued to follow the old ways of formularity: texts such as
SH 946 or 947, perhaps by Rhianus, show us what we might otherwise miss’ (p. 248). Perhaps we
should not dismiss him so quickly. Stephanie West, in Heubeck et al. 1988, comments favourably
on his scholarship, which shows ‘acute observation of Homeric usage’.
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Every single line in the BM contains at least some reminiscence of Homer, but the
intensity of these reminiscences varies widely. Line 9, pvg mote dupaAéoc yaAéng
kivduvov aAvEag, owes little to Homer but its metre: four of its six words (pvg,
dupaAéog, yaAén, kivduvog) never appear in Homer at all. The only noticeably Homeric
feature is aAvEag, which occurs 3x in the Iliad (XI1.113, XII1.395, XV.287) and 3x in the
Odyssey (ii.352, v.387, viii.353), always in line-final position. At the other end of the

spectrum, three lines in the poem come close to being Homeric quotations:®

24 tov 0" av Wixapmnal anapePeto Gpwvnoév te ~ tov 0’ ad Aaéotng kTA. xxiv.327 (tov
0" avt” Atvelag kTA. XX.199; AAkivooc vii.298, 308, xi.347, 362, xiii.3; EvpvaAog viii.140,

400; Avtivoog xvii.445; AvTtoAvkog xix.405)

152 vOv Yo eywv €0€w g poL dOoKeL etval aQlota ~ xxiii.130 Torya eywv 0w KTA.

(avTa Eywv €0éw KtA. IX.103, 314, XIIL735; vOov a0t é£epéw KA. XIL.215)

272 @ moémoy, N péya €gyov év odpOaApotoy dpwpat ~ XIIL.99 (= XV.286, XX.344, XX1.54)
@ momoL 1) péya Bavpa t0d” 0PpOaApoloy opwuatl / iv.663 w mOToL, 1) Héya €Qyov

vrteoPLIAWG €teAéoOn

There are also a handful of lines in the poem which, like the Callimachean line above,

can be assembled entirely from Homeric fragments. BM 16, 136, 240, and 248 all belong

67269 el un &’ 0&L vonoe mat)o avdpwv te Oev Te is an exact quotation from Homer, but is
almost certainly interpolated: see Commentary ad 268-83.
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to this category (and are discussed in the commentary ad locc.), although it is noteworthy

that none is a simple splice of two half-lines:

16 dwoa d€ ToL dwow / Eetviix TOAAX /[ kol E00AK (TTOAAX kat €00A4 is also a unit)
136 knov€ &yyvOev NABe / Ppéowv / 0&Bdog peta xepotv
240 xelpevov &v damédw / AlBov 6Botuov, / dxBog apovong

248 oxdlwv &k moAépov / avexaleto, / telpeto d atvag

These lines are exceptional in the BM. Much more often, lines contain a word or short
phrase borrowed from Homer, augmented with original material. There are numerous
cases in which a Homeric expression has been slightly adapted to prevent exact
repetition: the phrases BéAet 0&voevTt 194 and ot agov déov 207 appear Homeric (cf.
*Eyxel 0EvoevTL 7X, *d0ALXOV dOQV 4x), but couple weapons with adjectives never used
to describe them in Homer (see ad locc.), and Sens 2006 pointed out that k&xd 0" émeoev
rionvic 205 is identical in meaning and metre to Homer’s *fjourte d¢ monvnc (V.58,
xxii.296). At each of these points it would have been very easy for the poet to borrow an
expression from Homer wholesale, and a close parodist like Matro would certainly have
done so; that the poet does not tells us something about how he saw his work.

By way of a brief case study, we can consider speech-introduction formulae, one
of the most distinctive features of epic diction, as they appear in the BM. There are
eleven in total, and their variety — in terms of how they respond to Homeric usage —is

representative of the poem as a whole.
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énog O’ ¢pOéyEato Toiov (12)

Borrowed from Call. Del. 265 *émtog 0" ¢pOéyEao tolov. Marked out as post-Homeric by
its use of totoc, a word never found in the speech-introduction formulae of archaic epic
(Mineur 1984, p. 28), although it was embraced by the Hellenistic poets.®® $pOéyyeoOar is
known to Homer, but is never used as a verb governing direct speech.®

tov & av Wixaonaf anapeifeto pwvnoév te (24)

Fully Homeric but for the name; see above.

nEog Tade petdroag Pvoiyvadog avrtiov n0da (56)

avtiov nOda is very common in Homer (*72x); moog tdde is never found. The speech-
introduction “x said to him/her, smiling” appears 4x, but always in the form Tov/tnv &’
Empednoag meooédn (roAvuntic Odvooevg X.400, xxii.371; kpelwv Ayapépuvwv
IV.356; vepeAnyepéta Zevg VIIL.38) — never with the simplex verb, and never in
conjunction with avtiov n0da. The simplex verb is used in the same sedes, however, in
the frequent closural speech formula w¢ pdto, peidnoev d¢ (11x).

Toilovg ¢pOéyEato nboug (92)

Unique to the BM. As with émog 0" épO€yEato tolov above, totoc and PpOEéyyeoOar are
never found introducing direct speech in Homer. The closest equivalent elsewhere in
Greek poetry is *1oiw mpooeAéEato pvbw, which appears at Theoc. 25.192 and A. R.
4.833 and may have been the poet’s inspiration. One of the abbreviated versions of the

Homerocentones —‘Conscriptio I'” in Schembra 2007 — includes the half-line toiov 0¢

6 Apollonius made particular use of it: Fithrer 1967, p. 14.

6 Although Mineur 1984 (p. 27) draws attention to XX1.213 pa0éng &’ éx pO€yEarto divng, which
could easily be mistaken for an exception; in fact it is mpooédn in the previous line which governs
the ensuing speech.
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POéyEato nobov (532), which may indicate that the formula had currency in later
hexameter epic.

einté te pobov (109)

*5x in Homer.

eirté e tota (138)

Unique to the BM.

eimev avaotag (146)

Never found exactly in Homer, but *einte magaotac occurs 5x (6x counting XXIII.617
£elme mapaotdc), and *avaotdc 8x; Nuelpat avaotdg introduces Antilochus’ speech
at XXIIL.542.

kai AOnvainv ngooéemnev (173)

*nipooéeimtey occurs 18x, almost always introducing direct speech in the next line (the
only exception being II1.386). The construction kai [name] mpooéetmev, on the other
hand, is never found, either with AGnvainv or any other name; the closest equivalent is
kat g mpooéentev at 1.441. AR. has @¢ ¢pdto: v d¢ magacoov AOnvain mpooéetmev
(3.17).

tov 0¢ mpooéeimev AONvn (177)

Found only elsewhere in Greek literature at xvi.166. Tov/tr)v ¢ mpooéeimeyv is never
found with any other names either.

toinv épOéyEato dwvnv (271)

Apparently a modification of the BM’s own toiovg épOéyEato pvboug (see above).
Although no more Homeric than the other version, this one was adopted eagerly by
Nonnus, who uses *¢pOeyEato pwvnv (not found previously other than in the BM) 13x

in the Dionysiaca, 9x in the very similar expression téonv épOéyEato pwviv.
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Agng &’ anapeifeto pvbw (277)

Very close to Homeric usage, but not exact. amape(eto appears introducing speech in
Homer 12x, never in this sedes; however, Homer has *&peiffeto pv0w and *nueiBeto
HUOw 5x each. *amapeiBeto O appears at Theoc. 8.8, and is later used by Quintus
Smyrnaeus (3.129).

The BM’s speech-introduction formulae, then, range from the commonly
Homeric (eirté te poOov) to the completely un-Homeric (totovg épOéyEato pvboug),
taking in a form found once in Homer and never elsewhere (tov d¢ mpooéeinev) and
several slight adaptations which echo or mimic, but do not exactly reproduce, Homeric
expressions (eimev avaotag, anapelBeto pvbw). Adrian Kelly has called the last of
these techniques “deceitful formularity’- that is, producing a line or half-line which looks
like a Homeric formula, but never in fact appears in either the Iliad or the Odyssey.”
Fantuzzi 2001 discusses the centrality of the same technique to Apollonius” Argonautica.
It must be distinguished from the related practice of re-using lines or phrases more or
less verbatim, which (as discussed above, pp. 26-7) was common to many Greek authors.
When Matro writes NAOov Yo kdkeioe, mTOAUS 0€ pot Eo0meto Atog. | o o)
KaAALOTOUVG dETOLG DOV 10E peylotoug (fr. 1.3-4), he changes no more from his
Homeric models (vi.164 and X.436) than is necessary: Aadg becomes Alpédc and irtrtovg
becomes a&gtoug for the sake of the joke, and to0 becomes o0 for reasons of syntax, but

overall the point is to stay as close to Homer as possible.” Hermes praises Charon for his

70 In a paper presented to the Oxford University Classical Language & Literature Sub-Faculty
Seminar, Hilary Term 2007.

1 xaxkeloe is found for kal keloe at vi.164 in some MSS, and Olson & Sens ad loc. conclude that
Matro’s text of Homer was among them.
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Homeric mapwdia at Luc. Cont. 14.5 (see p. 28) because he has coupled two intact
phrases from Homer in the same line.

At the furthest extreme of the imitative spectrum we find the cento, a mode of
composition which became particularly popular in the 3 and 4% centuries AD. In a
cento one must make exclusive use of quotations from another work in order to construct
a text with an entirely different meaning. The most notorious of these is Ausonius” Cento
Nuptialis, which uses fragments of Vergil to give an explicit description of a sexual
encounter, and Quintilian mentions a cento produced by Ovid criticising bad poets (Inst.
6.3.97), but humour was not crucial to the effect: the Homerocentones of Eudocia Augusta
retell Bible stories, and Hosidius Geta supposedly wrote a Medea using nothing but
phrases from Vergil (Tert. Praes. Her. 39). Ausonius begins his cento by laying out the
rules of the game: it is permissible to re-use an entire line from the source work, but not
two in a row (nam duos iunctim locare ineptum est, et tres una serie merae nugae); generally
speaking all lines in the cento should be formed by combining separate half-lines from
the original; lines can be broken at any of the caesurae permitted in heroic verse. He
admits that the composition of a cento is not the work of a true poet, but ‘a task for the
memory alone’: solae memoriae negotium sparsa colligere et integrare lacerata, quod ridere
magis quam laudare possis.

All these works share a common reliance on the reader’s knowledge of the text
being ‘re-used’. The Cento Nuptialis would seem like nothing more than an ineptly-
written sex scene, full of inappropriate imagery and unnecessary periphrasis, to a reader
who knew Latin but not Vergil. So too would the BM seem a charming conceit narrated
in grandiose and disturbingly violent language to a reader unfamiliar with the Iliad and

Odyssey. But each type of imitative work places a different demand on the literate reader.
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The true cento requires enough knowledge to appreciate that, for example, tollit se
arrectum and conantem plurima frustra come from different points in the Aeneid (10.892
and 9.398) but gain a new sense in combination. The mapwdia of Matro requires
recognition that in fr.1.45 onmin evTAOKapoG, dewvn Beog avdreooa the word onrin,
‘cuttlefish’, has replaced Homer’s Kiokn (x.136, xi.8, xii.150). The BM requires perhaps
the most sophisticated response of all: an awareness that although *kad 0" émecev and
*rtonvng both appear in Homer, they never appear together, their place being taken by a
semantically and metrically equivalent alternative. The reader of the BM — much like the
reader of Callimachus or Apollonius — must be able not only to recall what Homer does,

but notice what he does not do.

B. METRE AND STYLE

As Wolke has observed, all discussions of metre in the BM are bound to be hindered by
the state of the text.” In his own analysis of the BM’s metre, he attempted to establish a
consistent foundation by only taking into consideration those lines which he felt to be
reasonably textually secure, and ignoring lines in which (for example) the two main
manuscript families provided such wildly variant readings as to affect the metre. This,
he claims, reduces the total number of lines under examination to around 210, out of a
theoretical maximum of 312.7 This both limits the material available for study, and
forces the editor into a further series of justifications: how much variance has to exist in
the transmission of a line before it must be exempted? The following analysis draws on

267 lines, representing all the 272 lines of the main text as printed, with only five

72 Wolke p.70. In all of what follows I have used the forward slash (/) to denote a break between
feet, and a vertical line (!) to indicate caesura.
73 The poem’s final line is 303, but there are several lines outside the usual numbering sequence.
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exemptions: 252a-b, 273, 289, and 268. In these lines I am pessimistic about the
resemblance of the printed text to anything the poet originally wrote (289 and 268 are
syntactically impossible, 252b is nonsense, and 252a and 273 do not fit well in context;

see ad locc.).

i. Structure by colon
The generally accepted model for dividing a hexameter line into cola is still that
proposed by Frankel. This model works on the basis that a line contains three caesurae
(A, B, and C), and that each of these caesurae can appear in one of several positions, as
follows:

A1 — after the princeps of the first foot

A2 —in the middle of the biceps of the first foot

A3 — at the end of the first foot

A4 — after the princeps of the second foot

B1 — after the princeps of the third foot (the ‘masculine caesura’)

B2 - in the middle of the biceps of the third foot (the ‘feminine caesura’)

C1 - after the princeps of the fourth foot

C2 — at the end of the fourth foot
An alternative system was put forward by Porter 1951, which reduced the available
options. Porter discounted the Al and A2 caesurae, which are non-existent in
Callimachus and rare even in Homer, and kept only Frankel’s A3 and A4, which he
renamed A? and A'! respectively. He made no changes to the B caesurae except to

renumber them, so that Frankel’s B1 and B2 became his B2and B!. For the C caesurae, he
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ignored Frankel’s C1, and introduced a replacement elsewhere in the line: the difference

between the two systems here is most easily represented as a table —

position Frankel Porter
after 4™ foot princeps C1 -

at end of 4" foot C2 Ct
after 5t foot princeps - C

Ingalls 1970 examined both models and concluded that Frankel’s was in fact the more
useful. Since both the A1 and A2 caesurae appear in the BM, Frankel’s system is
employed in this commentary; however, I have kept Porter’s C? caesura, which I have
renamed C3 in order to align it with the rest of the numbering. This is because a
significant number of lines in the BM which lack either a C1 or a C2 caesura do have a C3
(e.g. 13, 14, 29), and it seemed helpful to keep these separate from the much smaller
group of lines (such as 6) which lack any of the three possibilities for C.

Determining the position of a caesura can be difficult. With the B caesura the case
is usually clear, but some lines have multiple options for the A and C caesurae. For
example, in 87 the A caesura could be taken as falling between ketvog & | @wg (A3) or wg
| dpé0n (A4); in the first line of the poem the C caesura could fall between oeAdog |
x000v (C1) or xopov | &£ (C2). I have attempted to resolve as many uncertainties as
possible via the following methods:

- A3 or A4 caesurae, as much more common, have always been preferred to Al or

A2 caesurae. If a line is listed with an A1 or A2, it definitely lacks any viable A

caesura in either of the other positions (e.g. line 4).
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- Thave tried to avoid placing caesurae in positions which divide up words
generally considered a single sense-unit for metrical purposes, such as article +
noun or preposition + noun pairs, or words followed by enclitics. Occasionally
the choice is between a caesura in such a position and no caesura at all: these
cases will be discussed below.

- Precedence has generally been given to the so-called ‘bucolic caesura’ - that is, a
C2 caesura which comes at the end of a dactylic foot. In a few cases, however, the
bucolic caesura is much less natural in terms of a sense-pause than a different C
caesura in the same line; again, these cases are discussed below.

Occasionally I have been reduced to purely subjective decisions about where a sense-
pause seems to me to fall most ‘naturally’. I hope that, even if other scholars disagree
with my judgement, there are few enough of these cases that they will have little effect

on the statistics.

ii. Medial (B) caesura
The BM shows a very slight preference for the Bl (‘masculine’) caesura. Of the 267 lines
analysed, 136 are Bl and 131 are B2 — in other words, 49% B2, less than the Iliad (57% B2)
and far less than Callimachus (74% B2).7*

The ratio of B2:B1 caesurae in hexameter is an interesting one, and the trends that
appear are not altogether predictable. West 1982 gives 4:3 as the basic Homeric ratio (p.

36). The other authors in his survey can be categorised thus:

7+ These two figures are taken from Hopkinson 1984. Porter does not specify how many of his
line-types 9-12 (those lacking one or more of the normal caesurae) are B1 or B2, so the calculation
cannot satisfactorily be carried out with his data: if one uses only his types 1-8, the results come
out as Iliad 61%, Callimachus 70%, BM 50%.
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1. Ratio higher than Homer’s (i.e. a greater preponderance of B2 caesurae): ‘the early
Ionian elegists’ (p. 45), Tyrtaeus, Apollonius, Callimachus, Euphorion, most Imperial
poets (p.177).
2. Ratio roughly equivalent to Homer’s: Theognis, Solon, Xenophanes.
3. Ratio lower than Homer’s (i.e. the Bl caesura appearing as often as, or even more often
than, the B2): Ion of Chios, Critias, Panyassis, Antimachus, the Attic tragedians,
Archestratus, Matro, Timon, Aratus.
In other words, the impression which emerges (and which West appears to endorse)” is
that during the 5 and 4 centuries the B1 caesura rose to dominance, but that with the
Hellenistic poets it fell into disfavour and the B2 caesura multiplied far beyond anything
in the Homeric texts (the proportion listed for Euphorion is 78%, for Bion’s Adonis 80%).
Were we to see the caesura as a straightforward chronological signifier, therefore, it
would point to a pre-Hellenistic date for the BM, or at least a date very early in the
Hellenistic period. On the other hand, works which seem to prefer the B1 caesura — post-
Homeric epic like Panyassis, and hexameter parody like Archestratus and Matro — are
natural stable-mates for the BM, and we cannot rule out the possibility that the poet was
motivated by some real or perceived generic distinction. He may, for example, have been
aware of the fashion for the B2 caesura, but have resisted the Zeitgeist in an attempt to
make his work sound more authentically Homeric.”

By contrast, the BM does share another feature associated with the Hellenistic

‘refinement’ of the hexameter, namely the insistence on a third-foot caesura. Early epic

75 “The ascendancy of the masculine over the feminine caesura in the later fifth century...
continues through the fourth’, West 1982, p.153.

76 See the interesting discussion in Fantuzzi and Sens 2006, pp. 115-19, of the ways in which
discrete ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ styles of hexameter composition developed during the
Hellenistic period.
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sometimes shifts the medial caesura into the fourth foot (the ‘hephthemimeral’ caesura):
14 times per thousand lines in the Iliad and 22 per thousand in Hesiod, according to West
1982 (p. 36). Apollonius and Theocritus do this extremely rarely, Callimachus never.”
All 267 lines of the BM surveyed have a viable caesura in either the B1 or B2 position.

Callimachus also avoids elision at the medial caesura, but this does not seem to
have troubled the BM poet overly, since he allows it seven times: 65, 83, 148, 174, 178,
222, 234. Some of these are doubtful: in 83 (0" | Ome), 148 (&’ | émviyn), and 222 (T’ |
£¢mogvupevog) the problem could be avoided by putting the caesura before the elided
particle, but both 0¢ and te are usually treated as part of the preceding word for metrical
purposes. At 178 one could read 7w | | mot” &yw with a B caesura, but this seems to me
less natural; and the fact that 65, 174, and 234 unambiguously have elision across the

caesura suggests that the poet did not feel the rule was absolute.”

iii. A caesura
Occurs as follows:
A4 151x
A3 88x
A217x
Al 5x
In some of these cases the caesura has to separate two words which would normally be
considered a unit: 59 audipov | yao, 67 kat mowtov | pév, 124 kvnuidag | pév, 206

TowyAodvtng | d¢, 224 TTtepvoyAvdov | 8¢, 238 kat | 10 pnétwmov, 271 kivroag | €. 1

77 See Maas 1962, p.62; West 1982, p.153; Hopkinson 1984, p.52; Gow 1952, p.181.
78 On the question of how strictly Call. himself obeys this rule, see Mineur 1984, pp. 44-45.
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have chosen to count them among the figures above, but they could alternatively be
counted as lacking A caesurae. The adjustment to the figures required by this would be
slight: six are A4 lines, one is an Al.

Six lines lack any viable A caesura: 26, 28, 96, 151, 230, 245. Of these, four are
unavoidable:

28 Tow&ag/tao mat/Qog

151 Int/owpev 6/mwg

230 Aewxomti/vaka  é/mepvev

245 6&va/xowvog €/duvve
The other two could be dispensed with by putting an A4 caesura between a word and its
enclitic particle:

26 avOpw/moig te O¢g/oig

96 mayrkoati/w te MA/AN)
but this would be a very unnatural type of caesura, and again, the previous four cases

suggest that the poet did not regard an A caesura as an absolute requirement.

iv. C caesura
Occurs as follows:
C2170x
C1 49x
C3 24x
Again, some of these divide word-units: 38 &m0 | yAvkepoto (C1), 140 mtoAepov | te
paxnv te (C3 — marginally preferable to émti | mtoAepov te C1?), 259 AAA” | évi BévOeot

(C1).
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In eight lines I find cause for serious doubt between the C1 and C2 caesura. In six
of these, the sense-pause seems to me to fall more naturally in the C1 position: 1, 36, 65,
110, 179, 234. Adopting C2 in these cases, however, would produce a ‘bucolic’ caesura,
and it may be that the Greek ear was sufficiently attuned to this distinctive break that it
would have overruled the more intuitive sense of the line. In the remaining two lines (90,
112) the 4t foot is spondaic, and there seem to me to be no firm grounds for choice either
way. In a further five lines I find cause for serious doubt between the C1 and C3 caesura:
136, 145, 162, 189, 267. In these cases neither sense-pause seems notably stronger or more
pronounced than the other. Eleven lines lack a C caesura altogether: 6, 30, 120, 122, 139,
160, 174, 182, 272, 296, 300. Unlike with the A caesurae, none of these could be removed
by separating pairs of words: in each case a single long word bridges each of the three
viable caesura positions.

A well-known feature of Hellenistic hexameter, as mentioned above, is the
‘bucolic’ caesura, meaning a word-end that coincides with the end of a dactylic 4* foot
(e.g. BM 1).” This is common in Homer (47% of lines), but becomes still more common in
Callimachus (63%) and Apollonius (57%). In the BM it occurs in a minimum of 147/267
lines, i.e. 55%; this would increase to 153/267, or 57%, if the six doubtful cases described
above were all considered as C2 lines.

To look at these data from another angle: discounting all doubtful lines and all

lines in which one caesura is absent, the most common colon structure in the BM is

7 The definition of the bucolic caesura varies even in ancient sources: see Uhlig 1883, p. 124 with
notes. Some metricians count any instance of word-end between the 4™ and 5t feet as bucolic
caesura; I follow those who specify that the 4t foot must be a dactyl. On ‘bucolic caesura’ versus
‘bucolic diaeresis’, see West 1982b p. 292.

80 Figures for all but the BM from West 1982a, p. 154.
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A4-B2-C2, which occurs in 50 lines. The next most common, by some distance, are A4-

B1-C2 (43x) and A3-B1-C2 (41x).

v. Word-end
Several other laws have been observed by scholars to govern the places in a hexameter
line where words can or cannot end; they are collected below.

Hermann’s Bridge: the fourth-foot biceps is normally undivided. Exceptions to
this are rare in Homer (approximately one line in 550), and almost unheard-of in the
Hellenistic poets and later.®' The BM violates it only once, at 63 «od/teL dé ue, which the
poet may have considered a single sense-unit.® 65 £dt/dov* 0 d¢ can be discounted given
that 0¢ attaches to the previous word for purposes of scansion, although the majority
reading 6 & €Bauve for 0 0¢ Patve would contravene the bridge (see ad loc.).

Meyer’s First Law: words that begin in the first foot and end in the second
usually end after the princeps, rather than in or after the biceps: so [- | uu] is
permissible, but not [-uu |] or [-u | u]. Exceptions to this rule are very common in
Homer (it is famously broken in the first line of the Iliad), but much rarer in the
Alexandrian poets: there are about seventy in the whole of Apollonius, often with proper
names or other exceptional cases, and only a handful in Callimachus.®® The BM has eight
violations: 28 (proper name), 85, 151, 215, 230, 238, 245, 254. There are more than a dozen
other lines of the type avOow/moic te O¢/olg, in which a monosyllable would break

Meyer’s First Law if it were counted as part of the previous word; however, such cases

81 West 1982a pp. 155, 178-9.

8 West 1982a notes that word-end in the fourth princeps ‘mitigates’ the violation of Hermann’'s
Bridge (p. 155), although it is not clear why this should be so.

8 The precise number is a matter of some debate; see Mineur 1984 p. 39.
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do not seem to have been counted as violations by Callimachus (West 1982a, p. 155 n.
51).

Meyer’s Second Law: words shaped [u — ] are avoided before the medial caesura.
This is really more of a preference than a law, even in the Hellenistic poets. The BM has
ten violations: 27, 28, 91, 141, 151, 185, 224, 254, 271, 299.

Hilberg’s Law: if the 2n foot is a spondee, it is very rarely followed by a word-
division. The BM has two glaring violations: 124 kvnut/dag pev / mowtov and 178 @
TtateQ / ovk &v / mw. There are then eight more cases in which the biceps of the 2n foot
is a monosyllable “attached’ to the following word: xat (62, 65, 110, 197, 300), tr)v (102), 1
(111), wg (252).

Naeke’s Law: if the 4 foot is a spondee, it is rarely followed by a word-division.
This is especially a Callimachean precept: Apollonius has 68 exceptions, Aratus 30,
Callimachus none. The BM has no compunctions about this whatsoever; in only 266
lines it has 25 definite exceptions, i.e. 9% of the poem.$

Wernicke’s Law: if the 4" foot is a spondee and is followed by a word-division —
that is, if Naeke’s Law is violated — its biceps is usually a syllable with a long vowel,
rather than a short vowel lengthened by position. This rule is discounted if the syllable
in question is a monosyllabic prepositive ‘attached” to the following word (as at 208). The
BM has only one exception, 243 (a0v01g / Batvev).

A few miscellaneous tendencies observed in the Callimachean hexameter are

gathered in Hopkinson 1984:

8 Although see Mineur 1984, p. 38.

8520, 53, 95, 108, 112, 125, 132, 147, 153, 157, 164, 166, 180, 218, 223, 226, 230, 233, 243, 254, 260, 262,
264, 274, 293. There are also five more doubtful cases, in which the biceps of the 4t foot is a
monosyllable ‘attached’ to the following word: ovk (90), kal (118), eic (144), €k (208), v (225).
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- Avoidance of words which scan [~ —] immediately after the main caesura, unless
they are followed by bucolic caesura. The BM has seventeen exceptions (10, 25,
92,107, 114, 125, 162, 165, 167, 169, 208, 225, 235, 236, 271, 277, 299).

- Monosyllables at line-end are always preceded by bucolic caesura. Only five lines
in the BM end with a monosyllable (24, 68, 140, 200, 228), and of these only 140
lacks bucolic caesura.

- Callimachus dispenses entirely with weak final syllables as the first half of a
resolved second biceps, and tends to avoid enclitics in this position. The BM uses
weak final syllables in this position 8x (28, 85, 151, 230, 238, 245, 254, 280), and
enclitics another 16x (26, 27, 59, 67, 91, 96, 185, 186, 206, 209, 224, 226, 239, 258,
271, 299).

There is a general tendency among the Alexandrian poets to avoid caesura after both the
fourth-foot and fifth-foot princeps in a single line (“Tiedke’s Law”).% The BM seems to
ignore this preference, with thirteen clear exceptions (8, 25, 90, 136, 145, 148, 162, 189,

191, 235, 263, 267, 276).%

vi. Contraction and resolution

The BM is generally less dactylic than the major Hellenistic poets. In Apollonius, wholly
dactylic lines (that is, dactyls in all of the first five feet) are very common, making up
about 22% of the whole poem (see table below); in Callimachus” Hymns the equivalent

figure is 23%. In the BM it is 35/266, or 13%.5

8 Wolke p. 73.
8 In a few other lines caesura is prevented by sense-units: 39, 258, 290, 301.

8 By way of comparison, the figure for the surviving lines of Euphorion, as analysed by
Cunningham 1977, is 11%.
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A hexameter line admits 32 possible combinations of dactyls and spondees.
Homer only uses 22 of these, while Callimachus restricts himself to 21; Apollonius and
Theocritus use 26 and 28 respectively.®* The much shorter BM makes use of 23, listed
here in descending order of frequency. For ease of reference, I have added in brackets the
identifying numbers used by van Groningen 1953.

(3) dsddds 45x

(2) sdddds 37x

(1) ddddds 35x

(28) sddsds 21x

(23) ssddds 19x

(5) dddsds, (24) dssdds, and (30) dsdsds 16x each

(4) ddsdds 14x

(27) sdsdds 12x

(16) sssdds and (22) ssdsds 5x each

(19) dsssds, (21) sdssds, and (31) dsddss 4x each

(6) ddddss, (15) ssddss, and (25) ddssds 3x each

(9) sdssss, (12) ssssds, (17) dsdsss, (18) dssdss, and (20) sdsdss 1x each

never used: (7) ssssss, (8) dsssss, (10) ssdsss, (11) sssdss, (13) ddssss, (14) sddsss, (26)

dddsss, (29) sdddss, (32) ddsdss
Mineur 1984 has a useful table summarising the preferred ratio of dactyls to spondees in
a line for the major hexameter poets, which is reproduced here, with his values for the
Hymn to Delos replaced by my own values for the BM. All values are percentages; those

for the other poets were originally taken from La Roche 1898-99.

8 Mooney 1912, p. 411; van Groningen 1953, p. 34.
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Hom. Hes. h.Ap. H. Hymns A.R. C. Hymns BM

4d +1s 41.7 406 395 417 45.6 48.2 43.1
3d +2s 30.6 320 31.8 285 27.0 24.3 34.1
5d 189 173 155 200 22.0 23.4 13.1
2d +3s 8.1 9.1 11.3 8.6 4.6 4.1 9.0
1d +4s 0.6 0.9 1.5 0.6 0.1 - 0.7

As Mineur puts it, ‘the impression of a more dactylic character in Callimachus’ verse is
caused not so much by an overwhelming number of dactyls, but by (a) the complete
absence of lines with 4 spondees and the extremely low percentage of the three-spondee
verse, and (b) the distinct preference for the combination of 4 dactyls with 1 spondee” (p.
35). As can be seen, the BM’s habits are closer to those of Homer (and the archaic texts
generally) than of Callimachus: though it has a slightly higher preference for the 4d/1s
line than does Homer, it has a significantly smaller proportion of fully dactylic lines even
than the archaic epics, and it uses the 2d/3s and 1d/4s lines more than either of the

Hellenistic poets tallied.

Mineur represents the same data in a different format, by position of spondees in
the line; I have again removed his figures for the Hymn to Delos and added percentages

for the BM.%

% QOther figures originally taken from La Roche 1898-99 and O’Neill 1942.
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Spondeein Hom. Hes. H. Hymns Call. (all) A.R. Arat. BM

1¢t foot 379 391 350 26.0 30.2 38.0 40.8
2nd foot 403 459 459 48.7 43.4 41.0 449
3 foot 150 203 178 8.7 15.5 21.0 232
4t foot 30.0 289 26.6 19.1 17.3 19.0 27.0
5% foot 4.6 6.4 74 7.1 8.7 144 52

The 24 foot is more commonly spondaic than any other across all the hexameter poets,
and the BM’s use of it sits almost exactly halfway between Homer and Callimachus.
Perhaps more revealing is the relationship between proportions of spondaic 1t and 2nd
feet: in Homer, Hesiod, Aratus, and the BM spondees appear in the 1 foot only slightly
less often than in the 274, whereas in the HHymns, Callimachus, and Apollonius there is a
pronounced difference. Mineur points out that Callimachus’ low proportion of 34-foot
spondees is linked to his taste for the B2 caesura (which can only occur in a dactylic 3+
foot); since, as we have seen, the BM uses the B1 and B2 caesurae almost equally, its
relatively high proportion of 3-foot spondees is similarly predictable. Homer famously
avoids the ommovdeldlwv (a line with a spondaic 5" foot): only 5% of lines in Homer have
a contracted 5" foot, and according to West 1982a this figure shrinks to 2% if one
excludes those cases where an original pair of short vowels have been contracted into a
single long vowel as part of the historical development of the Greek language (p. 37).
The Hellenistic poets seem to have deployed it with care: they use it slightly more often
than Homer (or, in Aratus’ case, noticeably more so), and often use ommovdetklovteg in
pairs or groups of up to four. The BM’s proportion, as shown, is almost equal to that of

Homer, and none of the fourteen otovdeikCovtec in the poem (24, 104, 113, 116, 125,
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155, 163, 166, 197, 206, 214, 234, 253, 291) occur consecutively. Where Callimachus does
use a 5t-foot spondee, he nearly always precedes it with four dactyls, and in both
Callimachus and Apollonius the 4™ foot of a omovdelalwvV is always dactylic.”* The BM,
by contrast, almost always has at least one other spondee in a otovdeixCwv (the
exceptions being 206, 214, and 253, which all scan ddddss), and twice allows a 4"- and 5%-

foot spondee in the same line (125 and 166).

vii. Elision

Occurs a total of 172 times in the BM: with -& (107x), -a (43x), -t (13x), and -o (8x). The
words elided are usually particles or prepositions, ¢ being much the most common
(83x; next are &oa 11x, el 11x, dAA& 10x), but other types of word are sometimes elided
too:

Verbs - maAAet[o] 72; povAet[o] 72; )y[e] 79; dyet[e] 120; émemetOovt[o] 197; éotadt[a]
203; quuv[e] 234; Mi[e] 288

Nouns — Oavpat[a] 58; vart[a] 65; Niov[a] 221; éykart[a] 246; maid[a] 262

Adverbs - pnmot[e] 63; 6t[e] 67, 79; avt[e] 198; £t[1] 252, 301; olicad[e] 262; tot[e] 270

Pronouns - Vuétegla] 55; ule] 97, 179; tavt[a] 99, 122

viii. Epic correption

Common in the BM (54x), although nearly always at word-end; the only exceptions are
the short scansion of -ot- in mowjoag 93 and émotnoav 128. In the majority of cases the
correption occurs with ka( before a vowel (20x); word-final -at and -ot are also

susceptible (11x and 12x respectively, plus two instances of the monosyllable oi scanning

ol Hunter 1989, p. 42.
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short). Less common is correption of -t (3x), -w (2x), -1 (1x), un (1x), and -ov (1x). This is
in line with both Homeric and Callimachean practice, where correption other than of -at
and -ot is rare.”

A correpted diphthong or vowel can occur at any of the following places in the line:

- 1stfoot: first half (3x) or second half (6x) of resolved biceps;

3 foot: first half (10x) or second half (10x, always kai) of resolved biceps;
- 4% foot: second half (14x) of resolved biceps;
- 5t foot: first half (5x) or second half (6x) of resolved biceps.

Correption never occurs in the 27 foot.

ix. Hiatus
The confusion over what exactly is to be classed as hiatus has been well highlighted by
Athanassakis 1970, pp. 129-30. I largely follow West 1982 here, and define it as any direct
contact between two vowels occurring in different words, where neither vowel
undergoes any change. That is, none of the cases of elision or correption discussed above
count as hiatus, since the first of the two vowels has been changed; nor does a case like
28 Tow&aptao count as hiatus, since the two vowels occur in the same word. There is
hiatus, however, at 19 dveOpépato, Yogouedovor, since neither the final -o nor the
initial v- has been affected by the contact.
Hiatus thus defined occurs in the BM a total of 27 times, in the following

positions:

- between princeps and biceps (11x)

- between the two syllables of a resolved biceps (7x)

2 Hopkinson 1984, p. 54.
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- between feet (9x).
The use of hiatus between feet was generally avoided by Callimachus.” In the BM it is
all but confined to the juncture between the 4" and 5" feet, where it occurs 7x; there is
also one case between the 1t and 2 foot (236), and one between the 2"¢ and 3 (272).
Unlike correption, the distribution of hiatus is not uniform throughout the poem. In the
first 133 lines of text analysed (up to line 154), it occurs only 8x; in the remaining 134 it
occurs 19x.

After a short closed vowel, hiatus usually occurs either at the bucolic caesura (19,
57,141, 202, 203) or in a Homeric expression where the digamma would originally have
kept the vowels separate (0¢ ot 71, 236, 244; éumAnvto ékaotog 167; 0¢ dwv 224; uéya
¢oyov 272). As Wolke puts it, “dies entspricht eleganterer Praxis’ (pp. 76-7). However,
there are three instances which do not fall into either of these categories: 245 &cxvvto
anavrta, 278 ovte Apnog (see ad loc.), 302 étpamovto® £dveETO.

In the princeps, Callimachus only permitted hiatus to occur after a long vowel or
diphthong if the foot was dactylic. The BM allows it in both dactylic (65, 189, 197, 246,
248) and spondaic (137, 152, 163, 195, 221, 281) feet. In the biceps, Homer allowed hiatus
after a long vowel in the 1t and 4t feet. The Alexandrians allowed it only after the 4™
(and Callimachus, as mentioned above, shunned it altogether). The BM has it twice, both

times after the 4™ foot: 132 (évomAor wg) and 157 (éxelv evOV).

9% Maas 1962, p. 89; somewhat modified by Mineur 1984, p. 45.
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X. Attic correption

There are 139 points in the BM at which a stop + liquid pair could “make position” (i.e.
where the preceding vowel is not innately long). At 78 of these points (56%) the vowel is
lengthened; at the other 61 it remains short. As normal, there is a significant difference in
the behaviour of vowels before word-initial and internal pairs: a final short vowel is
lengthened before a word-initial pair in only 8/31 cases (26%), while a short vowel is
lengthened before a pair in the same word in 70/108 cases (65%).%*

No real conclusions can be formed about the BM’s preferences for treatment of
individual stop + liquid pairs, since the poem’s length means many pairs appear only
once or twice, if at all. With that caveat, however, results are as follows.

- OA, Bu, YW, O, O, Ty, T, PR, BV, TV never appear in the poem.

- OA, TA, kv never appear in a context where Attic correption would be possible,
and therefore provide no data.

- KWL, XKL, YV, OV, Ov, dv, xv, Yo always make position. This is as we would expect:

vv and dv never allow correption (West 1982a, p. 17), and pairs with nasals or

voiced plosives are typically less prone to it (p. 16). In Homer yo never admits

correption at all (Smyth 1897, p. 112).

- The only pairs which never make position (but appear in relevant contexts) are

XA and GA; however, each appears only once, so this is not significant.

- All other pairs — A, YA, kA, A, 1y, Bo, O0, ko, T, T — appear with correpted

and uncorrepted vowels alike. Correption with A and yA is not Homeric, but

% Wolke pp. 77-83 compiled his own data on Attic correption in the BM. The discrepancies
between our texts mean I have not attempted to build on his results, but for the sake of
comparison I record them here. He expresses his results as ratios of lengthened:short vowels,
rather than as percentages, and gives the ratios as 1:4.75 initially and 1.36:1 internally; translated
into percentages, this is 17% initial lengthening and 64% internal.
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appears in 1/3 and 2/3 cases respectively in the BM. For kA, v, 09, ko, mo there is
no obvious preference either way.” 1o admits correption significantly more often
than not (27/40 times); its frequent appearance is partly due to forms of the word
Batodxog (16x), in which the first a is always short. mA, meanwhile, always
makes position internally (10x), but admits correption of a final vowel in the
previous word (2x); Bo displays a similar tendency, although less clearly (of the
five times it appears, it is internal and makes position 3x, initial and allows

correption 2x).

xi. Enjambement®®

Parry 1929 laid the groundwork for a system of considering enjambement in hexameter
epic, based on a division into three categories:*

1. No enjambement — in which the end of the line coincides with the end of the sentence
(meaning that the following line is a distinct sense-unit, introduced either by a co-
ordinate conjunction or by asyndeton).*

2. ‘Periodic’ enjambement — in which the sentence is syntactically complete by the end of
the line, but after which further, syntactically unnecessary detail is added by a

subsequent line or lines.

% Figures: kA admits correption 2/6 times, mv 4/7 times, 09 1/4 times, ko 10/19 times, mo 4/6 times.
% Not a metrical phenomenon, but included here as another topic of stylistic analysis, and for
want of anywhere more natural to put it.

97 Since then other scholars have approached the question in other ways: Bakker 1990 and Higbie
1990 are both important. For the purposes of comparison, however, I have adopted Parry’s simple
three-type system, since most available analysis of enjambement elsewhere in Greek poetry uses
it.

% Parry 1929, pp. 203-4.
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3. 'Necessary’ enjambement — in which more information is required before the sentence
can be considered complete.

The following table is taken from Mineur 1984 (p. 31), and uses figures from
Parry’s original paper, Edwards 1971, and McLennan 1974; I have removed the data for

the Hymn to Delos and added my own percentages for the BM.”

1 (none) 2 (periodic) 3 (necessary)
Homer 46.7 25.7 27.6
Hesiod, Th. 33.0 39.1 27.9
Hesiod, WD 43.0 27.2 29.7
Call. Hymns 1, 2, 3, 6 41.6 25.7 32.7
Ap. Rhod. 34.8 16.0 49.1
BM 51.5 25.0 23.5

The BM’s use of periodic enjambement is very much in line with both Homer and
Callimachus, but it makes noticeably more use of end-stopped lines and noticeably less
of necessary enjambement. Homer himself is not consistent: Parry originally compiled

his data by sampling hundred-line extracts from different points in the poems and then

% Enjambement, depending as it does on the exact order in which lines are printed, is heavily
influenced by the whims of the editor. Like the metrical figures above, these data were compiled
from 267 lines, but a further seven lines had to be excluded from consideration because of
lacunae: in my text 213, 221, 250, 257, 261, 266, and 286 all precede a lacuna. In each case it is
impossible to judge whether the line should be counted as type 1 or type 2. In other words,
percentage values for the BM are /260. It is only fair to mention that Janko 1982, pp. 30-1 also
attempted to produce figures for in the BM, and arrived at rather different results: 43.2% no
enjambement, 33.7% periodic, 22.7% necessary. This discrepancy is partly explicable by the fact
that he used a longer text (303 lines); however, the division of enjambement into categories in this
way is necessarily somewhat subjective, and presumably Janko and I disagree on exactly which
lines fall into which group.
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averaging the results, and the BM’s preference for type 1 lines is surpassed by xvii.1-100,
which uses 55% type 1. But it is clear that overall the BM makes less use of enjambement

than does either archaic or Hellenistic epic.

xii. Conclusions
The metre of the BM does not align precisely with the preferences of any particular
author or period. It is less strictly governed than the Callimachean hexameter, which is
usually held up as the pinnacle of Hellenistic refinement: it violates Meyer’s First Law,
ignores Naeke’s Law altogether, and seems untroubled by various stylistic infelicities
which Callimachus and (to a lesser extent) the other Alexandrians strove to avoid —
hiatus between feet, or elision at the main caesura. On the other hand, it does show some
symptoms of Hellenistic practice: the insistence on main caesura in the 3+ foot, for
example, and a reliance on the bucolic caesura comparable to that of Apollonius.
Perhaps the most interesting metrical feature of the BM is its almost exact 1:1
ratio of B1 to B2 caesurae. From the limited remains of Panyassis and Antimachus, it
seems likely that Classical epic made heavier use of the B1 caesura than had Homer, and
that it was the Hellenistic poets who reversed this trend and favoured the B2. The BM’s
practice obviously cannot prove anything about its date, since caesurae seem only ever
to have been a fashion, and fashions need not be followed; but if it was composed at a
time when the B2 caesura tended to dominate, we may perhaps imagine that the poet
was (consciously or unconsciously) trying to make his work sound more authentically

epic and old-fashioned by rejecting current modes of hexameter composition. The
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strikingly spondaic character of its hexameter — certainly when compared to

Callimachus, and even relative to Homer — would support such a proposition.®

100 Cf. Hunter 1999 on the Idylls of Theocritus (1, 2, 4, 5, and 6) which ‘are markedly more
spondaic than the third-century norm’: ‘as these are ‘mimes’, it is tempting also to see an attempt
to produce a less smooth, more ‘mimetic’ hexameter. If so, this would not be because the spondee
is, in Greek eyes, closer to speech than the dactyl... but because the very deviation from
contemporary poetic tendencies would effect distance from the artifices of ‘literature” (p. 19); and
Schibli 1983 on the metre of the GM: ‘the caesurae of certain lines do not meet the standards of
Kallimachean poetry, but then we hardly expect that a mock-epic poet, whose intention it was to
approximate the language of the Homeric poems, would adopt the Alexandrian changes in the
hexameter (the same applies to the poet of the Batrachomyomachia). In fact, the relatively frequent
occurrence of a long eighth element before the bucolic diaeresis exaggerates epic practice and
could reflect an intentional refusal of Kallimachean metrics’ (pp. 5-6).
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V. RECEPTION AND INFLUENCE

Nicht nur in den Genrebildern antiken Lebens, wie sie uns die Komiker und Mimographen malen,
tritt dann und wann ein Mdiuslein auf.
- Keller 1909, p. 194

The BM’s popularity from about the 11* century onward is widely acknowledged;
indeed, it becomes obvious once one considers the sheer number of MSS available to us
(below, p. 96 n. 114). It may have been the first wholly Greek text ever printed: a single
copy survives of a version printed at Brescia, probably by Thomas Ferrandus, which
Proctor 1900 (p. 83) dates to c. 1474.'%! This is not to say, however, that between the 1% c.
(when Martial knew it as a Saturnalia present) and the 10" (when Z, our first MS,
appears) the BM dropped out of sight entirely. Tracking it through the intervening
period is akin to tracking one of its mouse protagonists; the poem makes little noise, but
can pop up in some unexpected places.'®

As we might expect with a work attributed to Homer, canonical authors are
already drawing on the BM in the 2"¢ and 3" centuries AD. Lucian in the Timon alludes

to BM 191 (see Commentary ad loc.). Opp. H. 1.731 pwrec annvéeg, of men who kill

101 By way of comparison, the first printed Homer listed by Proctor (p. 49) was produced in
Florence in December 1488. The surviving copy of Ferrandus’ BM is in the University of
Manchester Library, and can be viewed in full online via their digitised Rylands Collection; it is
described by Proctor, pp. 83, 170-1, as well as by Dibdin 1814, pp. 53-55, who casts doubt on the
early dating (‘this work is probably of a date not earlier than 1490’) but on no very secure
grounds. It is generally agreed to be a poor example of the printer’s art. The work which tends to
be identified as the real editio princeps of the BM was printed by Laonicus Cretensis at Venice on
22nd April 1486: Proctor argues from the way it is composed, with black lines of original text
alternating with glosses in red ink, that it was ‘a trial or specimen, intended to test the type and
the method of printing in two colours, preparatory to the issue of a series of service-books’ (p. 74).
102 This section goes no further than the 13t c. Once it passed into print, the BM’s popularity only
increased: it was repeatedly translated, and became the model for a range of (generally satirical
and politically-motivated) mock epics with animal protagonists. The constraints of a thesis do not
permit discussion of this stage of the poem’s history in the present work; for an introduction, see
Caterina Carpinato’s appendix to Fusillo, and Braund 2011 on English translation and adaptation
of the BM in the 17t and 18t centuries.
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young birds, may be modelled on BM 115 *&vdpec anmnvéeg, of the men who killed
Troxartes” second son; both Oppians also use the expression évi BévOeot (BM 259, Opp.
H. 3.629, *4.444, Opp. C. *3.365), which occurs nowhere in extant literature before the
BM. Two passages from Aelian’s De Natura Animalium suggest awareness of the BM:
7.11.16, where the rare verb ¢rmteviixeto is used of an animal’s corpse floating on water,
as at BM 107; and 5.22, which describes mice working together (cuupaxeiv) to pull one
of their number out of a psykter and save him from drowning, and has some coincidences
of vocabulary with BM 220 in particular. (See ad locc. for more detail on both points.)

The first author we find making really systematic use of the BM, however, is the
4th-c. theologian and orator Gregory Nazianzenus. Gregory seems to have been
something of a fan: he borrows vocabulary and phrasing from the poem far too often for
coincidence. He is the only other Greek author to use the (very rare) adjective vedmnmnictog
to refer to cheese, with the sense ‘newly curdled” (BM 38, MPG 1369.9-10). He re-uses,
either exactly or with minor adaptations, the phrases pépov 0" ovx ... bVrtaAvEat (BM 90),
£kdkov oppa (BM 97), vekpov déuag (BM 106), éc pogov eiAéav (BM 115), wg &
évonoe (BM 215), and possibly oia p” €ogyav (BM 181 in a); his description of a crab
(MPG 576.11) is clearly influenced by the BM, particularly in Ao€oPdpoiot ~ AoEoPdtan
BM 295. There is some sign that his fellow theologian Cyril of Alexandria (early 5 c.)
also knew the BM: the phrase moAépov mANOUV (169) appears in his commentary on
Isaiah (MPG 70.229.1), and he may echo BM 200 detvov ... moAépov ktOmov in his ninth
Paschal Homily (MPG 77.577 47).

As discussed ad 7, Claudian’s terrigenas imitata viros (DRP 2.167) is probably
based on the BM’s ynyevéwv avdowv pipovpevotr. Nonnus has occasional reminiscences

of the BM: ei¢ pogov éAkwv makes an appearance at 20.151, and ¢pogtov épwrog (4.118,
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41.239) / ¢owrtwv (3.116, 10.364, 48.162) is as likely to have been borrowed from BM 78 as
from Anacreon fr. 115. At the end of the 5% c. Timotheus of Gaza refers to the chameleon
by the alternative name ¢puotyvaOog (see ad 17). There is then a silence, and no more
echoes of the poem reach us until we find Ignatius Diaconus in the first half of the 9t c.
making clear reference to it in a letter to his friend Nicephorus the chartophylax. In a
joking passage packed with military imagery and the vocabulary of (particularly
Homeric) warfare, he threatens dxrjoukTév oot dix YAwoong oOAepov ETeyeQOVUEY
KAt 0VOEV AVEKTOTEQOV TNG Patoaxeiov ékelvng Kal pvokTdvov maeBoAng.® The
joke is clearly that ‘total war as unbearable as those mouse-slaying formations of the
Frogs’ is an underwhelming prospect, but the reference to our BM is sealed by his use of
the rare adjective pvoktdvog, which also appears at BM 159: Physignathus stirs the
warlike passions of the other Frogs by boasting of the pvoxtovov ... toomtaov they will
set up. Ignatius” humour here relies not only on awareness of the BM’s existence, but on
specific knowledge of its plot. Physignathus’ belligerent confidence proves entirely
unfounded, since the Mice rout the Frogs and drive them back into the pond; the bathos
of Ignatius’ threat is underscored by the fact that the ‘mouse-slaying formations’ of the
Frogs collapse in short order. He might as well have said ‘I shall confront you with the
valour of warlike Lycaon against Achilles’. Both men must have known the poem well.

As we move into the era of the BM’s earliest MSS, evidence for its currency
among writers and intellectuals increases. Methodius the Patriarch (early 9t c.), in his
Life of Theophanes the Confessor, retails an anecdote about his subject silencing a

population of noisy frogs in a lake; at one point he calls the frogs Aquvoxaowv

103 Text as in Mango 1997, pp. 112-15. Of Nicephorus we know only what Ignatius tells us; Mango
sums this up on pp. 21-22, and comments: ‘His literary interests were similar to those of Ignatios,
his prose style even more convoluted, and his handwriting minute and illegible’.
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KVwOAAwv (20.27), identified by Wilson 1971 as an allusion to BM 12 (see ad loc.).'*
George Choeroboscus (9™ c.) cites the poem as an example of the dative plural pvotv
being scanned with a long v (see ad 260). Arethas of Caesarea (9*-10t c.) borrows the
frog name Y{13oag as an adjective (BM 202; see ad loc.). pvoiyvadog turns up in the
works of 12t c. authors Eustathius of Thessalonica and Nicetas Choniates (see ad 17). No
less august a personage than Theodore II Ducas Lascaris, the 13™-c. Emperor of Nicaea,
was a reader: he uses Physignathus the frog as an example of a character from Homer
with a powerful voice, alongside Eurybates, the herald of either Agamemnon or
Odysseus. Two works from the Byzantine period, however, are of particular importance
in the reception of the BM, since involve both an imitative, mock-solemn style and
mouse protagonists: the Catomyomachia of Theodore Prodromus (12t c.), and the
anonymous ‘Mouse Exercises’, tax Zx£01m tov Mvdg, usually attributed either to
Prodromus or to his approximate contemporary Constantine Manasses.'%

The first of these is very plainly written as a successor to the BM. Instead of
mock-epic, it is mock-tragedy: nearly four hundred lines of iambic trimeter, complete
with dialogue, brief stichomythia, a chorus (although no strophic passages), a messenger
speech, and a concluding deus ex machina of sorts. There is no readily available English
translation, although two separate German versions were published in 1968 (those of

Ahlborn and Hunger); I give only a summary here.

104 The anecdote in question is attached to several historical and mythological characters.
According to Ael. NA 3.37, the hero Perseus prayed to Zeus after the croaking of the frogs around
Lake Seriphus prevented him from sleeping, and Zeus struck them all dumb (a tale presented as
an aetiological explanation for why the frogs of Seriphus made no noise). Suetonius, however,
attributes the feat to the Emperor Augustus (Suet. Aug. 94).

105 For discussion of the (inconclusive) arguments, see Mercati 1927. Hunger 1968, pp. 59-60 treats
it as the work of Prodromus.
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Two mice, Creillus (probably “‘Meat-lover’, from koéag; Ahlborn translates
‘Bratenliebhaber’, Hunger ‘Fleischerl’) and Tyrocleptes (‘Cheese-thief’), discuss the
threat posed to their people by the cat. Both have lost loved ones: Creillus” daughter
Lychnoglyphus (‘Lamp-nibble’) was devoured by the cat, as were Tyrocleptes’ children
Lardocopus (‘Ham-biter’) and Sitodaptes (‘Grain-guzzle”). Creillus calls for war.
Tyrocleptes is more cautious and timid, but Creillus declares that Zeus appeared to him
in a dream — in the form of the wise old mouse Tyroleichus (‘Cheese-licker”) — and
promised aid. He further explains that he scared Zeus into co-operation by threatening
that if the god did not help, the mice would descend on his temple and devour all his
offerings. Reassured, Tyrocleptes suggests calling an assembly. Creillus makes a long
speech (127-180): he decries the cowardice of previous generations of mice in not making
a stand, praises by contrast the bravery of his listeners, and boasts of his own ancestry
(his family, the Chartodaptae or ‘Paper-eaters’, are known for valour and good counsel)
and his suitability as a war leader. He ends by dismissing the mice and instructing them
to gather for battle first thing in the morning.

In a short interlude, the mouse chorus expresses terrified prophecies of doom for
the whole expedition. Morning comes, and the army sets out, with Creillus offering a
final prayer to all the gods. Creillus” wife, left behind with the chorus, prays for her
husband and son, both of whom are commanders in the battle; gradually her fears
overtake her, and she begins to speculate on her fate if the mice are defeated. She worries
she and her children will be enslaved, but the chorus reminds her gloomily that she is
more likely to be eaten. A messenger arrives with bad news: her son, Psicharpax, has
been killed by an arrow. She bursts into a storm of lamentation, while the chorus tries to

calm her down. The messenger tells the rest of the story: two powerful mouse generals,
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Psicholeiches (‘Crumb-licker”) and Colucoclopus (‘Ham-robber’), had already led their
forces against the cat and been annihilated, when Psicharpax was seized with berserker
fury and grabbed a spear, intending to strike her down in revenge. She spotted him and
pounced, snatching him up and devouring him.'% Creillus” wife utters a curse against
Zeus,'"” and then leads the chorus in a song of mourning for Psicharpax. Eventually a
second messenger arrives and, after negotiating for a reward, announces that the cat is
dead. It turns out that Creillus, enraged by his son’s death, engaged her in single combat;
as they struggled, a beam dropped from the roof above, crushing the cat’s skull and
killing her. The chorus ends the play by predicting years of peace and happiness for the
mice now that their nemesis is no more.

The allusions in this work to Classical tragedy, especially to the Persians, are not a
subject for the present discussion. What matters here is its obvious relationship to the
BM. In both poems a bereaved mouse father summons an assembly, makes an
impassioned speech, and declares war on the foe in revenge for his dead child. In both
poems, too, Zeus intervenes at the last moment to tip the balance in favour of the losing
side, although in the BM this means routing the mice in their hour of triumph, whereas
in Prodromus it means granting them an unexpected victory. The device of giving the

mice comic names based on their eating habits is an obvious tribute to the BM:

106 This directly contradicts line 246, méntwice TowOeic 6 Wixaonal év BéAet

107 Ahlborn translates this line - kakog kakwg dAotto vov 6 Tvedpodog (316) — as ‘schimpflich soll
der schlechte Orakelpriester zugrunde gehen’, and notes on p. 94 that ‘der Opferpriester ... hatte
offensichtlich vor der Schlacht gliickverheiflende Voraussagen gemacht’. muodpdpoc was the term
for the priest who maintained the sacred fire at Sparta (X. Lac. 13.2), but in tragedy was usually an
epithet for one or other god. Here it is likely that Zeus is meant (as at S. Ph. 1198); no oracle or
priest has been mentioned, and it was Zeus who promised victory to Creillus. The chorus’
response - d€doukeV NHag dvodogovoag T AdYw - reinforces the wife’s threat by reminding her
that the mice have a way of taking vengeance on Zeus (i.e. attacking his temple offerings), which
may even allude to Athene’s complaints in the BM (see ad 177-96).
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Prodromus generally takes care not to repeat any names, varying the forms even when
the meaning is the same (Pternotroctes and Lardocopus both mean “ham-biter”), with the
obvious exception of Psicharpax. This is no accident. In both poems the death of a
Psicharpax drives his father into battle: although at the start Creillus is moved by the loss
of his daughter, it is Psicharpax’ fate which prompts him to throw himself into combat
(compare the BM, where Troxartes’ aristeia follows more or less directly from the second
death of Psicharpax). Prodromus not only knew the BM, but intended his audience to
recognise his debt to it; indeed, he has Tyrocleptes refer to the previous conflicts of the
mice TTQOG TO OTEATELUA TWV YaAAWV kal Batedxwv (72), an obvious tip of the cap to
their two most famous literary opponents.%

The Catomyomachia is also an apt companion for the BM in terms of style and
genre. Like the BM, it uses very little explicit humour: nothing in the poem is ludicrous,
beyond the basic conception of mice talking and making speeches like characters in
Greek tragedy. Hunger correctly notes that in structure and content it is a tragedy in
miniature (pp. 52-3), but fundamentally misunderstands the generic affiliations at work
when he then claims that the main source of comedy is the cowardice of the mice: ‘die

grofite Diskrepanz ergibt sich zwischen dem Heldentum der tragischen Heroen und der

108 Hunger 1968, pp. 40-3, has a more detailed list of linguistic parallels between the two poem:s.
He notes that Tyrocleptes is guilty, in tov YaA@v kai fatodaxwv, of an ‘auffallige Ungenauigkeit’
(p. 41), since the mice in the BM fought only against the frogs: I see this as an elision of two
separate stories known to Prodromus, the BM and some version of the weasel-mouse war
(possibly our GM or something like it, possibly just a fable or a tavern wall-painting). More
puzzling is the following line, in which he reminds Creillus of how cvppdyxwv kodtiotov
etxopev védoc. This has no relation to the plot of the BM as we have it; the only ‘allies’ in the
poem are the crabs, who are on the frog side. Perhaps we should assume that Tyrocleptes is
referring to a previous conflict against the frogs, not necessarily the BM: the allusion would still
exist, via the very identification of frogs as a foe for warrior mice. Indeed, perhaps Tyrocleptes
means a particularly terrible war in which the weasels did in fact ally with the frogs, and the mice
in turn were forced to seek reinforcements; to suggest that such a war had taken place would be a
playful way to imply that the history of the mice was more storied than we know.
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notorischen Feigheit der Mause’ (p. 53). As discussed above (p. 38), mice in Greek fable
were not notorious for their cowardice: if anything, they were exemplars of recklessness.
Hunger makes much of the numerous references to fear or panic in the CM (p. 54), but
all are within the same tragic tropes he acknowledges that Prodromus is following. The
mouse chorus at 185-94 is fearful for the fate of the expedition (@ motov &Ayog vov
koatel pe kot OA(BeL..), but the Aeschylean chorus, its most obvious model, often
expresses similar terrors (Pers. 115-6 tavtd pot peAayxitwv / pornyv apvooetat Gpofe,
Sept. 78 Opéopat poPeoa peyaA” axn). Tyrocleptes advises caution and secrecy in
dealing with the cat, but the dialogue between a character who demands immediate
action and one who is more wary or timid is impeccably tragic: we may think of
Antigone and Ismene in Sophocles.'® Creillus mentions the do0évewav kai kakiotnv
detAlav of previous generations (130), but in order to create a rhetorical contrast with the
courage of his listeners; and the messenger reports that Psicharpax and Creillus were
driven in turn by battle-fury to engage the cat in single combat. There is no comic
inconcinnity between ‘real” tragic heroes and cowardly mice: the mice are real tragic
heroes. The humour lies in the elevation of small animals to heroic status, not in the
diminution of tragic heroism to the level of mice. In much the same way as the BM poet
probably varied the tale of the war between the mice and the weasel by introducing
frogs as a new antagonist, Prodromus casts the same traditional story as mock-tragic,

rather than mock-epic.1?

109 The trope itself of course stretches all the way back to the Iliad: Hector and Poulydamas,
Achilles and Odysseus.

110 Hunger’s argument that the CM is also a satire of contemporary Byzantine politics (pp. 55-8) is
not relevant to the present discussion.
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tax Lx€dn tov Muog (henceforth StM) are more of a puzzle. The text (best
accessed in Papademetriou 1969) consists of 97 lines of Greek divided into two more or
less equal sections, each of which has a short introduction and a concluding verse
epigram. In the first half, an impetuous mouse makes a raid on the leftovers from a
lavish meal. He disregards most of the delicacies on offer, and concentrates on ‘the head
of a beautiful mullet’, TotyAng dyAaopododov koaviov (15). After a prolonged struggle
between his greed for the mullet and his fear of the household cat, which he worries may
be lurking nearby, his greed wins out and he pounces on the fish. He delivers an
exultant speech delighting in his good fortune and congratulating himself on his heroic
valour. At this moment the cat does indeed appear, and seizes him.

The second half resumes where the first left off, although the introduction seems
to imply that time has passed for the audience: idoU kai onjpeQov... (47). The cat
interrogates the mouse about his family and background. The mouse, having tried in
vain to trick his way into being set free, explains that he is Elaeopotes (‘Oil-drinker’), son
of Lardophagus (‘Ham-eater’) and Pastoleichus (‘Porridge-lapper’ or “Salt-licker”). The
cat asks next why he is weeping, and, on the grounds that weeping and praying
(moooevxouevoL katl dakpuovTeg, 62-3) is characteristic of monks, suggests sarcastically
that the mouse is a monk: in which case, where is his ceremonial garb? The mouse
eagerly confirms that not only is he a monk, he is the superior (kaOnyeuawv) of a
monastic order, and that he has foregone his robes in order to set an ascetic example for
his juniors. The cat asks whether he knows how to sing a psalm, and the mouse launches
into a series of quotations or slight adaptations from genuine Biblical psalms, all of
which are appropriate to his situation: in order, Psalms 6:1 (or 37:1), 37:9.1, 54:5, 37:5.1,

(68:4.1), 37:18.2, 87:17.2. The cat is not impressed, and replies mockingly with another
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series of short Biblical quotations combined in such a way to make clear that all the
mouse cares about is food. Elaeopotes, realising he is outwitted, attempts a last-ditch
defence: he argues that it was pious of him to avoid all the other foods and concentrate
on fish, tva pOdow twv agetwv 10 akpodtatov (87-8). The cat reproaches him with the
damage he has done to the supplies of the real monks — eating their food, drinking their
lamp-oil — and concludes by saying that if the mouse had worn his monastic garb, he
would have escaped, but since he left it behind, his doom is sealed.

The purpose of this work is unclear. Schedography was a teaching method
popular in 12-c. Byzantium: a ox€dog was a specially-composed passage on which
students would be asked to provide grammatical and literary commentary, parsing the
words and identifying quotations or echoes of canonical works.!'! The StM are
addressed to students — part one begins et fovAec0¢, @ Taldeg, ToadPnvaL TrEQOV
Aoywag — and the duel of quotations between the mouse and the cat at 73-84 would
have been an excellent ground for testing a student’s recall of the Bible; the rest of the
work contains enough obscure vocabulary and difficult word-forms to be of didactic
value. Some scholars (Krumbacher 1891, Horna 1905, also Hunger 1968 pp. 59-60) have
identified it as a ‘Maushumoreske’, a parody of Scripture and/or a satirical attack on the
monastic lifestyle; others (Festa 1907, Mercati 1927) have seen it purely as a classroom
text; Papademetriou 1969 sensibly points out that the two are not incompatible, and
argues that the StM’s humour comes from the contrast between petty situation and

elevated language.

111 On schedography in general, Keaney 1971 is blunt: ‘Nothing approaching an adequate
treatment of schedographia in general ... exists’ (p. 305 n. 11). DNP s.v. ‘Schedographie’ is scanty
in the extreme. Papademetriou 1969, p. 210 n. 1 has a good detailed bibliography; Ciccolella 2005,
p- 8 nn. 22 and 24 collects some more general works on teaching and learning in the latter
centuries of Byzantium.
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Certainly the StM have none of the fundamental dignity found in both the BM
and the CM. Elaeopotes’ actions are unheroic — in his initial assault on the leftovers he is
OpoL Axvevouevog kat pofovuevog (16-7), when captured he lies frantically in an
attempt to escape, and we are left with the impression that his death at the paws of the
cat is (as the cat concludes the work by telling us) a just reward for his behaviour. In this
respect the StM are more closely affiliated with the mapwdiai catalogued by Athenaeus
(see above, p. 26), with Alexander Aetolus’ mioovUyyoug 1] pwag avadéag 1) Tva
xAovvnv / pAvovT’ dvOnen oLy kakodatpovin), than with the BM. However, the author
clearly knew the BM, since in the introduction he refers to the mouse as katx Tov
ITomtnyv éuPaocixvtov (see Commentary ad 137). Elaiopotes’ response when seized by
the cat is reminiscent of Psicharpax’ reaction to the journey across the pond — he plucks
at his whiskers and ‘wets all the ground with tears’ (41-3) — and at 32 he compares
himself to a series of the heroes from the Iliad (Ajax, Achilles, Menelaus, and Nestor),
which may allude to the Iliadic mice of the BM. The joke here is that Elaeopotes is not
particularly brave: his courage is temporary, and collapses as soon as the cat appears.
The cat’s questioning at 50ff. seems to be modelled on Physignathus in the BM: having
asked the mouse about his father, mother, life, and profession (moa&ig), he commands
him to speak anAwcg (51) and later reprimands him for lying (tva Tt ... doAicwg pOEyyn,
56-7), which echoes BM 14 mtdvta & aAnj@evoov, prn Ppevdopevov oe vojow. The StM do
not truly belong in the tradition of mock-heroic mouse literature embodied by the GM,
BM, and CM, but they do help to demonstrate the continuing popularity of talking mice
during the Byzantine period — a period in which the BM itself seems to have been in

widespread circulation.!'?

112 In addition, Papademetriou’s discussion of the purpose of the StM casts an intriguing light on
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Addendum: mice in the classroom

The M? scholia on the BM (Ludwich p. 198) begin with an introductory note which
specifies that it is particularly well suited to a young audience: ovykéxkpatat yoo atn
TALYVIOLG TE KAl OTTOLDACUATL, KAl dATOVTO (sic) HAAAOV AQUOLeL pelpaéty amaAolg
EMTONMEVOLS TEQL T Tty Vi, G00VG dNAQDN ETLT) €YKUKALOG taidevolg
vaAaktotpodel. The scholiast continues with a glowing description of its utility as a
teaching aid: 0dd&okeL d¢ MEOTEQOV, Tiva peEV PaTOd )XWV T POWHATA, TTOLX OE TOIG
HLOL, Kal €V T petall lotoplag Tvag Kol ddaokaAlag NOKAS elTouV MAOEVTIKAG
TaEaddWOL, TOIG VEOLS POAOLY woalav Kal AekTucry, 601 T1) O TIKT) X0 OHOoG, Kol
lotoglav Kol HETEOV Kal AAAX T WPEALUA KAl TOLS ELOAYWYLKOLS TX G TtOlNoLV
xonowa. As well as matter specific to the poem (the diets of frogs and mice — although
see Commentary ad 31-55), the BM is clearly being envisaged as a tool for the study of
poetry in general, teaching ‘narrative and metre and everything else useful’.

Ludwich developed the idea of the BM as a school text, pointing out both the
evidence for the use of pv0Oog in educating children — Ar. Av. 471, PL. R. 2.377a, Hermog.
Prog. 1.1 — and the nature of the BM scholia, which are mostly concerned with
explanation of vocabulary and syntax and make repeated use of commands (e.g. ad 77

onueiwoat 6t ai AéEelg AAAwG EAapBavovTo €v Tolg TaAaLols Kat o’ ULV AAAWS,

the ways in which the BM might have been read. He notes (p. 214 n. 18): “The problems that a
student would have to solve seem to be largely similar to those which confront the editor. The
students could have been expected to recognize the few verses that conclude the prose in both
parts of the Schede; they could also be drilled on some rare words included in the text such as
viwto in line 50. But the main problem would be to recognize and identify the numerous literary
allusions and quotations contained in the text — not an easy task, as evidenced by the increases of
such identifications in each successive edition of the Schede, including the present one.” Might
Byzantine classes confronted with the BM have been asked not only to translate and parse it, as
practice in Homeric grammar and syntax, but also to go through identifying the more or less
complex allusions to Homer and Hellenistic literature which the bulk of this commentary will
concern itself with recording?
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ad 86 aAevarto] kavoviocov, ad 187 aonyépev] To fonOetv. kavovioov) and questions
(e.g. ad 91 OplE moOev yiveray, ad 280a oBotpoepyov] rolov;). He also drew attention to
the unusually early first printing of the BM (in the 1486 Venice edition, on which see
above; he does not mention Ferrandus’ edition), and to the evidence for the poem being
used with students by great Renaissance educators like Philipp Melanchthon (p. 39),
before noting that it had been published in educational editions even during the 19t c.
Not all his arguments are equally strong — the point that the mice on the Archelaus Relief
(above, pp. 4-7) are standing near ‘die jugendlich kleine Gestalt des MY®OL’ is tenuous
at best — but overall he draws a convincing picture of the BM as a familiar classroom text.
The theory is further supported by an epigram preserved in a few MSS of the poem — the
earliest probably being Neapolitanus III E 37 (D Ludwich, N Allen) from the 13t c. — and
first published in Boissonade v. 2 (p. 472), which envisages it as a model for students’
own compositions:

‘Ouneog, avtov yvpvdoat yvwowv 0éAwv,
TV Batoaxwv €émAace kat pvwv podov,
évOev maoQU@YV TEOG UIHNOLV TOUG VEOLG. 113

Irigoin 1962 drew on this epigram to conclude (p. 290) that the BM was part of a select
group of literary texts which were given a permanent place on scholarly curricula
throughout the Byzantine era, along with the Iliad, the Works and Days, and Aratus’
Phaenomena. This is conjecture, however: although it was certainly known during the 9t
c., we have no proof that it was being taught in schools.

The argument that the BM was a school text derives more from common sense

than from a wealth of evidence: it would explain many features of the poem, particularly

113 Krumbacher 1891 (v. 2 p. 722) agreed with Boissonade in attributing it to Leo the Philosopher,
but Wolke concludes (pp. 34-5) that its authorship is unknowable.

94



its unexpectedly prolific representation in the MSS and its beginner-level scholia. It
would also help to explain the sheer scale of interpolation and interference to which it
fell victim. Baumeister, as Wolke rightly states (p. 39), went too far in suggesting that the
poem was actually used as a sort of open-source exercise in verse composition, and that
students would have been encouraged to write their own lines and add them to the text;
there is absolutely no evidence for the use of “Wikipoetry” in the ancient or early modern
curriculum, and the state of the text is not quite so bad as to necessitate any such
assumption. However, if the BM were a set text, we might expect it to exist in many
more copies than other, more revered works which would only have been found in the
libraries of learned men. We might also expect a greater degree of textual adjustment,
excision, and expansion, as schoolmasters tweaked the poem to suit their own ends —
removing particularly obscure lines and replacing them with clearer equivalents, for
example. Even the constitution of the MSS often seems to suggest school use: as well as
being appended as a bonus in editions of Homer (among the vett. ], L, and Y are all
examples), the BM is sometimes found alongside didactic and protreptic texts (the Works
and Days, Plutarch’s Sayings of the Kings and Generals, the aphorisms of pseudo-
Phocylides) and/or grammatical treatises. A codex like Palatinus 151 (15% c., P* Ludwich,
V10 Allen) — Euripides” Hecuba, Orestes, and Phoenissae, Sophocles” Ajax and Electra,
Aeschylus’ Persae, the WD, and the BM — would have been of obvious value to a
schoolmaster, as would Estensis 63 3.B.11 (15*-16t c., E» Ludwich, E Allen): Dionysius
Periegetes” hexameter summary of the geography of Greece, the WD, a substantial
portion of Theognis” gnomic musings on justice and friendship, and the BM as the

spoonful of sugar at the end.
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VI. TEXT AND TRANSMISSION

mir ist keine antike Dichtung bekannt, die in byzantinischer Zeit immer wieder derart umfassend
umgestaltet und durch Interpolationen entstellt worden ist wie der Batr.
- Wolke, p. 40

For a text in such notoriously poor repair, the BM is astonishingly well-represented in
the manuscript tradition. There are at least as many extant MSS of the BM as there are of
the Odyssey, and probably more: the exact number is itself the subject of some debate.!!*
The oldest of them — Baroccianus 50 — probably dates from the first half of the 10t
century. The difficulty of establishing a secure text comes not from how little evidence
we have, but from how much, and from the extraordinary degree of variation that exists
between the different MSS.

As such, editors have generally been pessimistic about our chances of restoring
the poem to its original glory. Allen’s review of Ludwich puts the problem elegantly:
‘“The variants are of the most bewildering sort and unite every known category of
corruption. Mr Platt, who has somewhere called the MSS. of the Homeric Hymns
‘shameful’, would be at a loss for parliamentary language in which to express his
opinion of the tradition of the Batr.”.""> Glei begins his introduction by stating bluntly
that the traditional goal of textual criticism — reconstructing the original text, or

something close to it — is impossible: “die in allen bisherigen Ausgaben versuchte

114 Ludwich’s ‘Handschriftenverzeichniss’ (pp. 40-52) lists 78 sources, although he includes
several mysterious lost MSS only mentioned by earlier editions. Allen lists 73, including a 16t-c.
MS (S') not mentioned by Ludwich. Wélke claimed on the first page of his introduction that ‘eine
vollig unsystematische Durchsicht von Handschriftenkatalogen’ had turned up 28 more pre-1600
MSS not mentioned by either Ludwich or Allen! This brings the total over 100, and it is ‘over a
hundred” which has generally been reported since: cf. Glei in DNP s.v. ‘Batrachomyomachia’,
Rotstein in HE ditto. Wolke does not itemise his 28 discoveries, and I have not yet had
opportunity to investigate the problem in detail. The nine MSS which have been considered in the
preparation of this thesis, at least, are securely attested by all editors.

115 Allen 1897, p. 166.
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Rekonstruktion eines Originals oder Archetypus ist zum Scheitern verurteilt’ (p. 17).
Ludwich himself set out to recover not the original text of the poem, but a hypothesised
‘archetype” dating from around the 24 c. AD; his assumptions in doing so are
comprehensively dynamited by Wolke, pp. 7-25, who perceptively comments (p. 24) ‘ein
weiteres Motiv fiir Ludwich, einen Archetypus anzusetzen, der nicht identisch war mit
dem Original, war sicher auch eine gewisse Resignation’. By interposing an archetype
between the MSS and the author, Ludwich could permit weak or impossible readings
that he could scarcely have attributed to ‘Pigres’; rather than produce a poem of 5" c¢. BC
standard, he only had to work back to a 2" c¢. AD patchwork already showing the wear
and tear of seven centuries.

The most important distinction in the BM paradosis is between the readings of
two MS families, known as the Oxford (a) and the Florentine (I). Editors have differed on
the membership of each family, but there is universal agreement that of our five earliest
MSS - LPQSZ (see below) — L belongs in I and PQ belong in a. Z was placed in a by both
Ludwich and Allen, but I follow Glei in regarding it, like S, as a special case requiring
attention in its own right. The differences between a and I are numerous and striking:
many lines present in [ are absent in a (22-3, 42-52, 123, 170a-b...), many others are
present in a but absent in I (61, 72, 77, 97a, 184a...). Glei argues that the two traditions are
so different that their hypothetical archetypes must be the limit of the scholar’s
ambitions: ‘Ziel der Edition kann es nur sein, den Text der Rezensionen a und 1
moglichst in der tatsichlichen Uberlieferungsform vorzulegen’ (p. 54). He consequently
takes the unusual step of printing two separate texts of the poem, one based on each

family.
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This edition eschews any such strategy, and attempts to present a single text
which — while admittedly still corrupt and lacunose in places — is at least relatively
coherent and readable. If we are to rehabilitate the BM and bring it ‘into the fold’, as a
work of Greek literature worth analysis and study rather than a mere curio, we must
have a text with which to work; the study of the poem will be better served in this way
than by offering up multiple versions, which only maximises the possibility for
confusion and misunderstanding.

In preparing the text I have taken into consideration the readings of the following
sources. The sigla used in the apparatus and commentary are those of Glei, which are
based on those of Ludwich; Allen’s sigla are entirely different, which makes comparison
between editions a chore, so the following table is provided for reference. Dates are also

taken from Glei, with notes of discrepancies where relevant.

Date MS Glei Ludwich Allen
10t c. Baroccianus 50 Z Z 02
11th ¢ 116 Parisinus suppl. gr. 663 Q ITa Ps
11th ¢ 117 Parisinus suppl. gr. 690 P IT P
11t c. Scorialensis Q112 S Q S?
11%-12th c.'8 Laurentianus 32.3 L L L3
1202 Palatinus 45 Y Y Pal.
1276 Ambrosianus I 4 sup. J J A7
13th c. 119 Vaticanus gr. 915 F F \&
13th ¢.120 Parisinus gr. 2723 T t P>

116 Dated to 12t c. by Ludwich.

117 Dated to 12t c. by Allen, but to ‘entre 1075 et 1085’ by Rochefort 1950, p. 5.

118 Date uncertain: see Wolke p. 11 n. 22. The ‘11t-12th ¢.” date is that of Allen in his Iliad; in the
OCT of the BM he opts simply for the 11th c. Erbse likewise says 11t-12th c. (p. xviii).

119 Dated to 14 c. by Ludwich.

120 Date very confused: Ludwich says 12t c., Glei 13thc., and Allen dates it specifically to 1282.
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i. The ‘Oxford family’ (a): PQTY

Ludwich defined his ‘Oxf.” family as consisting of six MSS: PQTY, as here, plus Z and Ms
(Ambrosianus B 52, 15%-16t c., A? Allen); Allen maintained this group, and introduced
the a siglum to refer to it. Glei refined its membership: Ms has no particularly interesting
readings not provided by one of the family’s older members, and Z, as argued below, is
best considered in isolation.

a is generally more aligned with the subsequent tradition than are the other early
MSS. I has several distinctive unique readings which occur in all its MSS but never recur
elsewhere (e.g. 0AL001c 63, wg d¢ v 110N 68, €owv 138, éAwpev 157). Individual
members of a are as likely to have unique readings as any other MSS, but it is extremely
rare for PQTY to share a reading which then never resurfaces later: perhaps the only case
is 156, where the a MSS have 6m(m)wg and all other families have some version of 6¢ Tig
(although even here Harleianus 6301 has 6ntmog, and readings like 67tep in Riccardianus
213 may preserve echoes of a).

Within the family, there is a definite tendency for PY to differ from QT. For
example, 100a is present in PY, absent in QT; 214a, conversely, is present in QT but
absent in PY; PY have aipw 0’ 63, anaAoto 66, mowta 124, noav 132, xeideowv 154,
where QT have Batve pot, tovdpegoto, mowtov, éotnoav, and telxeowv. Particularly
striking is 138, where PY have tola, but QT have the bizarre and obviously wrong
toukde Tolode. Other pairings are also found: at 53 TY have the unique ¢epdavac where
PQ have majority gaddvovg,'? and at 262a PT have the error yafgiovuevog — only
otherwise found in Ms, and clearly a mishearing — for yav(t)ovuevog (QY and most

others). There are too many counterexamples to conclude that Y was copied directly

121 The papyrus apparently agrees with TY: gepav].
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from P and T from Q, but the PY/QT divide is certainly more pronounced than any other
within a.12?

Q’s text is of notably low quality; it contains many readings which are plainly
incorrect or misspelled (13 emtt icva for em(i) N(Yova; 17 nuet for eipt; 27 kKukArjokope for
KiKANjokopat 36 ToAAL oloapotuEov for ToAL onoapdtugoy; etc.), and must have
been written by someone whose acquaintance with Classical Greek was limited. Most of
these are vowel errors (12 Anpvoxaorc for Aquvo-, 16 Envina for Eetviu, etc.), strongly
suggesting that it was taken down from dictation, as such mistakes would be relatively
unlikely when copying a written text. Many of the smaller mistakes have not been
included in the apparatus, since they are neither permissible Greek nor found anywhere
else in the paradosis: they are not even present in T, further suggesting that T’s scribe

was not drawing on Q as his only source.

ii. The ‘Florentine family’ (I): FJL
Ludwich’s ‘Flor.” has five members: FJL, plus two 15%-c. MSS, Laurentianus 32.4 (F",
Allen’s L*) and Palatinus gr. 181 (Px, Allen’s V'!). Allen’s equivalent, I, preserves four of
these, but adds the 13%/14t c. Ambrosianus L 73 (Ms Ludwich, A% Allen) and moves ]
into the ‘Roman’ family, c.

The rationale behind separating J from FL is obvious: ] is very much the black
sheep of the family. It has a strikingly high number of readings which diverge wildly

from those of FL. To give only a sample of the more obvious cases: it lacks lines 76, 219,

122 Glei (p. 56) adduces two readings to prove that T ‘nicht von Q abhangt’ (213, which is missing
in Q but present in T, and 219, where Q has the Homeric anéAnye paxng but T follows all other
early MSS in reading améAnyev év 0daowv), and one to prove that Y was not drawing exclusively
on P (185, where QTY all have toxov but P omits it).
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and 280a, all of which are present in FL; it transposes 120-21 to follow 111, and 217 (with
significant changes) to follow 218; it reads 1jyayov at 91 for ¢pépov FL, mpaoooddyog at
247 for ortodpdryog FL, yavpldwv at 262a for yavpovpevog FL. It has various readings
which are unique (the omission of 76; éAwpev at 157 for otherwise universal
BaA(A)wuev; BANOT) at 194 where all other MSS have variations on 1ow0r)) or nearly
(both the omission of 219 and the transposition/alteration of 217 are found only
elsewhere in P¥). Nonetheless, it sides with FL on enough of the important diagnostic
cruces (see below on S and Z) that it can sensibly be grouped with them.

J shows signs of an editor who was aware of the text’s flaws and actively
attempted to improve them, even if his choices were not always correct. It deletes the
blatantly unmetrical 280a, which FLS leave intact. It repairs the metre at 13: FL have en’
niovag; tig d¢ 0’ 6 pvoag, which | fixes by reverting to the correct tic 6 pvoag,
otherwise found only in Z. At 140 it is one of only a handful of MSS, including S but not
FL, to print the metrically necessary mtoAeuov for moAeuov. It seems to have tried to
deal with the problem of the duplicated mowtov/mpwtnv at 67-76 by transposing 74-5 to
follow 67, although this causes as many difficulties as it solves (see Commentary ad loc.).
The overall impression is of an alert scholar engaging with the textual tradition as he has
it, and at several points making a genuine improvement. There is also some sign that F
has been corrected later by an editor familiar with J: this is particularly apparent in the
case of 120-1, which appear in their normal position in F but have been transposed to
follow 111 in the margin, and 236, where ] has the unique and somewhat counter-
intuitive nmap for f)top and F has been corrected to match.

The other two early MSS in the family are less interesting. L, the earliest,

sometimes sides with a and/or Z rather than with FJ — for example, 26 (hab. FJS, car.
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al.Z) or 116 (uopov al.Z, dopov F, d6Aov ]) — and sometimes goes off in a new direction,
as at 218, where it has the near-unique koappBoBdxog for koappoddyos FJ,
kovotodPdyog aS. It is also unique (apart from its descendant F") in omitting 252, and
very nearly unique in reading the more Homeric variant mnAeilwvoc for -wva at 206. At
18, L’s unmetrical év Batodxwv seems to be a half-way stage between Batodyxwv aZ
and év Batoaxois FJS. It shows very little sign of correction or later interference. F,
conversely, has been heavily edited and corrected: Fusillo calls it “ricco di errori, di
correzioni, di glosse marginali e interlineari: una ricca elaborazione che talvolta, forse
solo accidentalmente, coincide con la famiglia a’ (p. 53). Glei likewise points out that “die
Ubereinstimmungen [between F’s corrections and a] konnen aber zufillig sein’ (p. 58),
and given F’s relatively late date and the wide distribution of a’s readings, it is not
particularly surprising that a corrector of F should have had access to a text which had

more in common with the a tradition.

iii. Zand S

Z (02 in Allen) is the oldest complete MS of the BM; it was dated by Maas to the first half
of the 10" c., and this was confirmed by Wilson in correspondence with Woélke (p. 37).12
S (Q in Ludwich, $? in Allen) probably dates from the 11t ¢.’?* Ludwich and Allen placed
Z in the Oxford family alongside PQTY, but assigned S to a separate ‘Spanish’ family
(‘Span.” in Ludwich, k in Allen). Glei and West count both Z and S as independent codices

mixti.

123 See also Barbour 1966, p. 16.
124 In favour of an 11t-c. date, de Andres 1967, Sodano 1970; Hunger 1968 opts for ‘kaum élter als
das 12. Jahrhundert’ (p. 58).
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An interesting diagnostic of affiliation within the BM’s paradosis can be found in

the distribution of absent vs. present lines. The table on p. 369 collates fifty sections of

the poem (mostly single lines, but with some longer passages, adding up to a total of

seventy-three lines) which are present in some but not all of alSZ. Of these fifty, Z agrees

with a — as in, aZ either both lack or both include the line(s) — 37x, and with I 11x; S

agrees with a 28x, and with 1 29x.

This may suggest that Ludwich and Allen’s decision to count Z as part of a was a

helpful one. However, if one looks generally at all significant variants, rather than

specifically at omissions, the picture is rather different. In lines 1-60 of the poem, Z’s

allegiances are as follows:

Sides with a over I

6 AQLOTEVOAVTES
8 &xev ante corr.
12 moAvpnuog
18 Batodyxwv

19 aveBoédato
20 Howavoio
22-3 car.

24 anapePBeto
26 car.

28 vu

31 kai déopaot
40 Boivac

42-52 car.

55 buéteQ’

58 emi

(15x total)

Sides with I over a

10 mopéOmnxke

13 émiwvacg (plural)
20 6x0aig

21 0¢ d’ 6w

32 moLelg

34 o0tL

35 toloKOMAVIOTOC
36 ovde

36 MOAAT|V oloapida
53 koAokvOvtag

58 moAAx kat

59 vounv

60 év

(13x total)

Sides with neither

1 mewng oeAidog

5 mavta

10 Atyvov

13 tic 6 pvoag
15 &ootov
2510 0" donpov
30 éooupe vépeoOat
37 post 38

54 modowv

57 0¢ ¥

60 &t

(11x total)

This does not suggest a particularly strong identification between Z and a, particularly

since some of the points in common between Z and I are major faultlines in the I/a

divergence: 0¢ 0’ 6pw versus ¢ BAémw at 21, TOLOKOTIAVIOTOC Versus dLOKOTIAVIOTOG at
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35, vourv versus Cwnv at 59. The structure of Z’s text is much more similar to that found
in the a tradition, in terms of which lines it includes or omits, but at the level of
individual readings what is really striking about Z is its difference from both the major
families: it has a very high number of Sonderlesarten, many of which (like £égoupe
véueoOau at 30) are not only unique but radically different from what is found in all
other MSS. (Several, as will be seen from the apparatus, I also judge to be correct.)'?

Z is a temptation for the editor, and a temptation to which Ludwich succumbed:
Glei notes dryly ‘Der Baroccianus 50 ... war Ludwichs Lieblingskind” (p. 59). Confronted
with a good-quality MS from the early 10t century AD, well over a century older than
our next oldest version of the text, the weary editor may find himself drawn more and
more to the idea of siding with Z against a sea of troubles. This is obviously unwise; and
yet there can be no doubt that Z is a valuable source. In the very first line of the poem,
most editors have agreed that its towtng oeAtdog is superior to the mpwtov Movowv
found in every single other extant MS. The really puzzling question is why so many of
its readings disappeared so completely from the paradosis. Glei sees Z as an early
attempt to restore an original text by combining the readings of the (already separate) a
and [ traditions, ‘mit vielen gelehrten Zusatzen und sicher manchen gelungenen
Verbesserungen’ (p. 60), but this cannot be the whole picture. It is extremely unlikely
that an editor confronted with two versions of a text, both of which began aoxouevog

newtov Movowv xopov, would have corrected this to dpxopevog mowtng oeAidog. If

125 For a more thorough demolition of Ludwich’s decision to group Z with a, see Wolke pp. 25-28.
Wolke notes acutely that Ludwich was not above sleight of hand in this regard: when listing the
Sonderlesarten found in each MS (pp. 52-55), a list he presents as comprehensive, he gives Z’s
unique readings only up to line 69 and then caps them with ‘einem lapidaren “u.s.w.””. Even so
the list is not complete: he neglects both Z’s transposition of 37 and its use of the genitive rather
than the dative at 54.
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Z’s scribe was cherry-picking readings from the a and I branches, he must also have had
access to a third branch of which his text is now the only survivor.

Supposing Z had two sources a and {3, both with a mixture of correct readings
and incorrect readings, we might posit (for example) that a had (correct) towtng
oeAdog at 1, (incorrect) &ptotov at 15, and some (incorrect) lost variant of
tolokoTtdviotog at 35, while 8 had (incorrect) mowtov Movowv at 1, (correct) &tov at
15, and (correct) toiokomaviotog at 35. Z followed a in the first two cases and f3 in the
third, and was then stored in a private library and removed from circulation for two or
three centuries. a was lost; 3 continued to spawn new copies, and after a century and a
half of repeated copying and adjustment, enough mutation had occurred to yield P and
L. By the time Z was unearthed and fell into scholarly hands once more, the descendants
of 3 were so widespread and canonical that traces of a looked like bizarre mutations,
and were corrected to bring them into line with what was by this stage the [ tradition.
This is wholly speculative, and more of a thought experiment than a serious attempt at
stemmatisation, but Z as ingenious amalgam of a and I cannot really explain the number
of Sonderlesarten, and the degree of divergence from both a and I which they exhibit.

There is more justification in seeing S as an early attempt to reconcile the a and [
traditions. The most striking thing about S, as will easily be seen from the table on p. 369,
is its sheer number of lines. Of the seventy-three variable lines listed, a has 35, Z 37, 1 42;
S has 64. In some cases it very clearly gives an uncomfortable hybrid of two versions, the
best example being 209-217. In this badly confused passage, explained in more detail ad
loc. in the Commentary, aZ have five lines where [ has eight; the only points of contact
between the two streams are 209 and the first half of 213. S prints eleven lines — the eight

from I, but with the three missing lines from a transplanted into the middle. The result is
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nonsense, since it leaves a frog killing a mouse at 212-13a and then another frog

becoming angry at this and attacking his ally at 214, but the scribe must have been

searching for a way to resolve the difference between the two versions available to him.

There is a similar problem with 256, which in I was moved to follow 261 and slightly

rewritten to change the name of the character involved; S has both ‘256" (a’s version) and

‘261a’ (I's version) in its text, despite both being originally the same line.2°

Where there is difference over a reading, S generally follows I. Again, in lines 1-

60:

Sides with a over [

12 moAvPnuog
19 &veBoéParto
20 6x0ac

31 kal €déopaot
32 mow)(1)

34 ovde

(6x total)

Sides with l over a

8 éxov

10 mtivawv

10 maéOmnke

13 ¢’ fy(Y)ovag
18 év Batoaxolg
20 wkeavolo

21 o¢ & 0w
22-23 hab.

24 NueBeto

25 pide dnAov
26 hab.

28 uot

35 ToLoKOTAVIOTOG
36 ovdE

36 MOAANV oloapda
40 Botvnv

42-52 hab.

55 bpawv

58 moAAX kat
59 vounv

60 év

(21x total)

Sides with neither

1 mowtwe

6 AQLOTEVOVTEG
54 gevtAolg
(3x total)

126 The same instinct to combine appears on a smaller scale at 260, where pveoot véog maic I and

puot pegdaonal a are synthesised into the unmetrical pvéoowv véog pedapmal.
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Ludwich saw it as a halfway stage between the “purity” of Z and the heavy interpolation
of L; Glei suggests rather that it stands in the same relation to I as Z does to a. Yet the
affiliation of S to I is much stronger than that of Z to a, and it completely lacks Z’s
tendency to dramatic Sonderlesarten. Two of the ‘unique’ readings above are slight
variants of the forms in I, &glotevoovtec and tevtAoLg; only Mewtwg is genuinely new,
and it is one of the very few points in the poem where S has a reading not found in any
other early MS. (Another striking instance is 243, where all MSS have kai av01c or a
close variant, but S and the rest of its ‘Span.” family have xai o0toc.) The picture of S
most consistent with the evidence is an alert and thoughtful scribe, albeit one with no
great instinct for verse, working from an MS in the [ tradition as his principal source, but
with access at least to an a text and probably to something else as well: at 239 S preserves
wEYo0n Z, which goes on to become the majority reading, but in the 11t c. had already
become 0py100¢ic in a and been replaced with the corrupt (u)ovvwOn in I. The scribe
tended to keep I's readings, except where something from a struck him as superior, but
he did make a concerted effort to include as many as possible of the lines present in a

which were missing from .

iv. The papyrus

I have used IT to denote what is to date our only papyrus evidence for the BM:
P.Oxy.LXVIIL. 4668 (39 3B.76/B(I)a), published by Wouters in 2003 and dated by him to
the end of the 2" or beginning of the 3+ c. AD. It preserves eight lines of the poem; I

reprint below for reference the text with supplements as given by Wouters.
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K]JoopovvTeg XuTE[ag aQTLUACL TAVTOdATIOLOLY 41

o]v Towyw pedPaviag ov k]oap[pPalc [ov koAokvvOag 53

ov]de mpaools xA[weoic] emiBlo]o[kopat ovde oeAtvolg

Tavta ya]o vuete[p o]ty edeopafta twv kata Ayuvnyv - 55

...... ].tade plewdnolac Pvory[vabog avtiov nuda

Eeve ANV avxeLs €]t YyaoTeQ[L e0TL KAL ULV

mMOAAa Yo ev Apvn k]at emtt xOo[vi Bavpat weobat 59
c. 15 | |

The text seems to side with the a tradition, most obviously in its omission of 42-52, but
also in mpaocoig 54 (not tevtAoLc) and vuete[p 55 (not Vpwv). There are two peculiarities.
The first is the gap at the start of line 56, which on grounds of spacing and visible traces
would best be filled by taJuta d¢ - except that this would leave a space of about four
characters” width. The only known reading fitting this requirement is E0Og TavTx dé,
found in Parisinus 1310 (15% c., ITx Ludwich, P! Allen); as Wouters notes, ‘it is
remarkable to find this unmetrical reading attested so early” (p. 106). The second puzzle
is the six or seven letter-traces below 58, which do not at all correspond with 59 as it

appears in the MSS, and indeed cannot be plausibly placed to anywhere else in the BM.

v. Numeration

‘Irrefithrend ist auch unsere gegenwartige Verszahlung’, notes Wolke (p. 6), before going
on to suggest that if re-working systems of numeration in Classical texts were not such a
frequent source of confusion and irritation, he would consider ‘fiir eine Neuausgabe der
Batr. also auch eine neue Verszahlung fiir angebracht’ (p. 7). I concur, and in fact I judge
the benefits of corrected numeration worth the undoubted inconvenience involved. Only
a few short passages are affected, and I list them here. I have also noted in the apparatus

criticus when Ludwich’s numbering differs from my own. For further explanation of
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how the line numbers came to be muddled in the first place, see the Commentary on

each passage.

Line Hosty Ludwich Allen
OKLOTNOAL KATX YAlay, €V VoL owpa KaAvoat 60 61 60
OTOLXE(OLG DLTTOLG PHEMEQLOUEVA DWHUATA VALELY 61 60 61
Qkapedng anadolo dU avxévog: fourte O 0OV 209a 214 ---
avTOG O €0TIKEL YAVQOVIEVOS KATA ALUVNV 262a 263 262a
0UTOG avapmaal Batodxwv Yevernv énarellet 263 264 263
ayxov 0’ éotnkev pevealvwv it paxeodat 264 264a 264
KIveloOw TITavoKTOVOV OBQLUOEQYOV 280a 281 281
o Trtavag médpveg dplotovg EEoxa TAVTWV 280b  28la 281a
KkveloBw' oUtw yap dAwoetat 6g TG AQLoTog 281 284 284

Addendum: principles of the edition
Overall this edition sets its sights on the middle ground: reconstructing a plausible text
via a combination of approved palaeographical principle and literary analysis, neither
excising well-supported and coherent lines for being unserious (as Brandt had a
tendency to do) nor composing new lines in order to improve the narrative (a temptation
to which Ludwich repeatedly fell prey). So great is the confusion in the poem’s final
third, however, that any editor who wants to comment meaningfully on the text is forced
to take a side on one important methodological issue. The key question is: what degree
of surrealism are we prepared to allow the BM?

The founder of the ‘surrealist’ school of interpretation was arguably Glenn Most,
whose 1993 article ‘Die Batrachomyomachia als ernste Parodie” tackled various of the
problems with the poem which had been isolated by scholars like Glei, and explained

them as references to known cruces of Homeric interpretation. The idea that the second
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coming of Psicharpax may parody the apparent resurrection of Pylaemenes at XIII.658 is
relatively well-established: it is suggested but dismissed by Glei (pp. 176-7), cautiously
endorsed by Fusillo (p. 126), and mentioned by West in the introduction to his Loeb (p.
235). Most extended the principle, and used it to justify other apparent glitches, such as
the mysterious Peleion at 206 and the confusing issue of Physignathus’ military tactics
(see ad 153-7). The article concludes: ‘So zeigt das Batrachomyomachia auch das, was schon
bei Homer, nur nicht so deutlich und nicht so lustig, vorlag’ (p. 40). Sens 2006 and Kelly
2009 both continued this approach, with Kelly arguing that the reappearances of
Psicharpax at 234, Troglodytes at 247, and Prass(ei)us at 252 — all characters who died
earlier in the conflict — are intentional and parodic allusions not only to inconsistencies
found in Homer, but also to the ancient scholarly discussion surrounding these
inconsistencies.

The strategy of Most, Sens, and Kelly was profoundly welcome for its
acknowledgement of the BM’s sophistication: they engaged with the text as a complex
example of the ludic scholar-poetry characteristic of Hellenistic literature, rather than as
a second-rate patchwork composed by a poetaster. However, if taken to extremes, the
‘surrealist’ school — which, put simplistically, states that a ridiculous or impossible event
can be sustained in the poem’s narrative because it is ridiculous or impossible — makes the
job of repairing the text even harder than it would otherwise be.

I give a brief example. At 255, the helmet of one warrior — probably a mouse,
although even this is not certain — is described as tetoc&xvToov. This reading is found in
Z, S, and all the major MSS of the a family except Y, which has tetodtoutov. A few
other variants, none of them strikingly plausible, appear in later MSS. The I family lacks

this entire line, along with all the lines surrounding it, so cannot be called upon.
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TETEAXVTOOG is a hapax, but a xUtoa is an earthenware pot, so the adjective should mean
either ‘the size of four pots’ or ‘consisting of four pots’. A helmet made out of xVtoat
would align well with other wargear in the poem: the Mice make most of their
equipment out of scavenged domestic implements. But a helmet as big as four pots, or
made of four pots, would be oversized for a human. On a mouse it would be
preposterous, essentially an overturned cauldron with a mouse underneath it. Either we
need to look deeper for a meaning, or tetodxvTQOV is a corrupt reading, and we must
put our ingenuity to work and see if we can repair it.

However, there is a potential parallel in Homer for a helmet of excessive size. At
V.743-4 Athene dons a helmet which is both tetoapaAnpog and éxkatov moAlwv
TELAEe00” dpapuiay, ‘fitted with fighting men of a hundred cities’. This puzzling
expression was interpreted by the bT scholia as a way of implying that both Athene and
her helmet are very big: el 0¢ 1] kKOpUG ToOAVTY, TOTOV TO HEYEDOC TNG TEQLKELUEVTC TO
KQAVOG; ... OV YaQ eime T0 Héyeboc avToL womeQ ovde TO TS AONvag, kat” éudaocty d&
£dwre ovAAoYiCeoOal The BM poet elsewhere draws comedy from comparing his
warriors, particularly the Mice, to very large and powerful characters from myth: at 7
they are like the Giants, at 171 like the Centaurs or Giants, and at 195 Athene warns that
they are dangerous opponents even for a god. Could he have continued this strategy by
giving one of his heroes a gigantic helmet, just like Athene wears in the Iliad?

A mouse cannot wear a helmet as big as four pots. The surrealist argument
would acknowledge this as the point of the line. The BM poet has borrowed a trope from
Homer, but vastly exaggerated it in order to produce a completely ludicrous image: we
are supposed to laugh at the very fact that this line is impossible. Athene is a god and

can support colossal wargear; the mouse is a mouse, and cannot. Cf. the case of
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Psicharpax: in Homer, it is generally faceless soldiers like Chromius who reappear after
being killed, and the most important character to do so is Pylaemenes — a king, but a
very minor one. In the BM, it is Psicharpax, the hero of the poem’s first half and one of
the most significant characters overall, who resurfaces. This is as strikingly bizarre as if
Patroclus had rejoined the fray without comment some time during II. XX. We may
forget Pylaemenes, but we cannot have forgotten Psicharpax. Again, the BM exaggerates
a Homeric trope far beyond acceptable boundaries, so that we cannot gloss over it: we
are forced to confront it in all its ridiculousness.

The difficulty for the textual critic should be apparent. Below is a (partial) list of
points in the battle-narrative of the BM, all represented in a substantial number of early
MSS, which seem on first acquaintance to require the editor’s attention.

- Troglodytes or Trogletes (MSS vary) kills a frog at 206; another mouse kills
another frog at 209; then the frog Ocimides, ‘seized by &xoc’, kills Troglodytes
(MSS unanimous) at 214. At 247 Troglodytes (Sitophagus FLS, Prassophagus J)
reappears, involved in some sort of combat.

- Prasseius or Prassophagus attacks a mouse at 232, even though the mouse in
question is already dead and the text acknowledges this. Psicharpax comes to the
assistance of the dead mouse and kills Prasseius, Prassaeus, or Pelusius. At 252
Prassaeus (occasionally Troxartes) attacks another warrior.

- At 248, a character who has not been wounded ‘retreats limping from the battle,
sorely hurt’.

- At 253 Prass(ei)us hurls his 0&0oxowvog, ‘needle-reed’, at another warrior; but the
configuration of lines found in the paradosis makes the target of this attack

Physignathus, his own king.
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- At 274 Zeus apparently refers to the mouse champion Meridarpax simply as

Harpax.

All of these violate Homeric precedent; many also violate basic common sense. Yet if we
invoke the argument from surrealism, these exact violations make them defensible. No
god in Homer ever refers to a character by an abbreviated form of his name, but
Alcimedon, the henchman of Achilles, is renamed Alcimus by the narrator once he forms
a duo with the similarly-named Automedon (see ad 274); so is the BM poet making this
Homeric quirk more obvious and comic by putting it in the mouth of Zeus? If Ocimides
at 214 is moved by vengeance, we would expect him to kill the same mouse who slew his
comrade eight lines previous, hence Troglodytes at 206; but given the same
Alcimedon/Alcimus issue, might Trogletes be another name for Troglodytes? Or, given
the existence in Homer of pairs of characters with very similar names (Hippodamas and
Hippodamus are both Trojans, Deipylus and Deipyrus are both Achaeans, etc.), might
the BM be parodying this by having Ocimides kill a different character with almost the
same name — suggesting that in the heat of the moment he gets the wrong mouse? Some
names in Homer, such as Melanippus, are used for warriors on both sides of the battle;
could Prasseius the frog attacking the king of the Frogs be an allusion to this apparent
side-swapping, writ large for purposes of comedy?

Almost any logical inconsistency in the poem can be explained as a comic
reference to Homer. If the same inconsistency is found in Homer, albeit ‘nicht so deutlich
und nicht so lustig’, then the poet is exaggerating a Homeric flaw; if the inconsistency is
not found in Homer, then the poet is creating humour by introducing an error where
none existed in his model. This leaves the textual critic all but powerless. Unless a

reading is literally syntactically incoherent — an adjective not agreeing with its noun, a
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singular noun with a plural verb — it can be defended as parodic, no matter how bizarre
or unconvincing it may seem. At some point any editor of the BM will have to set a
personal standard for impossibility, and this will be largely a matter of subjective taste
and familiarity with the poem. Some editors would find — indeed, have found — the
central device of Psicharpax’ resurrection simply too ludicrous to endure; I am not one of
them. At other points, however, I do find certain logical flaws insupportable and attempt
to repair or resolve them. In the interests of honesty, I attempt to set out my principles
below, the better for future commentators to disagree with them.

I start from the conviction that the basic argument of Kelly 2009 — that the BM
permits certain characters to return from the dead as an allusion to various Homeric topoi
—is correct. I do not think we need to sweep Psicharpax redivivus under the carpet by
renaming him as Lychnarpax or anything else. This is because I find in the poem a
consistent thematic interaction with the notion of uncertainty over life and death,
particularly as it relates to Achilles’ battle in the river during II. XXI. The points where
this theme becomes relevant are discussed in detail ad locc. However, I also cleave to two
particular maxims:

i) The BM is internally consistent; it follows its own logic. The Mice and Frogs fight
with appropriately-sized wargear which the poet describes in detail at 124-31 and
161-5; therefore, if the poem refers to a mouse or frog using equipment which would
be preposterously oversized for them, like the four-pot helmet at 255 or the ‘rock like
a millstone” at 213a, something has gone wrong. Psicharpax drowns when he falls in
water, and Physignathus refers to the Mice as axoAvuBovg at 158; so if a character is
depicted as fleeing by diving into the pond, he must be a frog. (The ‘surrealist’

counter-argument to the latter point would be: in II. XXI the Trojans flee from
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Achilles into the Scamander, not the most sensible refuge for a mob of armoured
men; therefore the BM is exaggerating the foolishness of this decision by having a
mouse, who is explicitly described as unable to swim, flee by throwing himself into
water. I acknowledge that this is a possibility; I simply do not find it consistent with
the sense of humour displayed elsewhere in the poem.)

ii) The BM derives its effect from varying and adjusting Homeric tropes, not from
reversing them completely. An example of this point is 254, where a character’s
shield successfully resists the impact of a spear. This happens several times in
Homer, but the character holding the shield is always a major, plot-significant hero:
Antilochus at XII1.564-5, Menelaus at XIII1.607 and XVI1.44, Achilles at XX.267-8, etc.
We never hear of a minor character stopping a spear with his shield. I therefore judge
it likely that whoever is holding the shield at 254 is a significant character, rather
than a stock warrior introduced simply for the purpose. This is an assumption, and
Kelly has pointed out (per litt.) that there would be bathetic humour in the BM
discarding the trope and having a completely irrelevant footsoldier manage a feat
which in the Iliad is reserved for the A-list; it is, however, an assumption I am happy
to make, because I judge the poet’s interest to lie more in staying faithful to the
‘rules” of Homeric battle — with his cast of tiny animals who have no place in a

Homeric battle at all — than in deliberately flouting them.

The BM has not been studied as a sophisticated work of literature long enough
for any kind of consensus to develop on this issue. Indeed, I do not believe any previous
scholarship has articulated the terms of the debate. The text of the battle is obviously

damaged and incomplete, whatever one’s assumptions: ideology will dictate the extent of
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an editor’s intervention, not whether he intervenes at all. Generally speaking, the less
one is prepared to permit the poet openly surreal and illogical sequences of action, the
more one will have to intervene, and vice versa. Editors in the 19t and early 20t century
tended strongly towards one extreme, and attempted to fix everything in the text that
looked even slightly counterintuitive, often by ignoring the paradosis altogether and
making heavy use of supplements and conjectures. I find this approach unhelpful, but
do not believe the poem is best served by going to the opposite extreme and explaining
away every flaw as a symptom of authorial genius. I do not pretend to have solved the
problem, and have no doubt that future editors will find me too interventionist, too
laissez-faire, or both. My goal was simply to find a middle ground which permits the
poem its characteristic intertextual humour, but also acknowledges the manifest truth

that the text as we have it is unsatisfactory and requires repair.
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Note on the apparatus

This apparatus does not pretend to completeness. The only really thorough collation of
the BM’s manuscripts must for now remain the 1896 edition of Arthur Ludwich, to
which scholars seeking more detail are directed; I rely heavily on its readings, and
apologise for any errors I have inadvertently propagated. Ludwich’s apparatus is,
however, dense, confusing, and difficult to use. By sacrificing detail, I hope I have at
least gained a measure of clarity. My model has been the stripped-down apparatus
compiled by Martin West during preparation of his 2003 Loeb edition, which he very
generously allowed me to see: like West I include only a selection of important
differences (for example, I generally ignore all points where there is disagreement over
the accentuation of a word) and a greatly reduced number of MSS (though unlike West I
include the readings of S, which as discussed above makes an interesting half-way stop
between the divergent a and I traditions). Allen’s OCT apparatus, although generally
less valuable, has been consulted in places.

I have supplemented Ludwich’s work with autopsy examination of three MSS —
the oldest, Z, which I inspected in the Bodleian, plus S and Y, for which I used the high-
resolution digital scans published online by Harvard University’s Homer Multitext
Project (for S) and by the Universitatsbibliothek Heidelberg (for Y). I have regularly
given the readings of Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, and West, where they disagree with my
own: if one of these editors’ names is not mentioned, it should be assumed that we are in
agreement. Other scholars are mentioned only where they were responsible for a
conjecture or solution. The exclusion of Glei from the apparatus implies no fault in his

edition, but (as discussed above, p. 97) he prints two separate texts — the a-archetype and
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the l-archetype; citing his readings therefore introduces much potential for confusion, as
one has to distinguish between Glei-a and Glei-1.

I have taken one unusual step in compiling this apparatus. Where a manuscript
siglum appears in square brackets — so [Z] — this means that Z has the reading in
question in a secondary hand. I have not attempted to distinguish between corrections,
interlinear/marginal additions, or any of the various other ways in which alternative
readings may be added to a text. This is partly in the interests of simplicity, and partly
because I rely so heavily on Ludwich, whose apparatus is not always clear and with
whom I frequently disagree. I do not feel confident in, for example, following Ludwich’s
distinction between m2 and m3 without first having inspected the MS myself. Allen’s
apparatus is much less detailed and rarely clarifies matters. If one reading is attributed
to Z and another to [Z], this means that the first reading seems to be the original, and the
second has been added later. I am aware this deprives the reader of many useful data,
and can only repeat, with apologies, my directions towards Ludwich; my defence is that
I would rather present a little information about which I am confident than a lot of
information which I have not been able to confirm.

Ludwich’s more imaginative conjectures are generally not included, to save

space. I have occasionally used the siglum Q to indicate ‘all but’ the MS specified.

118



BATPAXOMYOMAXIA

AQXOMEVOS TRWTNG A0S 0oV €€ ‘EAucwvog 1
EADel elg Euov Ntog émevxopal elvek” aodNg,

v véov €v déATolov Euols €mit yovvaot Onka,

donowv dmepeoinv, moAepokAovov égyov Apnog,

EVUXOHEVOS HEQOTIECTLY £G oVt TtaoL BaAéoOatl 5
TG HUEG &V PATOAXOLOLV AQLOTEVTAVTES EBnoav,
YNYevéwV avdewV ppovpevol éoya I'iyavtwy,

ws Adyog &év Ovnrolowv énv: toinv O €xev doxmv.

pog mote dupaAéog yaAéng kivduvov dAvEag

niAnoiov, év Alpvn Atxvov mapéOnie yévewoy, 10
DOaTL TEETOUEVOC HLEANDEL TOV D¢ KaTelde

Ayvoxaong moAvdNuog, €mog O’ epOéyEato Tolov:

“Eetve, Tic el; moBev NADec Em’ Nidvag; Tig O Pvoag;

riavia O’ aAn0evoov, un Pevdopevov oe vorjow.

el yap oe yvoinv ¢pidov d&lov &g dopov déwr 15
dwoa d€ ToL dwow Eetvijia TTOAAX Kol E0OAA.

elpLd’ eyw Paocidedg Puotyvabog, 0¢ kata Alpvnyv

TIHOHAL BATOAXWV 1YOUHEVOS UATA TAVTA

kat pe matno [nAevg dveBpéato, Yopouedovomn

pxOeic ev prrotntL g’ dxOBaig Howavoio. 20
Kal 0¢ O 00 KAAOV Te Kal AAKIHOV EE0XOV AAAWV.” 21
tov O av Wixdonal anapeifeto pavnoév te 24
“tinte Yévog TovpOV (Ntels; dNAov O év Amaoty 25

avOpwmoLs Te O€0ls T KAl oLEAVIOLS TETENVOILG.
Wixaomal pev €yw KIKANoOKopAr eipt 0& KoLEOG

1 TpwTNg oeAidog Z: TpTov youa@v al, TpwTwg u- S 3 v Q: kai Q 5 mdol alS (mdoiv Q):
mavia Z 6 dpioteloavTeg aLZ: -oovieg FJ[Z]; -ovteg S 8 Exev ad (et Z ante corr.?): Exov
FLS[Z] 10 Aixvov Z: amaAov aJ[S]; mivwv FLS  mrapédnke ISZ: rpoaébnke a, Allen, Fusillo,
West 12 hipvéxapng JT: Aipvoxapig FLPSYZ, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West; Anpvoxapng Q
TOAU@NUOG aSZ: ToAUpwvog | 13 €1 (i)ovag IS, émi nvag [Z] (ilvag ante corr.?): £ A(i)éva
a, West  Ti¢ 6 pUoag JZ: Tig 8¢ 0’ 6 puoag aFLS, West 15 Gglov alS: Gpiotov Z

18 Batpaxwyv aZ: év Batpaxoig FJS, év Batpaxwyv L 19 avebpéwarto aSZ: ot éyeivaro |,
Ludwich 20 6x0aig IZ[S]: 6xBag aS, Allen, Fusillo, West ‘Hpidavoio aZ[S]: wkeavoio IS,
Fusillo 21 0¢d o0pw ISZ: oc BAéTTw a 24 amrayeifeto QTYZ: AueiBeto JLS; auciBeto FP

25 BiAGv T év QTY, T om. F; dijAov £oTiv P; @iAe dAAov JLS[Z]; 10 &’ donuov Z; dijhov &' év recc.,
Allen, Fusillo; 16 ¢ dAAov Franke, West 26 hab. FJS: car. aLZ, del. West

119



Towaotao mMatEog peyaAntoQog: 1) ¢ vu untno
AgtyopvAn, Buyatne Itepgvotpwrtov PaociAnoc.

vetvato 0 év KaAvpn ue kat ¢é£e0péato PowTolg, 30
oUKOLG KAl KAQLOLS Kal €DE0UA0L TTAVTODATIOLOLY.

g 0¢ GpiAov Tou) pe, ToV € GUOoLV 0VOEV OUOLOV;

ool Hev yo Plog éotiv &v LdaoLY: avTAQ Euorye

dooa maQ” dvOpwmols Tewyetv £€00g 0VOE e ANOeL

AQTOG TOLOKOTIAVLOTOG AT €UKUKAOUL KAVEOLO, 35
0VLdE TAAKOUG TAVUTIEMAOG €XWV TTOAL ONJOAOTLEOV,

oL TOHOGC €K TTEQVTG, OVX Ttata Aevkoxitwva,

0L TLEOG VEOTINKTOG ATIO YAUKEQOLO YAAAKTOG,

o0 XONOTOV HEAlTwHA, TO KAl pakageg mobéovaty,

oLd’ Boa EOG Dolvag HEQOTIWV TEVXOVLOL LAY ELQOL, 40
KOOUOUVTEG XVTQAS AQTUHACL TIAVTODATIOLO LY.

OV TOWYW EAPAVOLGS, OV KQAMPAS, OV KOAOKUVTAG,

0VOE MEACOLS XAWQOLS EMIPBOTKOUAL 0VdE OeAlvOLS

TAUTA YOO VPETEQ” 0TIV €déopata TV Kata Alpvnv.” 55
TEOG Tdde pednoag Puotyvabog avtiov nvdar

“Eetve, ANV avX el EmL YaoTéQr E0TL Kal ULV

TOAAQ Y €v Alpvn) kat emtt xOovi Bavpat’ 1décOat
apdiBrov yoo £dwre vounv Batpaxotot Kooviwy,
OKLQTNOAL KATA Yalav, £V DdAoL cwpa KaAval, 60
OTOLXELOLG DLTTOLG HEUEQLOHEVA DWUATA VALELV.

eLY’ €0€AeIC Kal TavTa darjeval VXEQES EoTl

Patvé pot &v vawtolol, KoAaTel 0é pe unmot’ 0Anat,

28 vu aZ: poi LS; ye J; om. F 30 é€eBpéwato BpwToig alS (dopoig Q): Eppiwe véueabal Z

31 kai £€déopaot aSZ (-oiv QY): év €déopaot | 32 roifi(1) aS: Troigig IZ - 33 éuoi ye FS, West;
¢uoi yn [F1J 34 006¢ aS: ol 1Z (o0 1i West) 35 TpiokoTravioTog ISZ: SuokoTravioTog a,
diokoTravioTog recc., West 36 oUd¢ ISZ: olite a  TTOAU onoapdTtupov a: TToAARV gioayida ISZ
37 post 38 Z 40 Boivag aZ: Boivnv IS 53 pagavoug IPQSZ: pepavag TY, pepav] I
KoAokUvTag FLSZ: kohokUvBag a[F]J 54 o0d¢ MQTZ: ou IPSY, Allen, Fusillo  mpdao(o)oig afl,
mpaowv Z: TeUTAOIG |, oeUTAOIG S, Allen, Fusillo 55 Opétep’ allZ: uydv IS 57 kai aJLS: ¢ ¥’
Z,5¢kai F 58 TToAG yap QTY, 1. yév yap P: . kai ISZ; 1. yaN’ recc., Allen, Fusillo  émi alZ:
évIS 59 vounvISZ (vouov J): wnva 60 (‘61 teste Ludwich) kata alS: émi Z

év FLSZ: kai évaJ 61 (‘60 teste Ludwich) hab. a[F]SZ: car. I; del. West  oToixeioig QTZ,
-x101G Y: xoigioig P; Teixeioig S dwparta P[ST]Y, -1i T: cpata QSZ 63 Baivé poi IQSTZ:
dipw o’ PY  6Anai aSZ (6Antai T ante corr.): 6Aio6fig |, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West

120



Omriwe ynOoovvog Tov epov dOpoV eloadiknat.”

WS &Q” €P1n kal vt €dIdoL: O d¢ Paitve TAXLOTA 65
Xeoag EXwv ToLdEQOLo KaT avXEVOS AUATL KOVPW.

Kal TEwToV pev éxaipev 6t €BAeme yeltovag OpUoug,
vii&et tepmopevog Puoryvabov: AAA” Gte o1 o

KOpaot moehpueéoloty EKAVLETO, TTOAAX dDakQVWV
axonotov petdvolav euépdeto, TiAAe d¢ xaltag, 70
Kat modag EoPryyev KAt Yaotéog, €v 0é ol 1)ToQ

TdAAet anBein kat émi x0ova PovAed” ikéoOar

dewva O Umeotevdxille POPOL KQLOEVTOC AVAYKT). 73
oV 0UTW VwTolowy €BdoTaoe GOQTOV EQWTOG 78
tavEog 0T Evpwrnv duwx kbpatog 1y’ émt Koy,

WG MUV VPoag EMVOTIOV YEV G OLKOV 80
Patoaxos, AMAWOAG wXEOV dépHag VOATL AeVKQ.

000G O é€aldpvng avedaivero, mkEOV OQapa

apdotégolc 0pov d” VTeE LdATOG elxe TEAXNAOV,

ToLTOV WV Katédv Puoilyvabog, ov Tt vorjoag

olov €tatgov épeAAev ATIOAAVEVOV KATAAELTTELY. 85

OV d¢ Babog Alpvng kal AAeVATO KO LEAALVAY.

KEWOG O g adéOn, méoev Umtiog eVOVS €’ LdWE* 87
TIOAAQKL pLEV KaTédLVeV VP’ DOATL, TOAA&KL D" adTe 89
AakTiCwVv dvEéduve: pogov O ovk v DTTAAVEAL. 90

devdpeval d¢ Toixeg mMAglov BAog eiAkov €T avTQr

DOt ©” OAAVEVOS Tolovg €pOEyEato pvboug:

64 10V IS: TpOG PYZ; €ic QT 65 0¢ Baive QSZ: & £Raive IPTY, Allen, Fusillo, West

66 Tpugepoio IQST: ammaloio PYZ, Ludwich, West  kat IQSTZ: & P[T]Y  &uuam FLPQSZ
(Gup- Yc): GApaT J[ST]Y; Gpuant T koU@w a[S]Z: kaA® IS 67 TplTov Pév ISZ: 10 TpdiToV a,
Allen, Fusillo, West 68 aAN 61e 01 pa aSZ: wg &¢ piv AdNn | (uev J) 69 TToppupéoialv EKAUZETO
aS: -oig £TekA- IZ SdakpUwv alS (8’ dkouoag Q): & éBwaoTpel Z 72 hab. a[F]SZ: car. |

ikéagBal PQZ: idécBal STY 73 deiva & aSZ: dewvov (F?)JL  umreatevayile TYZ: utrooTevayi(e
P; Umreatovayile JQS, West; émeatovayile FL  78-81 post 66 trai. Ludwich, West

78 éBaoTtaoe ISTZ, -oev QY: éBdoTtale P, -Cev [Y] 80 piv Uywoag Althaus: uiv amAwoag 1QZ,
Allen, Fusillo; vOv u’ am- P[Y], vOv amr- ST, viv pe atr- [S], W’ a1 Y; €y’ émmmAwoag [T], recc.
¢mvwTiov I[T]Z: &€mi vwToig P, émmi v@itov QST, é€mi viwtoiov Y 81 &mAwoag QTY (et Z ante
corr.?): bywaoag IS[Z], Allen, Fusillo; 61 elpatr P 82 Udpog alS[Z]: GAMog Z  é€aipvng aS:
égamivng IZ, West  mikpov |: deivov aSZ 83 augortépoig IS: raaiv amAdg Z; raaoiv Op®g a

84 o0 11 Allen (oUTi PSTY, 6111 Q): oUXi IZ 85 amoAAUpevov KaTaA(e)itrelv aSZ: dmoAAUval Kata
Aipvnv | 86 dAevaTto aS[Z] (aAeveTo Z ante corr.?): Ekpuye | 87 £€@’ a[S]Z: ég LS, &’ ég F, €ig J
89 £¢’ aFLSZ: év J; U@’ Bothe, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West 91 TrA€iov IZ: TAgioTov aS
(mARoTov Q) sikkov Z: Eaxov P; fiev QS; Roav [T]; eilkev Y; Ayov [Y]; épov FL; fyayov J

£ alT® recc., Allen, Fusillo, West: ém’ autov aSZ, Ludwich; aut®@ J; om. FL 92 (daTi a: 0daai
ISZ, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West  Toioug £€¢6. u0iBoug aS: uuboug £¢6. Toioug IZ

121



“ov Anoeic doAlwe Puotyvabe tavta momoag,
vaunyov oipag amod CWHATOS WS ATIO TETENG.

OUK AV OV KATX yalav dpelvwv Noda kdkiote 95
TIAYKQATIQ TE TIAAT TE KAl €lG DQOUOV* AAAX MAavioag

elg VOwWE W €ooupac. éxet Beog Ekdkov Oppa.” 97
TaUT eV ATEMVELOEV €P’ VIATL TOV D& KATEWDEV 99
Agryomivag 6xOnowv edpelopevog HaAaKn oL 100

detvov 0’ €E0AGALEE, doawv O 1y yelde poecoty.

ws & Epuabov v polpav €dL XOAOG alvog Amavtac:

Kat tote kNEvkeoow £oig EkéAevov DT GpOov

Knovooewy ayoonv &¢ dwpata TowEaotao,

natog dvotrvov Wixdomaryog, 0¢ kot Alpvnv 105
Umtiog €ENTAWTO VEKQOV dEpag, ovde TR’ OXOalg

NV NoN TANUV, Héoow O ETEVI)XETO TTOVTQ.

wg O’ NABov omevdovTeg AU NOL, TEWTOG AVEDTN

Tow&aptng émi madl xoAovpevog, einté te poov:

“@ PlAo, el kal HOOVOG €y Kaka TIOAAX TiémovOa 110
&K Patodxwv, 1 MERA KAKT TAVTETTL TETUKTAL

el O &yw dLOTNVOC ETel TOELS TG OAeToAL.

KAl TOV HEV TTRWTOV YE KATEKTAVEV apmalaoa

£€x010Tn yaAén, 1o yAng éktooOev éAovoa.

TOV 0" AAAOV AALY &vDQES ATt véeg ég nopov eAEav 115
KAWvoTéQaus Téxvails EVAvov dOAov éEevgovTeg,

NV mayda kaAéoval, puwv OAételpav éovoav.

0 TOITOG 1V &YATNTOG €U0l KAl UNTEQL KEDVT),

TOUTOV ATETIVIEEV BATOAXOG KakOG €6 BuOov dEac.

93 BdoAiwg aZ: ye BeoUg IS[Z], West 94 vaunyov piwag aZ: £ Aipvnv pe(v) IS 96 dAAG
TAavAoAg a: GAN’ amatioag ISZ, Ludwich 99 1adt aSZ: ¢ I, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West

101 hab. alS: car. Z 102 v poipav PYZ: poipav QS, yupav T; TOv pépov | 103 ékéAeuov
ISZ: ékéAeuoav a, Allen, Fusillo 104 dyopnyv F[JILPSTYZ: ayopriv 8’ JQ, dyopnvd’ Allen, Fusillo
106 6x0aic JL[P?]Z: 6x0ag aFS (et P ante corr.?), West 107 émevrixeto IQSTZ: Utrevrixeto PY
109 1e alS: 8¢ Z 111 1y TrElpa KaKNA: A Teipa aZ; oi¢ woipa kakn I; GAN' 1 poipa S

112 & éyw duoTtnvog ISZ: d¢ viv éAeeivog a, West (de vOv ey ehenvog Q)  113-14 uiéa pol
TPWTOV HUOPAPROg dopTrAcaTo | BNP peydAn kAovéovTa TITépvav oldAolo Tuxoloa [Z]

113 ye JL:om. aFS 114 éxBioTn IS: €xBioTog a, Allen  £kTooBev QTY (et S ante corr.):
£k1000¢ FL[S]; évtooBev P; évioobe J  éAoloa a: AaBoloa IS 115 é¢ yopov IPTYZ: yépov QS
giréav FJS: Ektav PQYZ; ASav L; om. T 116 &6Aov JS: uépov alL.Z: d6uov F

117 del. Wachsmuth, Allen 118 & Tpitog Av: 6¢ Tpitog Av Janko; ¢ & &1’ énv West 6 IYZ: om.
PQST AvPQYZ:& AvFLST; 8 alJ £poi kai untépl kedvij aSZ: étrei polvog EAEAEITTTO |

119 amémvigev YZ, -nev Q, -iI€e PST: amékteive | Bartpaxog kakog IS: guaoiyvabog azZ, Allen,
Fusillo  ég BuBov Gfag aSZ (i S): ¢ Bubov aiag West; £€oxog GAAwV |

122



AAN” &ye®” OmAlleoOe kat ¢£€ABwpey ém” avTovg.” 120
o0t elmwv avémneloe kaBomAilleobal dmtavtag.

KVNUDAG HEV mewtov EPrjopooay eig dLO Uneovg,

ONEAVTES KUAMOUS XAWQEOUG, €0 O AOKNOAVTEG, 125
0UG AUTOL OLX VUKTOG €TOTAVTES KATETQWEAV.

Owonkag 0" eixov kKaAapootepéwv ano Puoowv,

oUG YaAénv delpavteg EmOTApéVWS Emoinoanv.

AoTic O’ v AVXVOL TO pecduPaAov: 1) 0€ vu AdYxN

eOUNKNG PeAovn), tayxaAkeov égyov Apnoc: 130
1 0& KOQUG TO AéTtLEOV €Tl KQOTADOLS €0eBivOou.

oUtw pév pveg noav évontAor wg d” événoav

Batoaxot éEavédvoav ad’ VdaToG, €6 0" Eva XwEOV

EA0OVTEG POLATIV EVVayoV TOAEUOLO KAKOLO.

OKETMTOEVWY O avT@V MO0V 1] 0TA0IS 1) T(G O pvbog, 135
KknNEvE &yyvOev NAOe Gpéowv OAPBdOV peTa XEQOLV,
TvoyAvPov viog peyaAntopoc Eupacixvtoog,

AYYEAAWV TIOAEpOLO KKV PATLY, elmté Te Tolo

“@ Patooxol, poeg VUL amelAoavteg Emeppay

elmety omAlleoOat émi MTOAEUOV Te HAXNV TE. 140
eldov yap ka®” Vowe Yixdomaya, OV meQ Emepvev

vpétepog Paorevg Puotyvabog. dAAX pdxeoOe

ol TIveg &v Patodxoloy AQLoTheg yeydate.”

WG etV amépnve Adyog 0 elg ovata MAVTWY

eloeABwv etapate Poévac PaToaXwV dyeQwxwV: 145

Hepdpopévav 0 avtwv Puotyvabog elmev avaotde:

120-1 post 111 [F]JJ 120 GAN GyeB’ IS: &AN dye Z; aAN ay’ PQY; GAN' T 6mTAiCeoBe aSZ:
ommAi{wpecBa a (-wueba Y, -opeda T, wmAnlwuecba Q) 122 car. Y  kaBotrAifeoBal PQSTZ:
kaBotmrAioBfval | 124 mp®Tov IQSTZ: mpta PY  égrpuoocav gic 0o pnpoug ISZ (é¢ FJ):
Tepi kvnuiolv €Bevto a (kvAuiov Y, kvnuioiv Q, kvAunoiv T)  unpoug codd.: poipag Barnes,
Ludwich, Allen, West 125 €0 &' aokioavTeg IS: kai Trepi KVAIOIV €BeVTO Z; Kai KVANAG
ékaAutrtov PQT (kai om. P); kvnuidag ékdAutrtov Y  127-8 hic 1Z: post 131 aS

127 kahapooTepéwy a: KaAQv eUTpeéwv IS[Z] (eUTpagéwy [Z]; e0Tagéwv F; kaAdv J);
KaAapoppagiéwv van Herwerden, Ludwich, West, kahauooTpepéwyv Bothe, alii alia

128 ¢moinoav aS: épdpnoav IZ 129 Av AUxvou recc.: Av auToic AUxvou alSZ 130 UPAKNG
Behdvn Z: elunkeig Behdval alS 131 kpotdgoig £pefivBou aZ (-goioiv Z): KpoTapolol kapuou IS
(kapOwv J) 132 oUtw FLSTY: oltwg PQZ; g J  pévaFSZ:om.JL RAoav IPSYZ: éotnoav T,
-loovQ 133 4@’ JLQSTY: @' FP; é€Z O IQSY: om. PTZ 134 £Uvayov ISZ: oUvayov a
135 pdBog a: BpUAAoG ISZ, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo 136 padov aZ: okittpov IS, Ludwich

138 TmoAépoio IPSYZ: om. QT @atv PSYZ, atnv QT: épivl 1€ ISZ: 6¢ PQY; om. T

T0ia PY: Toladta Z; To1éde Toiode QT; uibov IS 139 ) aJLZ: om. FS 140 cimeiv ISZ: efmov a
TITOAEPOV JS: TOAepov aFLZ 141 ovrep Emegvev a[d]S, év mep Allen, Fusillo: Ov katémre@ve(v)
FLZ; Tov katémevey Brandt, Ludwich; Tov Tep €mepvev West 143 oi IQSZ: €f PTY  yeydate
ISTYZ, yeyaatai P: yeywvatar Q 144 mmaviwyv IS: puv aZ
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“@ PlAoL, oVK EKTELVOV €Y HDV, 0VOE KATELDOV

OAAVpeVOV tavtwg & émviyn nallwv maga Alpvny,

VNEELS TAG PATOAXWV UIHOVUEVOS® OL D€ KAKLOTOL

VOV €ue péudovtal tov avaitiov: dAA” dye BovAnv 150
Cnmowpev 6mwg doAlovg poag €EoAéowuey.

VOV YaQ €ywV €0€w G HoL DOKEL elval &QLOTA.

OCOUATA KOOUNOAVTES EVOTIAOL OTWHUEV ATIAVTES

AKQEOLS TTAQ XelAeoov, GTIOL KATAKQNUVOS O XWQEOGC"

Nvika " opunOévteg ¢d’ Nuéag EEEAOwOt, 155
doadpevol kKopvOwV, 6¢ T oXedOV avtiog A0,

£c Alpvnv avtolg ovv exkeivw V0L BaAwuev.

oUTw YA mviEavteg £v VOO TOUG AKOAVUPOLG

otoopev eVOVUWS TO HVOKTOVOV WOE TEOTIALOV.”

@W¢ elmtwv ovvémeloe kaBomAilleoBal dmavrtac. 160
PUAAOLS pEV HaAaX @V KVIHAG EAG AppekAAVPaY,

Owonkag O elxov kKaAwv XxAoeowv Ao oeVTAWY,

GUAAQ O¢ TV KEAUPWV €lg AOTUDAC €V oK oAV,

£yx0g O’ 6EVOoXOLVOG EKAOTW HAKQOS AONOEL,

Kol 0ot K€Qa KOXALWV AETTV EKAAVTITE KAQTVA. 165
doalapevold €otnoav e’ 0xOaig tymAToL

oelovteg Adyxag, Ovpov O EumAnvTo €ékaotog.

ZeLg d¢ Beolg KaAéoag elg oEAVOV AOTEQOEVTA,

Kal TOAEHOL MANOVV delEag KQATEQOVGS TE XN TAC,
TIOAAOUG KAl LEYAAOUG 1) €y xea Lakoa (hEQOoVTAg, 170

otog Kevtavpwv otpatog éoxetatné I'yavrov,

147 éktevov IPSYZ: éktavov QT 148 & aZ: om. IS 149 710galZ: tov S 151 plag aFLZ:
MOGJS  éfoAéowpev Q: OAéowpev Z 152 viv yap IQSTZ: Toi yap PY, Ludwich, Toiyap Allen,
Fusillo, West 153 év 6rAoig JPY: Evotrhol FLQSTZ 154 xeikeoowv FS, -eaiv JLPY: 1eixeooiv Z,
-€0iv T, -noiv Q 156 6¢ Tig ISZ (g Tig F): OTrTwg PY, 61mwg QT dvrtiog €AON F, -ov €ABN Z,
-o¢ £ABoI JLS: AABoV £¢’ fudi a (EABwao’ é@’ AUEC [Y]) 157 ékeivw aSZ (ékeivwv T, éKOVw Y):
ékeivaig recc., Allen, Fusillo; évrecivl  BaAwpev Q (BAA- T): EAwpevd 158 év Udaoi IS:
ékeivoug aZ 160 wg dpa wvroag 6TrAolg katédnaev dmavtag IS (-duoev F; -ducav J)
ouvétreloe aZ (ouvetrnoe Q): avémelioe recc., Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo 161 kviuag £4g
apeekaAuyav recc.: £a¢ om. aFLSZ; 1€ kvAuag aug- J; auei kvApag ékdAuwav Ludwich, West
162 kaA®v xAoepv a (xAwpwv [Z], xhopwv ante corr.?): xAwpv TTAaTéwv IS: Kahoug xAogpv
West, fort. recte  ocUTAwv aZ: TeUTAwV IS 163 T0Ov om. QT 165 kai pa képa Stadtmuiller,
Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo: kai pa PQSTZ; kai k€ pa Y; kai KopuBeg |, West  KoxAIGV AeTTT(v
¢kGAuTITE Kdpnva aSZ: koxAial kGpnv aueekaAutiTov | 166 dxBaig ISZ: 6x0ng a, West
OwnAaiol TZ: OwnAfoi(v) IPQSY, Ludwich, West 167 EutrAnvto Q: EuTrAnaTo Z; éuTTETTANCTO
PY; émémAnTto T; EmAnTO |; €mAnoTo S; €utrAnTo Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo 171 hab. alZ: car. S
NE TZ: o€ IQ; fiTe P; gite Y
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NOL YeA@V €péelve TIveS PATOAXOLOLV AQWYOL

N puoiv abavatwv: kat AOnvainv mpooéetmev:

“@ BVyateQ, puotv &g’ EémaAeEnjoovoa ToEeLOT);

KQL YXQ 00D KATAX VIOV AEL OKIQTWOLY ATIAVTES 175
KVIOT) TEQMOMEVOL Kal EDE0UATL TTAVTOdATIOLOLY.”

ws &Q” € Koovidng: tov d¢ mpooéetmev AOrvn

“@ MATEQ, OVK AV T TOT €Y@ HLOL TELQOUEVOLOLY

EAQolunV émapwyog, Emetl Kok ToOAAX | €oQyav

otéppata BAdTTovTES Kl AbXvoug elvek’ EAaiov. 180
ToUTO d€ pot Aty €dake Poévag otov Eoelav:

TEMAOV LoV KaTétowEav OV EE0PNVa Kapovoa

€K Q0OAVTG AETTNG Kol OTHHOVA LAKQOV évnoa,

KAl TOWYAAGS €TéAecoav: 0 O’ NMNTIG oL €TTE0T

KAl MOACOEL Le TOKOV' TO O¢ Olylov abavatoloy: 185
XONOAHEVT YO EvNoa Kal OVK £XwW AVTATIODOLVAL.

AAA 000 ¢ Patodxoloy agnyéuev ovk €0eAnow.

elol yap ovd’ avtol poévag Eumedor, AAAL pe mo@nv

€K TOAEpOL aviovoav émet Alnv ekomwoOny,

Urvov devopévny ovk elaocav BoguBovvteg 190
oL’ OALYOV Katapvoal €yw O AVTVOG KaTeKeIUNV*

TV KEPAAT)V aAyovoay, éwg €BONoev aAEKTwO.

AAN” dye mavowpeoOa Beol TovTOLOLY QN YELY,

U1 k€ Tic Vpelwv TowoT) BéAeL 0EvodevTr

eloLyoaQ ayxéuaxol, et kat 0eog avtiov éAOour 195

172 &' épéeive QT 173 puaoiv dBavaTtwy IS: puai teipopévoial a, Ludwich; pyuai tepmréuevol Z
ABnvainv Tpooéeitev ISZ, ABAvnv TTp- PY: Tpocéermev ABRvn QT 174 dp’ émake€Aoouca | (Gp’
L, A o' Ludwich): &p émappréouca [S] (ETaAng- ante corr.?); dpa BonBricouca a (A pa Z, Allen,
Fusillo); A p’ amaAe€fioouca West  Tropedon ISZ (et Q?): ropeun PY (tropetou T) 175 &ei om.
J 176 £¢déopaoi ravrodaTroiolv aZ (-Jaotv QY, €deUopaact T.-iv T): Buoidwv édéopaactv IS
(Blawv J?) 179 émapwyog aZ: dpwyog | (dpp-S) W om.lY 181 poi FLST: pou JPQYZ
olov JLZ (et S ante corr.?): oia W’ aF (et S post corr. teste Ludwich, sed oic lego)  &pe€av ISZ:
g€opyava 183 pakpov Z: Aemrtov Q, Fusillo (-Ag T, -nv Y)  évnoa aSZ: éopya | 184 kai
TpwyAag £TéAea(o)a(v) asS, évédnoa Z: TpwyAag T éutroinoayv |, Allen, Fusillo 6 & £1nTAG Yol
¢méotn aS (0 démeTAg P, 0 8¢ TATNS Q; ATINTAC recc., Thom. Mag.): Toutou Xdpiv é€wpyiouai | (o0
xép- J); pilov d¢ pou fTop idven Z, Ludwich 185 hic Z: post 186 alS, Fusillo  Tékov QSTY:
TéKOIG FLZ; TOKOG J; om. P 10 8¢ piyiov ISZ (160¢ J, 16 ye S, West; pi- F): 10 v’ £ppi TTOVov P (16
ye pnTropéV’ Q, 16 ye pitovov T, 10 Y’ épitrovov Y) 186 évnoa ISZ (et Q?): Gpnva PTY

187 apnyéueval Vaticanus gr. 2222, Allen (dpwynuevai J)  oUk é8eArjow a[J]Z: BouArooual FLS
(et J ante corr.?); BouAjow Laurentianus XXIII 1, Allen 188 rpwnv a[J]S: TpwTov FLZ

191 katapUoal aJL: kapuloal FSZ 192 v Q: v 8¢ QT €Bdénoev aSZ: épwvnoev |
(pwovnoev J) 193 Beoiom. QT 194 hab. alS: car. Z k€ IQTY: kai PS  Upeiwv PQSY (Upp-
L): Aueiwv FT (et J?) T1pwOf FLPQY (TpwOiival T): BANBA J 195 dyxépaxol alS: Eyxéuaxol
FL; dyépwyol Z  ¢i kai Bedg dvtiov EABoI aS (kai €i B€0g |; avTiog L): dAkipol ayxiuaxnTtai Z
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miavteg O oLEavoOev TepmpeOa dNELY dpwvTes.”

WG &Q” €1 kal M) ye Oeol émemetOovt” dAAOL

mavteg O avT eloNABov doAAEeC elg Eva Xwpov:

KAl TOTE KWVWTIEG UEYAAAG OAATILYYAS EXOVTES

devOV E0AATIYEaV TTOAEHOL KTUTTOV: 0VEavOO eV & 200
Z&vg Koovidng Boovtnoe, t€0ag MoA£UOLO KaKolO.

newtog O YYPiBoag Aetxrivopa ovtaoe dovol

£0TAOT €V TTROUAXOLS KATX YOOTEQA €G LECOV T)TTaQ!

KQd O émeoev mMENVI|G, anaAag O éxkdvioev é0elpac. 204
TowyAodvUtng ¢ pet” avtov akovtioe [InAeiwva, 206
rn€ev O’ €v oTéQVw OTPAEOV DOQL* TOV D¢ TTECOVTA

eile pédac Bavartog, Puxn O ¢k cwpatog Emn.

YevtAaiov O aQ” émedve BaAwv kéao Eupaociyvtoog, 209

Qrpidnv 0’ axoc eile kat NAaocev 0Evoxoivw 214
TowyAodUTNV dmadoto dU avx€vog, Notre O’ eVOUVG. 213
ovd’ éEéomaoev Eyxog évavtiov wg O’ évonoe 215
Kootodpdyov pevyovra, Babelaig éumeoev 6xOalg, 218
AAA” 000" g améAnyev év LoV NAace O AVTOV 219
xopdnow Atmagnot v €émoevipevog Aayoveootv: 222

Kammeoe O, ovk avévevoey, efanteto O alpati Alpvn 220

TOEPLEEW, aALTOG d¢ A’ MOV EEeTavvon. 221

196 TepTrwpeda IPY: -6peba QST, -wuecba Z 197 kai 1 ye Allen, Fusillo, kai Tiiye Z: 1A &’
alT'(€) alS, West (T &’ &p Y)  Bcoi émemeifovt’ Z: émemreiBovto Beoi PQY, West (Tremeib- L,
TeTTiO- FS, émeib- J; émeiBovto 0i Bcoi T) 198 eiofjABov aoAAéeg Z: GoAAéeg ciofjABov aS
(fABeTov FL, AABov J) 200 éoaATmiyéav a (et Z ante corr.?), éoaAméav S: éoaAmdov JL (-av F)
203 TrpopdxoIg a: TTpopdxolol ISZ  katd yaoTépa £¢ pécov Amrap Q: kad’ fratog Eykara XUTo J
206 TpwyAodUTNG IS[Z]: TpwyAnTNG a (et Z ante corr.)  TnAgiwvog L, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo,
West 208 &' ék owpaTog JPSY: 6¢ owpatog FL; & ék otépatog TZ; &' éoTopatog Q

209 oeuThaiov aZ (oeutAeov Q): oeuTAdiog IS éuBaagixutpog aZ (évBa- Z, éuua- T ut vid.):
éupacixutpov IS 209-217 in commentariis edisserentur  210-22 del. Allen (! — ‘nam 210, 213,
213a, 217 plane Byzantini, ceteri cum eis videntur stare’) 214 hic a: post 213a S; car. IZ

213 hic PY: post 214a TZ; post 212 IS[Z]; car. Q Apite & €00U¢ PTY: fHAace & £yxog Z; Tploev
Em@Oag IS[Z] (Epdn Tpwoag vel oltac’ £émeddac Kelly, JHS 2009) 215 post 213 PTYZ: post
214a QS; car. I[Z] o0d QSTZ:0& PY, Fusillo  wg &' événoe aZ (&' evwnoev Q, de vonoev T):
ApiTre &’ UBUG S évavrifiov & évonoev West 218 koaTto@dyov recc., [Z]: kouatopdyov QY,
-0G ST, -o1 P; KpouaTogayov West; kpappogayog FJ; kpaupopaxog L  @elyovta PYZ: pelywyv
IQST Boabeiaig 1Z, -aig &’ PY: Babeing ST; BabreicQ 219 car. J  améAnyev év Udaoiv
IPSTYZ (-Anoev T): améAnye paxng Q (et recc.), Fusillo  220-22 del. Fusillo 222 post 219 trai.
Hosty: post 221 aSZ; car. | (del. Brandt, secl. West)  émopvupévog ST (et recc.): émropvupévou
PQYZ, West 221 mrap’ \iov’ alS (mapniov PY, Trapifov Q): ap’ Aidvecaiv Z
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Tvpodpdryov d” avtnow én” OxOaug e€evdpiéev. 223
[TtegvoyAvdov d¢ dwv KaAapitvOiog ¢ popov nAbeyv,

NAato 0’ € Alpuvnyv dpevywv v aomida oipac. 225
Drraitov O aQ” émedvev adpvpwv Eupaoctyvtoog, 226
Xeopadiw MANEAC Kata PEEXUATOS EYkEPaAog OE 228

&k Qv éotale, maddooeto O alpatt yala.

Aeryomivaxa 0 émedvev apvpwv BopPBoporoitng, 230
Eyxet Emailéag tov 0¢ okdtog booe KAALYEV.

IToaooeiog O 0wV mMOdOG eIAKLOE VEKQOV EbVTQ,

&V Alpvn 0" amémviEe kQATHOAC XELQL TEVOVTA.

Wixaomal & juuv’ £tdoov mept TedvelwTog

kal BaAe Tloaooelov unnw yaing émpavra, 235
rimte 0€ ol TEooev, Puyxn) O Aiddode Pefr ket
Koappopatnc 8’ éowwv mnAov dodxa oiev 1’ avtov,

KAl TO PETWTOV £X0L0E KAl EEETUPAOL TAQA HLKQOV.
wEYLloON O &Q” éketvog, EAwv O’ &pa X€LOL X eln

kelpevov &v damédw AlBov dfBotpov, axbog dpovong, 240
@ BaAe KoapBopatnv 0o yovvata: maoa ' ékAdoOn)
Kvrun deliten), méoe O UMTIOG €V KovinotL.

Koavyaotdng & juuve kat avdic Patvev €’ avtov

TOPe D€ ULV HEOOTV KATA YAOTEQA" TG D€ Ol elow

0EVOXOLVOC €DLVE, XAHAL O EKXUVTO ATIAVTA 245
Eykat’ édpeAxopéve VMO dovEATL XELOL TaXelm. 246
Towldotne O’ éBaAev Puotyvabov €g modOC dKkEOoV* 250

223 autijolv €T’ OxBaig aZ (auTdiolv TZ, autéol Q; € 6xXOng PY, £émdx0eg QT, £ 6x6ng West):
£’ OxBaig Aipviolog FLS; 8¢ idwv AiuvAciogJ 224 & éo1dwv aZ (€io1d- Y): d¢ idwv IS, Allen,
Fusillo, West  ¢@6Bov IPYZ: BdBog ST; BuBdv Q 226 car.|  @iTpdiov recc.: guTpdiov Q;
AiTpaiov PSYZ, Allen, Fusillo; Aipvaiov T; AioTpaiov Ambrosianus B 52 et al., Ludwich; "Yypaiov
West  €uacixutpog Q: BopBopokoitng Z 228 Bpéxuatog IZ: BpéyuaTtog aS, Ludwich, Allen,
Fusillo, West 230 AeixoTtrivaka aZ (Anx- Q; -mivakag Y): AeixoTrivag IS, Allen, Fusillo  €megvev
aZ: éxteivev IS, Allen, Fusillo  aupiuwyv BopPopokoitng a: -wv éupacixutpog Z; -ova
BopBopokoitnv IS, Allen, Fusillo 232 rpacociog T, Trpdociog P, Trpaciag Q, Tpéoaiog Y;
Tpac***¢ Z; pacgoaiog recc., Ludwich, Allen; mpacco@ayog IS[Z] 233 amémvige aZ (UTT- Y;
-n¢e Q): &méBNnke IS 234 car. T Aeixdpmral F  £Tapou Tepi TEBVEINTOC Z: ETApWV TTEPI
TeBveiwTwy Q 235 Tpacocgiov S, Tpaceiov P (et Z ante corr.?), Tpaoociov Y, Tpaaiov [Z]:
mpacoaiov T, Ludwich, Allen; TTnAouaiov | 236 mpooBev ISZ: rpottGpoiBe a (-pubev Q)

wuxn aZ: fAtop FLS; Amap [FlJ  Aid6cde BePrkel a (Gidog 8¢ Y): EkTooOe(v) BePrker IS; ék
otopaTog EmTn Z 237 kpapPoBatng aZ: tnAoBaTNg IS € aut® ST 238 Exploe Q: ETAnge Z
239 wpyiodn SZ: 6pyiobeig a; pouvwBn JF, ouvwOn L; Bupwen recc., West &’ @p’ ékeivog aSZ
(0’ Gp JTY): & Gpa keivog FL & Gpa Z: d¢ ye PQSY, déxe T; 861 240 datédw PY: yain I1SZ;
mediw QT 241 kpapPoBatny aZ: TnhoBatnv IS UTo al: kata S; Tap Z 243 kai allig alZ
(kadlig P, kai alidng Q): kai oUtog S; kai iBU¢ Stadtmiiller, West 244 mrdg ISZ: réoa PQY;
mavta T 245 6Eug oxoivoga  €duve aS: dlve IZ 246 épeAkouévw aSZ: épellkupévw F,
EpeIAKUO- L; pnyvupévou J 250 post 246 trai. Stadtmdller  1odo¢ Z: m6da IPQSY; médag T
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okAalwv €Kk MoAépov avexaleto, telpeto O atvag: 248

NAato O € tadovg, OTmws GUyn almvy 6AeOQoV. 249
Tow&dptne & wg edev €0’ uinvouv mEomeodvTa, 252
tkat ott émédoapev avOIC dmokTApeEVAL HEVER V@V 252a
IToaooeiog 10" @wg eldev e’ Topnvov motapolot 252b
NAOe dLx mEopdxwV Kal AkOvVTIoEV OEVOXOLVOV 253

oLd” éppnée odKog, oX€To O’ AVTOL DOVEOG AKWKT)*
oL 0" éBale Toudadeiav apvpova kat tretodxvtoovt 255
dtog Opryaviwv, pipovpevog avtov Aona,

6¢ puovog &v Batpdxoloy dplotevev kKad” SpAov: 257

o P N I AP PR
WEpNoeV O aQ” & avTOV' 0 0 WG deV OVX VTTEUELVEV 258

1OWOG KOATEQOV HEVOS, AAA” evi BévOect OLVe. 259
NV O¢ TG €v puotv Megdonag, é£oxog avtwy, 260
Kvaiowvoc ¢pidog viog apvpovog aptemiBpovAov 261
olkad’ 1wV, TOAEHOL D& HeTATXEWV AW EkéAgveV” 262

0UTOG AvaQmaal Batoaxwv Yeven v énamneller

ayxov o €otnkev peveaivwv ipL paxeobat

kat éag kagvolo pHéonv QAaxLV elg dVO poipag 265
bEAYdNV AUPOTEQOLOL KEVWUAOL XEIRAS €0nKev

ot d¢ Tdxoc deloavteg éBav AvTeS KaTo Alpvnv: 267

Kal Ot droAAvpévoug Patodyovg wktelpe Kooviwv, 270

249 fihato & <aiy’> éc Tappov West metri gratia  Tappouc PTY: Tappov IQSZ, West  @Uyol
PY,West 252car.L Tpw&aptng JZ: pacodiog FST, Allen, Fusillo, West; Trpacaiog PY,
-aiwg Q  252a hab. IZ: car. aS; del. Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West altig FZ  252b hab. Z:
car. alS; del. Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo, West = 253-59 hab. aSZ: car. | (sed 256-7 ad ‘261a-b’
permutati sunt); 258-9 del. Fusillo 253 6¢Uoyolvov PYZ: 6&éi oxoivwy QST 255 100 & S: oud’
aZ, Ludwich, Allen, Fusillo 257 Batpaxoloiv aSZ: yteaoiv | apioteue(v) IQST (aphi- Q):
apioteuoe(v) PYZ  ka® &uihov dpioTeucev P 258 idev TZ; €idev PQSY 259 car. T, del. Allen
fpwog KapTepoOV Pévog Z: fipwag KpatepoUs PQY, West, kpataiolg S €vi BévBeoi O0ve Z: €du
BévBeal Y, BévBeg P; £duv’ év BEvBeal S, évduvev B- Q; Evdu BévBeal Ludwich, West; secl. Glei
260 puaoiv MepidapTtral: puai u- a (uuai T- T); yieoaiv véog Y- S; yuai aig M- Ludwich, Allen,
Fusillo; pbeoai véog Traic | alt®v Z: GAAwv Q, Ludwich, Allen, West 261 Kvaiowvog Ludwich,
Allen, West (secl. Fusillo): kvaiocowvog P, kvéowvog Q; kpaiowvog YZ; kpioowv wg T; dyxéPaxog
FS; éyxépaxog JL 262 hab. aSZ: car. |, del. Fusillo  iwv aS: idwv Z; iev [Z], Allen  TToAépou
0¢ Z: TToAépoio aS  ékéAeuev PSTY: ékéAeuoev QZ 263 (‘264 teste Ludwich) hab. aSZ: car. |
yevenv Z: yévog PQSY; yevouevog T 264 (‘264a’ teste Ludwich) hab. Z: car. Q  265-68 hab.
aSZ:car.l 265 kapuolo llgen: kapoio Z; kapuou PS; kapoiou Q; kaprjou Y; om. T

266 kevwpaaol Z: kai €v uolol S; kai év 6uuaci(v) PY; kai evvopolol Q; kai évwpol T 267 hic
QSTZ: post 268 PY
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Kv1oag d¢ kaon toinv epOéyEato pawvnv:

“@ momno, 1) péya €gyov év opOaApotoy dpwpar
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THE CLASH OF THE FROGS AND MICE
As I begin my first column, I call upon the chorus from Helicon to come into my heart
and assist with my song (which I have just now set down in the tablets on my knees),
beseeching them to bring to the ears of all mankind the dreadful strife, war-goading
work of Ares —how the Mice went rampaging among the Frogs, emulating the deeds of
those earth-born men, the Giants, as the story among mortals has it; and this was how it
began.

A mouse once, thirsty from escaping the imminent danger of a weasel, put his
muzzle greedily to the surface of a pool, delighting in the honey-sweet water; but he was
spotted by a pond-lover of great renown, who made a speech as follows:

“Stranger, who are you? Whence have you come to this shore? Who was your
father? Tell me all truly, nor let me catch you in a lie. For if I judge you a worthy friend, I
shall take you to my home; and I shall give you gifts of guest-friendship, many and
splendid. I myself am King Physignathus, and all across this pond I am honoured as lord
of the Frogs for all my days; and my father Peleus reared me, having joined in love with
Hydromedousa beside the banks of the Eridanus. And I see that you too are of noble
bearing, and outstanding among others in valour.”

And at this Psicharpax answered him, and said:

“Why do you ask after my descent? It is well-known to all: to men, and gods, and
winged birds. I am called Psicharpax; and I am the son of a great-hearted father,
Troxartes; and my mother is Leichomyle, daughter of King Pternotroctes. She bore me in
Calybe, and nourished me with foodstuffs, with figs and walnuts and all sorts of good
things to eat. But how can you make me your friend, when my nature is nothing like

yours? Your life is spent in the water; yet it is my way to gnaw on whatever I find in the
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homes of humans. I never miss the thrice-baked loaf in its lovely round basket, the fine-
robed scone thick with cheese and sesame, the slice of ham, the liver clad in white, the
cheese new-curdled from sweet milk, the splendid honey-cake — which even the gods
crave — nor anything else that cooks concoct for mortal banquets, adorning their dishes
with all manner of condiments. I do not gnaw on radishes, or cabbages, or pumpkins; I
do not graze on green leeks, or on celery — no, these are the foodstuffs of you pond-
dwellers.”

At this Physignathus smiled, and said in reply:

“Stranger, you harp too much on your belly. We too have all kinds of wonders to
behold, both in the pond and on shore. For Cronus’ son granted to the Frogs a twofold
domain: to jump about on land and to hide ourselves in water, since we were allotted
two spheres in which to dwell. If you wish to learn about all this, it is easily done: climb
on my back and hold on tight, so you do not meet your end, and you will make a joyful
arrival at my home.”

He spoke, and offered his back: the mouse climbed on at once, holding his paws
in a gentle grip around the frog’s delicate neck.

Now at first he was delighted, while he could still see shore nearby, and he
enjoyed Physignathus’ swimming. But when he began to be drenched by dark waves, he
wept copious tears and cursed his foolish change of heart, and tore at his fur, and
clutched the frog’s belly with his back paws: his heart quailed at this new terror, and he
longed to reach the land; and he groaned terribly, gripped by chilling fear. It was
nothing like the way the bull bore upon his back his lovely burden, when he carried
Europa over the waves to Crete — the way the frog carried the mouse to his home, raised

up on his back, his yellow-green body stretched out in the white water.
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Suddenly, a water-snake appeared, a dreadful sight for both of them: it reared its
neck straight up from beneath the surface. Physignathus saw it, and dived — not thinking
what a comrade he was leaving behind to perish. He dived to the depths of the pond,
and dodged a black fate. But the mouse, shaken off, at once fell backwards into the pool.
Several times he sank beneath the water, and each time he came up again, kicking: but
he could not evade his doom. His saturated fur grew heavy and dragged him down; and
as he expired in the water, he spluttered out these words:

“Physignathus, this treacherous act of yours will not be forgotten! You have cast
me from your body like a shipwrecked sailor from a rock. You would not have got the
better of me on land, you villain, in the pankration, or the wrestling, or the foot-race; but
you deceived me and flung me into the water. But God has a vengeful gaze.”

With these words he gasped out his life in the water. But he was seen by
Leichopinax, who was sitting on the soft grass at the pond’s edge: he gave a terrible cry,
and ran and told the Mice. When they learnt of Psicharpax’ fate a dreadful rage came
upon them all. At once they told their heralds to summon a general assembly just before
dawn, at the house of Troxartes, the unhappy father of that same Psicharpax whose dead
body was stretched out on its back on the surface of the pond; no more, poor creature,
was he on the banks, but floating out among the waves.

When they gathered in haste at dawn, the first to stand up was Troxartes, filled
with anger for his son. He made this speech:

“Friends, though I alone have suffered great wrongs at the hands of the Frogs,
the crime is a threat to all of us. I am wretched, for I have lost three children: the first was
caught and killed by a loathsome weasel, who snatched him outside his hole; the second,

meanwhile, cruel humans lured to his doom with their latest trickery, a wooden snare
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they discovered which they call a “trap” — a destroyer of mice. The third was the sole
remaining joy for me and his noble mother, but a wicked frog has drowned him by
dragging him down to the deep. So come now, arm yourselves; let us march out against
them.”

He said all this, and persuaded them all to take up arms. First they fitted greaves
around two of their thighs, made by splitting and carefully working green beans which
they had set on and gnawed during the night. They had corslets of straw-belted scraps of
hide, which they had skinned from a weasel and skilfully crafted. Each one’s shield was
the lid of a lamp; and the spear was a long needle, an all-brazen work of the war god.
The helmet on each one’s temples was the shell of a chick-pea.

In this way the Mice armed themselves; but when the Frogs noticed, they came
up out of the water and gathered in one place to convene a council of woeful war. And
while they were investigating the source of the upheaval, and what the fuss was, a
herald approached them, carrying a sceptre in his paws — Embasichytrus, the son of
proud-hearted Tyroglyphus, bringing a dreadful declaration of war. He spoke as
follows:

“O Frogs, the Mice have trouble in store for you; they have sent me to bid you
arm for the strife of battle. For they have seen Psicharpax in the water, slain by your
King Physignathus. So come: fight hard, all those of you who are champions among the
Frogs.”

Having said this, he departed; but when his speech fell upon the ears of all the
noble Frogs, it shook them to their hearts. And as they began to criticise him,

Physignathus stood up and said:
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“Friends, I did not kill the mouse, nor did I see him perish! No doubt he drowned
while playing by the pond, trying to copy the swimming of the Frogs; and now these
wicked Mice are blaming me, in my innocence. No, let us rather take counsel for how we
may destroy the treacherous Mice. In fact, I shall tell you what seems to me the best plan:
let us all clothe our bodies in armour and make a stand on the edges of the banks, where
the ground is precipitous; and when they come out and charge at us, let us grab by the
helmet anyone who tries to close with us, and throw them straight into the pond with
this other one. This way we will drown in the water these non-swimmers, and rejoice as
we set up here a trophy of our slaughter of the Mice.”

He said all this, and convinced them all to take up arms. They wrapped the
leaves of mallows around their shins, and they had corslets made from fine green sea-
beet; they skilfully fashioned cabbage-leaves into shields, and a long sharp reed served
each of them as a spear; and the shells of tender snails covered each one’s head. They
stood in formation on the steep banks, brandishing their spears, and each was full of
spirit.

But Zeus summoned the gods to starry Heaven, and showed them the muster of
battle and the mighty combatants, many in number and great in stature, carrying their
long spears, just like the army of the Centaurs or the Giants when it marches forth. He
laughed happily and asked which of the immortals would aid the Frogs, and which the
Mice; and he said to Athene:

“Daughter, will you go out to defend the Mice? Certainly, all of them are
constantly scampering about your temple, delighting in the fat of the sacrifice and all the
good things to eat.”

Thus spoke the son of Cronus; but Athene said to him:
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“Father, I would never go down as a saviour to the Mice if they were in
difficulties, since they have done me all sorts of wrongs — damaging my garlands, and
the lamps for the sake of the oil. And one thing in particular which they did struck at my
heart: they nibbled at my robe, which I worked hard to weave from fine weft, and I spun
a long warp, and they made holes in it; and the mender is after me for payment, and is
charging me interest — most terrible for immortals; since I borrowed for my spinning,
and I can’t pay that back. But even so, nor would I be willing to help the Frogs. They’'re
not well-behaved themselves: no, the other day I came back from battle, since I was quite
exhausted, and though I needed sleep they wouldn’t let me close my eyes for a second,
with all the noise they made. I lay there sleepless, with my head aching, until the cock
crowed. So please, you gods, let’s stop this talk of helping them, in case one of you gets
hurt by a sharp arrow; they’re tough fighters, even if a god should come against them.
Let’s all enjoy watching the struggle from on high.”

She spoke thus, and the other gods were persuaded.

But meanwhile the warriors all came together in one place; and then the
mosquitoes, carrying great trumpets, blared out the dreadful sound of battle; and from
Heaven Zeus the son of Cronus thundered, as a sign of savage war.

First of all Hypsiboas struck Leichenor with a spear in the gut, right through the
liver, as he took his stand in the front rank: he fell face-forward, and his delicate
whiskers were defiled in the dust. Next Troglodytes made a cast at Peleion, and fixed the
sturdy spear in his chest; as he fell black death claimed him, and the soul fled from his
body. Embasichytrus hit Seutlaeus in the heart, and slew him; but grief seized Ocimides,
and he struck Troglodytes through the neck with his sharp reed, and he collapsed at

once.
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...but he did not pull the spear free; when he caught sight of Costophagus opposite him
in flight, he charged down the steep banks, but did not stop even in the water: he
stabbed him, making a lunge at his guts and his gleaming flanks. And Costophagus fell,
and did not rise back up; he stained the pond with his crimson blood, and his body was
stretched out next to the shore.

(...)

...and he slew Tyrophagus on the bank itself. But when Calaminthius saw
Pternoglyphus, he fell into a panic, and jumped into the pond to escape, flinging away
his shield. And blameless Embasichytrus slew Phitraeus by striking him on the forehead
with a stone: his brains dribbled out from his nostrils, and the earth was spattered with
blood. And blameless Borborocoites slew Leichopinax, rushing at him with his sword;
and darkness covered his eyes. Prasseius saw this and dragged him off by his foot,
though he was dead, and drowned him in the pond, holding him by the back of the
ankle with one hand.

But Psicharpax came to the defence of his dead comrade and hit Prasseius before
he could get back on land; he fell down forwards, and his soul went down to Hades.
Crambobates saw this and hurled a clump of mud at Psicharpax, and it smeared across
his face and blinded him for a moment. The mouse was enraged, and snatched up in his
mighty paw a great rock lying on the ground, a burden on the soil, and hit Crambobates
with it below the knee: his whole right shin was shattered, and he tumbled backwards
into the dust. But Craugasides came to his aid, and charged in his turn at Psicharpax,

and stabbed him in the middle of the belly: the sharp reed drove all the way inside, and
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all his guts slithered out onto the ground when the frog tore free the spear with his
sturdy hand.

Troxartes hit Physignathus on the tip of his foot...
(..)
...he withdrew from battle, limping, and was badly hurt; and he flung himself into the
ditch, to escape utter destruction. But when Troxartes saw him still staggering along
half-alive, he rushed <at him> again, determined to kill him; and <when> Prasseius <saw
this> he made his way through the front ranks and hurled his sharp reed: but it did not
break his shield, and the point of the spear stuck there. Then godlike Origanion, fighting
like Ares himself, hit him on his well-wrought helmet, made from four pots’ plunder (?);
he alone of the Frogs was distinguishing himself in the fray.
(..
...and he charged at him; but when he saw this, he did not hold his ground against the
hero’s fierce assault, but plunged into the depths of the pool.

There was among the Mice a certain Meridarpax, outstanding above the rest,
the dear son of blameless Cnaeson the bread-thief...
(-.)
...he went home, but told his son to take part in the battle. He now was threatening to
take the tribe of Frogs by storm. He stood nearby, eager to fight his hardest, and broke a
walnut into two halves along its middle ridge, and put his paws into both cavities for
protection (?) ...

(..)
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...and at once they were terrified and all fled into the pond. But at this point the son of
Cronus took pity on the Frogs as they were being slaughtered; he shook his head and
made this remark:

“Ah, misery! This is a great exploit I see before my eyes: <I am alarmed by
Meridarpax, who> threatens to overrun the Frogs. Let us at once send battle-rousing
Pallas, or even Ares, who will stop him fighting, however strong he is.”

Thus spoke the son of Cronus; but Ares said in reply:

“Neither the strength of Athene, son of Cronus, nor of Ares will be enough to
ward off utter destruction from the Frogs. No, let us all go down to aid them; or launch
your own weapon — for that way their greatest champion will be defeated, just as once
you slew Capaneus, that mighty man, and huge Enceladus and the wild tribes of
Giants.”

He spoke thus; and the son of Cronus hurled his smoking bolt. First he
thundered, and shook great Olympus...

(..)

..whirled it, and threw; and it flew from his lordly hand. His throw frightened all of
them, <Frogs and Mice>; but not even then did the Mouse army check its assault — no, it
strove even harder to destroy the spear-wielding race of the Frogs. And they would have
managed it, since <their strength was extraordinary>, if the son of Cronus had not taken
pity from Olympus on the Frogs, and at once sent helpers to them in their distress.

Suddenly there came a tribe with backs like anvils and curved claws; slant-
walking, crooked, with mouths like scissors and shells for skin; made of bones, with flat
backs and gleaming shoulders, bandy-legged with clutching arms, peering forth from

their chests; eight-footed and two-headed, indestructible — the ones who are called crabs;
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they snapped with their mouths at the tails of the Mice, and their hind and front paws,
and bent their spears back. All the Mice were terrified of them, and held their ground no
longer, but turned about in flight; and now the sun was setting, and the one-day festival

of battle was at an end.
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1-8: proem

Both the Iliad and Odyssey begin with an appeal to the Muse for inspiration. Hesiod
addresses the Muses in the first line of the WD, and in the Theogony goes so far as to
describe how they met him face-to-face and conferred the gift of poetry upon him. Ten of
the Homeric Hymns begin by invoking the Muse or Muses: h.Hom. 4, 5,9, 14,17, 19, and
20 (single, unnamed Muse); 32 and 33 (Muses, plural); 31 (Calliope). In the 6% century BC
the device was already familiar enough for Hipponax to employ it comically (fr. 128). All
these share one crucial feature: the poet appeals to the Muse(s) for direct assistance,
usually requesting that they ‘speak” or ‘sing’ in his place (¢vvete, delde vel sim.) in order
to guarantee the accuracy of his account. The Muse is essentially a metonymic substitute
for the concept of poetic truth.?”

The major Hellenistic poets moved away from this concept. Callimachus” Aetia
presents Apollo in the role of instructor, telling the poet to keep his Muse AemttaAénv (fr.
1.24). Aratus begins the Phaenomena with a proem addressed to Zeus (1-18); he salutes
the Muses in passing - xaigotte d¢ Movoat | peldixiat pdAa maoat — but makes no
appeal for their aid or favour, although one of the alternative proems in circulation is
more traditional (fr. 83 apdi pot fjeAtolo megukAertold te unvng | éometé pol, Movoai,

discussed by Maass 1892). Apollonius invokes Erato at the beginning of Argonautica 3,

127 Dodds 1951, pp. 80-2; Tigerstedt 1969, pp. 72-6. More generally on archaic proems, see e.g.
Bassett 1923, Lenz 1979, Strauss Clay 1983 pp. 9-53, Race 1992; on the “introit’ in Greek literature
see Wheeler 2002.
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the book which deals with Medea’s love for Jason, and a nameless Iliadic Oed at 4.1, but
the proem of the whole work makes no reference to the Muses, only to Apollo.!?

In calling on the “chorus from Helicon” in his first line, therefore, the BM poet
seems to hark back to a more archaic model. Yet he asks the Muses for aid not in
composition, but in performance; the song itself has already been written down (év
déAtolowv... Onka, 3). This foregrounding of the text as written artefact is distinctively
Hellenistic (Posidippus 118, 122, Call. Aet. fr. 7.13-14; cf. Gutzwiller 2007, pp. 43-9), but is
never elsewhere combined with the Homeric topos of the invocation to the Muses. The
placement of oeAtdoc / xopov confronts us with the clash between the Hellenistic milieu
of scrolls and columns, and traditional forms of oral performance.

Some scholars have seen this juxtaposition as inherently comic. Fusillo calls it ‘il
primo scarto comico’ (p. 87), and Wolke argues that the image is more trivial than one
might expect from an epic proem, subverting the audience’s expectations in the very first
line: ‘bereits hier beginnt die Parodie” (p. 85). Yet it is an entirely reasonable response to
two conflicting realities: a ‘Homeric” epic must begin in an unimpeachably Homeric
manner, but the BM poet relies on the written word. For the poet to call on the Muses to
inspire him would be dishonest or ridiculous, since he admits openly that he wrote the

poem out in advance (see ad 3), but to abandon the appeal to the Muses altogether would

128 The best survey of the chronological development in the relationship between poet and Muse
is that in Morrison 2007, pp. 73-90. Morrison invokes the important notion of dependence: Homer
and Hesiod portray themselves, in slightly different ways, as dependent on the Muse(s) for their
ability to produce poetry. Later authors attempt to shake off this reliance and stand on their own
two feet, with varying degrees of success. Apollonius, in particular, begins boldly but seems to
slide further into doubt and aporia as his epic develops, forcing him back to a more traditional
plea for divine assistance: Feeney 1991 pp. 90-2, Hunter 1993 p. 105. Set against this backdrop, the
BM proem is strikingly confident (see ad 3). The poet has composed his work without assistance,
and does not even imply that he will be unable to perform it should the Muses fail to heed his
request. He would be glad of their support, but the difference they will make is one of quality, not
of performance versus silence.
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violate Homeric style. Hence this neat compromise, which would hardly have disgraced
Callimachus. In its first line the poem already demonstrates a sophisticated approach to
the problem of producing faux-archaic epic within a Hellenistic literary context.

Glei (p. 113) compares Apollonius’ description of the Muses as Urtopnjtoeg...
aowng. The expression is notoriously controversial; again, Morrison 2007 has a good
discussion (pp. 288-93). Towards the end of this section he makes the intriguing
suggestion, adducing Cat. 68b.5-6, that the Muses are acting as Apollonius’ scribes: he is
telling the story, they are taking it down so that it can be read by others (hence
‘intermediaries’). If this is correct, the BM proem would form an exact reversal of the
Apollonian model: “Apollonius is characterising the Muses as contributing to the
production of the narrative, but in a subsidiary ‘technical’ role, facilitating the creation of
the text, rather than inspiring it, or supplying its content” (p. 293) — so too is the BM poet,
once we substitute the word “performance’ for ‘creation’. See also Call. Aet. fr. 7 for a
similarly artful way of weaving the traditional appeal to divinities (in this case the
Graces) into a poetic form that has no use for the classic model of divine inspiration. Cf.
Dodds 1951, p. 80: “if we consider the occasions on which the Iliad-poet himself appeals
to the Muses for help, we shall see that it falls on the side of content and not of form.
Always he asks the Muses what he is to say, never how he is to say it’ (emphasis mine). Fowler
2002, p. 142 discusses the BM proem from a similar perspective: ‘the juxtaposition of the
two modes [Homeric and Callimachean] highlights a gap between reality and poetic
presence’.

The rest of the proem displays a similarly playful attitude to the tropes of poetic

beginnings: see ad 1, 3, 7-8.
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1 agxopevoc: suggests both Hes. Th. 1 Movodwv ‘EAtkwviddwv aoxwpued’
aedewv and the formula doxop” aetderv common to eight of the extant Homeric Hymns:
h.Hom. 2,9, 11, 13, 16, 22, 26, and 28. h.Hom. 25 begins Movodwv doxwuat.

nEwTtnG: some form of mEwtog is often found at the start of an epic, as a
temporal marker: e.g. 1.6 ¢€ o0 o1) tax mowta, Hes. Th. 44 mpocwtov kAetovowv doudr), A. R.
1.23 mpowtd vuv Opdroc pvnowueOa. The poet announces where in the wider
continuity of events he will “first” begin to sing (cf. Race 1992, pp. 21-2). The BM follows
this convention, but with the twist that mowtng refers to the poet’s position in his text; he
cannot choose a point of departure, because only one is available to him — the one
written on his tablets. Again, a traditional motif of oral performance is adapted for use
with a text that has been codified in advance and has no room left for manoeuvre: where
is there now to start but the beginning of page one?

newrtnG oeAidog Z is lec. diff.; all other MSS have mowtov Movowv vel sim.
Movowv could easily have begun as a gloss on xop0v, whereas oeAtdoc would be a very
unlikely addition.

oeAlc in a literary context refers to either a column of text in a papyrus roll, or
more generally to a page or section of writing (Turner 1980, p. 5). It is post-Classical,
appearing first in the 3 c. BC. The poet has written his work on déAtoy, ‘tablets’, rather
than on a scroll (see below); whether he has actual columns in mind is impossible to
determine. Most surviving examples of writing-tablets from the ancient world are too
narrow to fit more than one column of text on a single leaf. P. Rainer VI, the source of
Call. Hec. fr. 260, is a wooden board 52cm wide and contains four columns side-by-side
(Lloyd-Jones & Rea 1968); but this, as Wolke points out (p. 258), is unlikely to have been

bound into a notebook. I translate “page’, but at any rate Posidippus 118.5 yoadpevar
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déAtwv ev xovoéalg oeAlowy provides adequate and more or less contemporary
evidence that a 9éAtog could have oeAides. See further the discussion in Wolke, pp. 257-
8; Ludwich p. 319 collects some other oeAidec from the world of epigram.

xo0o0v £§ EAtkawvog: consciously anti-Homeric — the Muses in Homer live on

Olympus (11.491, X1.218, etc.), and only appear on Helicon from Hes. Th. 2 onwards.

2 €A0etv eig ¢uov ftoQ: the closest parallel for this image appears in the Sibylline
Oracles, where the poet addresses Zeus as the source of his prophetic words - oU yoaQ eig
£uov Ntop £0nrag | avdnv aupeoocinv (12.294-5). For the epic notion of a god or
divinity ‘entering into the heart’, cf. XVII.210-11. Ludwich comments on the unusual
phrasing: ‘Dass der gesamte Chor vom Musenberge in eigener Person in sein Herz
komme, hat schwerlich jemals ein Dichter gebetet’ (pp. 319-20).

énevxopar: ‘I pray’ vel sim. is identified by Race 1992, p. 28 as characteristic of a
cultic, rather than rhapsodic, opening. This contrasts with the typically rhapsodic
apxouevog, and serves to draw our attention to the ‘current’ performance: “unlike
rhapsodic hymns, which consistently maintain an impersonal tone and envision
generalized performances, [cultic hymns] are often concerned with a specific occasion’
(ibid.). Although the BM poet envisages his work reaching ‘the ears of all mortals’ (5), his
proem is narrowly focused on one particular instance of performance: the performative

context is more strongly envisaged than in Homer or Hesiod, or even in Callimachus.

3 f)v: after the quasi-hymnic features of the first two lines (doxopevog, émevxopar)
we are provided with what looks like a traditional ‘hymnic relative’ — ‘I sing of the god,

who...”. The BM upsets our expectations by having f)v refer not to the subject of the poem,
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but to the poem itself. Instead of drawing our attention to a divinity, the poet directs us
towards the work he has created: it is on his literary skill, rather than any higher power,
that our eyes should be focused.

Cf. Magpnelli 2006, pp. 196-7 on the proem to Nicander’s Theriaca: ‘Nicander, far
from simply leaving out the mention of any god, replaces it with the secular and self-
confident Q¢la, thus stating that he needs nothing else than his own skill and erudition —
an almost ironical statement: nobody would believe that writing elegant hexameters on
such an unfriendly matter and in such an abstruse style was an ‘easy’ task!... This is not a
mere difference from Hesiod and Aratus; it rather implies the purpose of explicitly
abandoning their path, and is better understood as belonging to a period in which such
an ironical, detached and self-conscious attitude was already established as an important
feature of Hellenistic poetry.’

Nv véov... Onka: this line suggests both the Homeric tov 0& ot EvgUkAeia dpiroig
émit yovvaot Onie (xix.401; see below) and Callimachus’ kal yag 0te mMO@TIOTOV €UOLS
¢mi déATov €0nka | yovvaow (Aet. fr. 1.21-2). Ludwich’s Orjow for Onka assumes aid in
composition, whereas it is the act of performance for which divine aid is being sought
(above, ad 1-8).

OéATtoloty époic: a déATog is a writing-tablet, often bound in sets to form a kind
of notebook. It is sometimes a symbol of the poet in Hellenistic literature — most
famously in the Aetia prologue, but also in the proem to Meleager’s Garland, which says
of Nossis 1¢ 0éAtols knpov étnéev "Eowg (AP 4.1.10); but from what we know of its
construction, it would have been unsuitable for any permanent composition, since the
writing surface was only made of wax (Blanck 1992, pp. 46-51). Callimachus had just

begun his work when Apollo came to him, but the BM is complete, and we would expect

150



a poet to have his finished work on some more lasting medium, such as a B{BAog (cf.
Posidippus 118).

It is possible that the poet is not actually reciting from déAtou: all he says is ‘the
song which I recently set down in tablets on my knees’, which could be a reference to the
process of composition, with no implication that the tablets are in front of the poet’s eyes
at this moment. Alternatively, we could see the line as a determined allusion to Call. -
sacrificing strict sense for the sake of the parallel — or as a sly suggestion that the BM, as a
‘playful” work, is unworthy of being recorded on papyrus. Wax tablets were
characteristic of the schoolboy (e.g. Herod. 3.14, Poll. 10.57, AP 12.162); we have a set of
seven tablets containing passages from the animal-fables of Babrius, apparently written
out as exercises by a student some time in the 3 century AD (Hesseling 1892-3). The
déAtor would then comically undercut the solemnity of the proem, reminding the reader
that the epic they have begun is really only a matyviov. Harder 2012 v. 2 p. 57
acknowledges the same ambiguity in Callimachus’ case: the déAtog on the knees could
be a symbol either of a poet writing, or a child learning. Note in this context that the
Homeric model for this line, xix.401, describes the infant Odysseus being placed on the
knees of his grandfather: does the image of a baby hero humorously suggest that what

we have here, appropriately scratched on learner’s tablets, is a baby epic?

4 This line is syntactically divorced from its context, and may be either a general
summary of the poet’s theme (war) or a specific reference to the story he is going to tell
(the war, the one between...).

onowv anewgeoinv: ‘boundless strife’, perhaps modelled on *yaiav amnepeoinv

at XX.58. The Iliadic passage marks the opening of divine hostilities, and since the BM’s
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proem emphasises the enormous scale and magnitude of the conflict (see below on 7),
the intertext may be intentional. This line is quoted, without source, by the 12t-c.
Etymologicum Magnum s.v. dnoic.

noAgpdrAovov: lit. ‘battle-thronging’, so “‘waking the turmoil of battle’; used
also at 275. It appears in the Sibylline Oracles (5.253), where it describes the sound of a
odAmy€, and fr. 55 of the anonymous Anacreontea (as an epithet of Athene). Both these
texts are hard to date, but probably postdate the composition of the BM (see Lightfoot
2007 and DNP s.v. ‘Anacreontea’, respectively). In later centuries, from Manetho 6.47 (3¢
c. AD) onwards, the epithet became quite popular, usually as a description of Ares: this
suggests that even if it was not a new coinage here, the BM’s use of it may have been
influential.

£oyov Agnog: *X1.734, *h.Ven. 10. See also note on 130. The expression is not
altogether natural: the ‘work of Ares” should be war, as in the examples just mentioned,
but this yieds the sense “war-rousing war’. Rossbach proposed moAeuorxAovov, so ‘the
work of war-waking Ares’; Glei ad loc. explains the accusative as enallage. It is perhaps
acceptable to see a semantic distinction between dnotc, ‘conflict” in abstracto — as at
xxiv.515, where dmjo1v £xovot means that Odysseus and Telemachus are in opposition,
not that they are physically attacking each other — and the oAepoc, the actual battle
which results from it. The middle section of the poem depicts military hostility (via the
speeches of the generals and the arming of both sides), which is the work of Ares, and

leads to the clash of forces and the bloodshed described in the final section.

5 pueomeootv: meaning still unknown, but used by Homer as an epithet of

avOowroy, and by poets at least from Aeschylus onwards simply to mean ‘mortals’;
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discussed by LFGE s.v. pepomeg and Kirk 1985 ad 1.250. The dative plural pepoémeooi(v)
is a rare and self-consciously elevated form, used once by Homer (I1.285), and then only
at A. Supp. 95, Call. Hec. fr. 298.2, and A.R. 4.536; it also appears several times in the
Sibylline Oracles. The tone is one of grandiose, vatic pronouncement.

There may also be an extremely subtle joke here. uépoy has a rarer meaning — a
species of bird, probably Merops apiaster, first at Arist. HA 626a.9. The Aristotelian
passage describes creatures which prey on bees, and mentions several types of birds,
including the péooy, as well as TeApatiaiol Batoaxot, marsh-frogs. As discussed in the
Introduction, the creature absent from the BM is the bird which in the original fable
appears and carries off the frog. We could therefore see a learned pun: when the poet
announces his intent to tell the story to pepdmeoorv, does he mean men, or birds — the

same birds who know Psicharpax’ ancestry at 26?

6 aprotevoavrtea: the poet is explicit from the start that the Mice will have the
upper hand in the combat, although he conceals the “twist ending’: the reader initially
assumes that the Mice will emerge victorious, whereas the poem ends with their
panicked retreat from the crabs. The battle scene as we have it does not in fact display
any particular bias towards the Mice in terms of casualties — only with the aristeia of
Troxartes and the coming of Meridarpax at 250ff. does it become explicit that the Frogs
are being worsted. On the other hand, there is a pervasive sense that the Mice are

acquitting themselves more nobly: see especially on 248 and 252 below.

7 Presumably a reference to the Gigantomachy, the only mythological conflict in which

the Giants were involved, which was a popular theme in both literature and art: see e.g.
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Mayer 1887, Vian 1951 and 1952. Homer mentions the race of Giants at vii.58-60 and the
story of Otus and Ephialtes at V.385-6 and xi.305-20; Hesiod may allude to it at Th. 954-5.
It appears in vase-paintings as early as the end of the 7t c. BC, and Euripides includes it
in his description of the sculptural decorations at Delphi (Ion 205ff.). Many of the
Hellenistic and Roman poets describe or allude to it: e.g. Call. Del. 171ff., Hor. Od. 2.12,
Ov. M. 1.184ff. Claudian wrote a Gigantomachia (Hall 1985, pp. 404-9), and it is very likely
that at least one epic on the theme was known to the poet of the BM. There may also have
been an association between giants and comedy/parody: Polemon (ap. Athenaeus 698a-
699¢) claims that among the mapwodiat with which Hegemon took first prize at Athens
was a Gigantomachia.

On a literary level, there is obvious point in the proem of a short comic work
likening its protagonists to great and terrible monsters. By comparing his mice to giants,
the poet effectively elevates his own creation to stand shoulder-to-shoulder with the
monumental Iliad and Odyssey: if tiny creatures can do great deeds, why should a tiny
poem not win great renown? An ironic concern with length and grandeur was
characteristic of Hellenistic poetics, and Callimachus famously warned his readers pund’
art’ éuev dipate péya popéovoav aodnv | tikteobar (Aet. fr. 1.19-20). Innes 1979 sees
Gigantomachy as the ultimate in epic grandeur, ‘the most extreme example of the
‘thundering’ style opposed to that of the slender elegance of Callimachus’ (p. 166), and
discusses how the Roman poets used it as the hypothetical highest point on the stylistic
ladder they persistently declined to climb. The BM’s proem can be seen as a different
way of engaging with the same principle. Callimachus refuses to imitate Zeus” thunder,
Propertius and Ovid modestly profess themselves unsuited to writing Gigantomachies;

the BM poet audaciously declares that he is up to the task of writing a Gigantomachy,
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but proceeds to do it in less than three hundred lines with a cast of small animals. Just as
the Mice achieve deeds on a par with the égya I'tyavtwv, the BM will thunder quite as
loudly as a work a hundred times its size.

The exaggeration of mice into threats on an epic scale is found elsewhere in
ancient comedy: see most obviously Call. fr. 54c (Harder 2012, v. 2 p. 444: ‘Molorcus’
battle with the mice could appear to a reader as a homely equivalent of Heracles” battle
with the Nemean lion"), but also AP 11.95, where a mouse is a ‘second Heracles’, and
Mart. 11.18.17-18, where a mouse is feared tamquam sus Calydonius.

Ynyevéwv: ‘earth-born men’ as an epithet for the Giants, the children of Gaia, has

a special relevance here. The belief that mice were spawned naturally from the earth was
widespread in antiquity, mentioned by D.S. 1.10.2, Macr. Sat. 7.16.2, and Varro rer. rust.
1.8.5; the first two both associate it particularly with Egypt. It may also lie behind
Aesop’s fable of ‘the Mountain in Labour” (alluded to by Hor. A.P. 139). Ael. NA 12.5, Str.
13.1.48, and the A scholiast on 1.39 all report a story about a group of Cretan colonists
who were told by Apollo to build their city at the place where the ‘earth-born’
(ynyeveic) would come forth to make war on them. While camping in the Troad, they
were set upon by a swarm of mice, who chewed up their shield-straps and bowstrings;
realising that these were the “earth-born’, they founded the city of Hamaxitus, and built a
temple to Apollo Smintheus the mouse-god. Strabo seems to suggest that Callinus was
the original source for the anecdote. A Roman variation on the same story is mentioned
by Cicero, Div. 2.27.59; see also Herodotus’ tale of the Assyrian invasion of Egypt halted
in its tracks by a mouse army (Introduction p. 44 n. 53).

The comparison between mice and Giants has an obvious comic point, given the

relative sizes of the two races, but the poet of the BM probably knew that ‘earth-born’
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was a legitimate epithet for both.? The Giants” own identity as children of Earth dates
back at least to Hes. Th. 183-6. The phrase *ynyevéwv avdowv appears three times in the
Argonautica (3.1048, 1338, 1347), describing the armed warriors who spring from the
ground to fight Jason at Colchis; the line itself suggests x.120 pvgiot, ovk avdoeooLv
éowkoteg, dAAa I'tyaow (of the Laestrygonians).

An unexpected echo of this line appears in Claudian, DRP 2.167 terrigenas imitata
viros. The context is Pluto forcing his way upwards through the passageways of the earth
on his way to ambush Proserpina in Sicily, a journey which is compared to soldiers
digging underneath the wall of a fortress before springing triumphantly out ‘in imitation
of the earth-born men’. The relevance to mice, who burrow their way into houses, is
obvious, and terrigenas imitata viros is a Latin translation of the BM’s *ynyevéwv avdowv
ppovuevot (although Claudian must be referring to the Spartoi, rather than the Giants,
for the simile to make sense). Gruzelier 1993 p. 196 points out that ‘the compound
adjective terrigenae is frequent in similar contexts (e.g. Ov. M. 3.118, Luc. 4.553, Stat. T.
4.441, Cl. Bell. Goth. 31)’, and the resemblance may be coincidental; but since Claudian

could have read the BM, we cannot rule out deliberate allusion here.

8 wg A0Y0G... énv: the syntax is ambiguous: is the Adyoc known among men the
tale of the Mice, or that of the Giants? The former is more likely, since £oya in 7 is non-

specific. The triumph of the Mice is not being compared to any particular tale about the

129 The Giants were traditionally conceived when Gaia was fertilised by the drops of blood which
fell to earth following Cronus’ castration of Uranus (Hes. Th. 178ff.). Similarly, Macrobius (7.16.2)
claims that the mice of Egypt spring from “the earth and the rain’: perfecta autem in exordio fieri
potuisse testimonio sunt nunc quoque non pauca animantia quae de terra et imbre perfecta nascuntur, ut in
Aegypto mures, ut aliis in locis ranae serpentesque et similia... The fact that frogs feature among the
other animals brought forth in this way is probably coincidence.
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Giants; the comparison is one of general might and prowess (the Mice were as powerful
as giants), rather than of narrative. The BM’s audience would not have been familiar
with the story, which the poet himself had concocted (see Introduction, p. 49), but to
claim otherwise - as Glei correctly comments (p. 115) — adds to the proem’s parodic
effect. The coming conflict is treated as a famous mythical episode, akin to the Trojan
War or the Calydonian Boar-Hunt.

apxnv: echoes doxopevog 1, giving the eight lines of the proem a form of ring-
composition, but with the difference that we have moved from the start of the work to the
start of the narrative. A hymnic proem of this sort would often conclude with a final
appeal for divine favour: cf. 1.10 twv apoOev ye, Oed, Arat. 1.16 xaipotte d¢ Movoat.
That the BM dispenses with any such appeal, instead making the transition straight into
uug rote dupaAéog, acknowledges its position between epic and fable (see below), and

once again advertises its refusal to follow any one proemic model.

9-21: encounter; first speech of Physignathus

The beginning of the narrative belongs entirely to the world of fable: there is no
indication of specific time or place, only the storytelling particle tote ‘once upon a time’,
and both protagonists remain nameless. Cf. Ar. V. 1182 o0tw mot’ 1fjv pog kat yaAr), Hor.
Sat. 2.6.79 olim rusticus urbanum murem mus, and see also Race 1992, p. 14. It is only with
the quasi-Homeric speech-introduction at 12 that the epic stream flows into the channel
as well. Physignathus’ speech is Homeric in content — a declaration of his parentage and
an offer of guest-friendship — but his emphasis on his own status, coupled with the

aggressive ur Pevdouevov oe vorjow (see on 13), characterises him as arrogant and
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somewhat overbearing. This is in keeping with the presentation of his species in fable:

see Introduction pp. 38-9.

9 dupaAéoc: the scholiast on Z adds the explanatory note ¢k ¢pvywv ‘from his
flight” (confirmed from autopsy); unfortunately Ludwich’s collation of the scholia
misreports this as éx opvyuwv, a medical phrase found otherwise only in Galen, and
attaches it to Atxvov in line 10.

YaAéng: a weasel, rather than a cat; the word only takes on the meaning ‘cat’
some time in the 4% c. AD (Hehn 1911). Woélke pp. 101-2 has a brief discussion of the
issue, with some other useful bibliography (n. 15). On the more general problem of the
domestic cat in Ancient Greece, see Hopkinson 1984, p. 167 with bibliography. The
reference is likely an allusion to the traditional story of the conflict between the Mice and
the Weasel(s), if not to the Galeomyomachia itself: see Introduction, pp. 42-6. The poet
plays on his audience’s familiarity with the more usual version of the “mouse-war” topos
to conjure up a sort of epic continuity, in which his mice have fought previous battles

against the weasel menace.

10 Punctuation after mAnoiov (Ludwich, West) gives the meaning ‘thirsty after escaping
the imminent danger of a weasel’, and is supported (contra Allen, who punctuates after
aAvéac) by Homeric usage (cf. viii.6-7, xx.105-6), as well as Call. Epigr. 1.11-12. For
niAnoiog used to suggest that a threat is uncomfortably close, cf. e.g. D. S.22.9.5
Oewpovvtec MANClov Ovta Tov Kivdvvov; the sense here is presumably that the mouse
had a narrow escape. For prepositions used pleonastically with a compound verb, as

here év Atfpvr)... mapéOnie, cf. e.g. év daitnotl mapéotar X.217; some other examples are
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collected by Ludwich (p. 324). There is an echo of Homer’s description of Tantalus,
0Tt €v Alpvn 1) d¢ mpooénAale yevelw (xi.583); Sens 2006 may be correct to argue
that we are meant to contrast the mouse eagerly drinking his fill with Tantalus’
perpetual thirst (p. 235).

Atpvn: the setting for the rest of the poem’s action: Psicharpax drowns while
being carried across it, and the ensuing battle takes place on its bank. The poet never
makes clear exactly what sort of body of water is meant. Homer uses Aiuvn to refer to
deep water, as of the sea (XIII.21, 32, XXIV.79, iii.1) or of the River Scamander (XXI.317);
to the pool in which Tantalus is punished (xi.583); and to several named bodies of water
— the Boibeian (I1.711), Cephisian (V.709), and Gygaean (I1.865, XX.390-1) Alpvar. All
three of these are generally understood to have been standing lakes (HE s.v. ‘Boibe’,
‘Kephisian Lake’, and ‘Gygaean Lake’ respectively). The only Homeric instance of Aiuvn)
referring to a river, therefore, is the Scamander passage: the river claims that Achilles’
armour will lie vei6Ot Aiuvng, covered in mud. Richardson 1993 ad loc. takes the sense to
be ‘the mud of the river bed’, but LS] seems to envisage a pool of water left by the river
after it has flooded the surrounding area. The bT scholia comment only mpog t@
Katwtdtw ¢ OaAdoong. Certainly Homeric usage points strongly towards Aipvn
being a pool (of whatever size), rather than a flowing river. In keeping with the
miniature scale of the whole poem, this Alpvn) is undoubtedly a small one, and I have
accordingly translated ‘pond” throughout.

The M? scholia (Ludwich p. 198) comment: iotéov Ot tax pHéV mMEdypHata Kat O
mtoAepog mept mov Tov Hodavov motapov kettat € Aluvnyv tiva &’ avTtoL ToL
TIOTAUOL TANUpVEovoay Kal ovviotauévnv. This is clearly an attempt to reconcile the

Atpvn with the mention of the Eridanus at 20, but no such attempt is needed: the frog’s
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description of his birthplace is a heroic topos, and does not require the Eridanus to be in
the immediate vicinity.

Aixvov: ‘greedy’, either for food or with a more general sense of ‘eager,
acquisitive’. A suitable epithet for a mouse (Ludwich compares AP 6.302.5 T Tt
HeTaAAEVELS TOVTOV HLXOV, @ PLAOALXVE, 9.86.1 Ttapdpdyog EQMNOTNG KaTa dwuaTa,
ALxvoBoog pog; he might have added 9.410.1 opivOog, 6 mavtoing dattog Atxvog),
although not Homeric (first at E. Hipp. 913 and fr. 1063.8). In Babr. 60 a Aiyvoc pog
drowns in soup: Babrius was later than the BM, but the fable was almost certainly older,
and the BM poet may have been influenced by Aixvog in an earlier version. Here (pace
Ludwich) it describes Psicharpax’ thirst, rather than his general character: it continues
the image begun with dupaAéog in the previous line.

The majority reading amaAov is hard to explain as a textual error. amaAdg is
common in Homer as a quality applied to parts of the body (11x), and is used that way
by the BM at 204 and 213. An editor who objected to Atxvov as either undignified (for
the first appearance of a hero) or un-Homeric might have used anaAdv as a convenient,
if bland, substitute; the reverse would be very unlikely. tivwv FLS can easily be
discarded as an attempt at clarification of the sense.

naéOnke: appears *13x in Homer (i.139, 141, etc.). mpooé0mnie(v) appears at
line-end once (ix.305), and in tmesis once (xvi.291), but never in this sedes. Homer’s
ntap€0nKe(v) almost always appears in contexts to do with food, most commonly the
repeated line oitov 0" aidoin Tapin maéOnke pégovoa (7x), but in such contexts it is
always the food that is being ‘put before’ the guest(s), rather than a person’s hand being
‘put to’ the food. mpooéOnke, which is a far more common word in Greek — 32,341 TLG

database hits for mpootiOnu, as against 9,376 for mapatiOnuL — would therefore have
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been a logical (if incorrect) correction for an alert copyist, particularly given the influence

of the Homeric moooénAale yeveiw quoted above.

11 VOaTL.. peAdEL: as Glei points out (p. 117), although many things in Homer
can be ‘honey-sweet’, water is not one of them. The elevation of the mouse’s standard
drink via an epithet normally used of wine continues the parodic strategy begun in the
proem. Udwp in the BM always scans with a long v except at 141. This is contrary to
Homer, where the v is consistently short except at the start of the sixth foot and in some
other specific circumstances (Chantraine Gramm. v. 1 p. 104; Williams 1978, p. 92), and
Williams notes in addition that scanning Odatt with short v in Hellenistic epic is
‘exceptional (as at Theoc. Id. 16.62)’.

TEQMOUEVOG: see ad 68.

12 Apvoxagng: ‘Aipvn-lover’, an extremely rare word, probably the poet’s own
coinage (cf. names like Nucoxdong ‘loving victory’, Tyuoxdong ‘loving honour’,'® as
well as Lucian’s kAwvoxaor|c ‘bed-loving” (Trag. 131) and M. Ant. 1.16 oxAoxaong
‘delighting in crowds’). It only otherwise appears in Methodius’ Life of Theophanes the
Confessor (early 9t c.), where it has been identified as a deliberate reference to the BM:
Wilson 1971 calls it “a surprising echo of classical literature” (p. 36). The vast majority of
MSS have Aqpuvoxaots, but “pond-lover’ is both more plausible than ‘grace of the pond’

and the meaning assumed by the scholia, which gloss it as 6 év ) Alpvn xalowv,

130 Both extant from the Classical period. Nucoxdong was an Athenian comic poet of the 5t-4th c.
BC, identified by Arist. Po. 1448a as the author of the Deilias, a parody of the Iliad. A Tipoxaong is
mentioned in Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates (4t c. BC). See also both names” entries in LGPN.
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TeQMOMEVOS €V Alpv), vel sim. See further Wolke pp. 258-9. Its second appearance in the
poem (212) is an interpolation: see note ad loc.

The word fills the role of a noun here, but this is not the most natural reading of
the line. A reader without the benefit of modern orthography would probably read
Aqpuvoxaong IToAvdnuog, ‘marsh-loving Polyphemus’, and assume that they were being
given the name of the frog: only at 17 would they realise their error. This contributes to
the intertext with the Homeric Polyphemus, below — for a few lines, the reader thinks
Psicharpax has actually encountered a second Polyphemus.

What sort of frog is Physignathus? Wolke is confident: ‘der Teichfrosch (rana
esculenta) aber, der hier gemeint sein muf$ und der fiir die Alten der Frosch par
excellence war...” (p. 263). Pelophylax Kl. esculentus is the Edible Frog, a hybrid of two
other very similar species, the Marsh Frog (Pelophylax ridibundus) and the Pool Frog (P.
lessonae). It is the Marsh Frog which Sommerstein 1996 (p. 176) identifies as the
inspiration for the frog chorus of Aristophanes. Arnold 2002 (p. 271) records that none of
these three species is found in Greece, but that the Greek Marsh Frog, Balkan Frog, or
Balkan Water Frog — properly P. kurtmuelleri, though Arnold uses its older designation
Rana balcanica — is almost identical to P. ridibundus; the likeness is so strong that the
distinction was only established in 1991, and is not universally acknowledged. (Arnold
also notes that the Greek Marsh Frog habitually flees into water when threatened: p. 96.)
Obviously the distribution of species may have changed greatly since the 2° c. BC, and
P. ridibundus, esculentus, and kurtmuelleri are so similar that the poet is very unlikely to
have known one from the other; but to avoid any charge of equivocation, this
commentary will operate on the principle that Physignathus and his warriors are fine

Greek specimens of P. kurtmuelleri. For the taxonomic strife which rages yet over the
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frogs of Europe, see Uzzell et al. 2009 with extensive bibliography. It is pleasing to note
that Pelophylax — ‘Mud-guardian” — would have made an excellent name for a frog in the
BM.

noAvdnpuoc: the adjective sets up the ensuing intertext between the frog’s
speech of welcome and that of the Homeric Cyclops (see below), and is certainly correct.
Glei (p. 118) suggests that I's moAUdPwvog may have begun with a scribe or critic who
failed to understand the allusion, and assumed that a word meaning ‘loud” or “noisy’
was meant: frogs in Greek are traditionally talkative (cf. Ar. Ran. and ad 191). For
TOAVPwVOG meaning ‘noisy’, cf. e.g. Aratus 1.1002 k(1 MOAVGWVA KOQWVT).

é¢mog O’ ¢pOéyEato toiov: on this wholly un-Homeric speech introduction, see

p. 56 above.

13 Eelve, Tig ... pvoag: there is an obvious allusion here - signposted by

oAVPN oG (12) — to the Cyclops” opening address to Odysseus (w Eetvo, tiveg E0Té;
no0ev A0’ Vyox kKéAevOa; ix.252), which immediately suggests that Physignathus is
an individual of whom the mouse hero should be wary. Glei (p. 119) identifies this line
as the point at which ‘verlassen wir die reine Fabelwelt und treten in die des Epos ein’.
There is also a broader engagement with the Odyssey and Homeric identifications: the
pattern in the BM — “Who are you [A], stranger [B]? Where are you from [C]? Who was
your father [D]? Tell me the truth [E]” - is based most closely on tic m60ev eig &vdowv:
[A] 601 ToL oA [C] 1d¢ tokneg [D]; (6x Od.). It is hardly surprising that these
questions should begin a speech of enquiry to a stranger, but the link is reinforced by the
juxtaposition in four cases with an injunction to truth or accuracy, [E]:

AAA” drye poL TOdE elmé kal dtoekéws katdAeEov (1.169)
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Kal pot Tout” dyopevoov £TTLUOV, 0pQ’ €U eldw (xiv.186-7, xxiv.297-8)

eLTté pot elpopéve vnueptéa und” émikevong (xv.263)
Physignathus takes things unusually far by following up with the clumsy un
Ppevdouevov oe vorjow (14), a warning which hardly fits the respect due from one
basileus to another. The closest parallel is Eumaeus to the disguised Odysseus, urjte tt
pot Pevdeoot xapileo (xiv.387), where both participants are of low social status; the only
time a basileus is told not to lie is Sthenelus” angry riposte to Agamemnon, pr) }pevde’
(IV.404), where the sense is closer to “do not misrepresent the situation” than to ‘do not
attempt to deceive me’. Draheim consequently bracketed the line, arguing that it
anticipated threats which do not materialise; Glei, with greater sensitivity, argues that it
serves to characterise the frog as overbearing and ‘puffed up” (p. 120; see the
introductory note on 9-21 above).

&etve: a common term of address in Homer (67x); it appears in contexts ranging
from friendly greeting (i.123) to suspicion (vii.237) or outright hostility (viii.159,
xvii.478). It is almost always used by the host, rather than the guest, although there are
exceptions (e.g. Odysseus to Eumaeus at xiv.53); here it serves to make clear the frog’s
view that Psicharpax is a visitor to his territory. Physignathus uses it again at 57.

en’ niovag; tic 0 pvoag There are two points of uncertainty here: whether the
word for ‘shore’ is singular (a) or plural (IZ), and whether to read tic 6 pvoag (JZ) or tig
0¢ 0’ 6 Ppvoac (aFL). Further confusion is introduced by the spelling of the noun (1)ov- or
niov-), which affects the scansion. Cutting through the mass of variants in the MSS, there
are only two metrically viable options: ém’ fjiovac; tic 6 pvoag (Allen) and ¢’ éva; Tig

0¢ 0’ 6 pvoag (Brandt, West).
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Homer uses 1)icwv in both singular and plural, but always scans it as 1)i-. tic 0
¢voag follows better from the abrupt mo0ev 1A0ec..., forming a triad of abrupt
questions in asyndeton (cf. E. fr. 1: motav o€ pwpev yaiav éxkAeAomota | moAet
EevovoDat Tdg; Tig matoag 60og; | Tig €00’ 0 Ppvoag; ToL KkekroLEAL TATEOG;). I's
reading probably resulted from rjlovag becoming a trisyllabic word (1j¢vac), which
would have left the line obviously short; the superfluous d¢ 0" would then have been

added to fill the gap.

16 The line hints at various Homeric originals, most obviously the repeated line-ending
*oAAQ kat Eé00Aa (7x), *Eewvr)ia oAAa (iv.33), and *owoa d¢ Tot dwow (XIV.238). The
overall effect contributes to the underlying impression of Physignathus as arrogant and
convinced of his own superiority: dwoa d¢ tot dwow is spoken by Hera as part of her
bribe to Sleep, and the tone is more one of a superior coaxing a minion than of an offer of

hospitality.

17 elpt O’ &yw ... Atpvnv: Glei (p. 120) aptly compares this grandiose statement (eipl
+ name + relative pronoun) to the language of divine epiphany (h.Ap. 480, h.Bacch. 56,
h.Cer. 268) as well as to Odysseus” dramatic revelation at ix.19; but the closest Homeric
parallel is in fact Nausicaa at vi.196, which has a certain ironic relevance — Nausicaa
welcomes the exhausted Odysseus out of the water onto dry land, Physignathus invites
the thirsty Psicharpax off dry land and into the water.

dvoiyvaBog: ‘Puff-cheek’. Not found before the BM, the word has an afterlife. It
appears in Timotheus of Gaza’s I1egl (owv as an alternative name for the yapaiAéwv

(5.14, 47.2). Eustathius of Thessalonica uses it twice in his commentaries on the Homeric
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epics: ad 11. 1.214.12, referring to a sort of bread (i.e. ‘cheek-filling”), and ad Od. 1.365.15 as
a synonym for ‘full’ (of Odysseus’ bag of winds). Pvotyvabog dvtiov nbda, from BM 56,
is quoted in the Et. Mag. s.v. yv&0og. The 12™-century historian Nicetas Choniates
borrows it to describe the symptoms of illness, in a passage which borrows several
distinctive words and phrases from the Iliad: ovxovV et ur) kAtvrjong NoBa kat VTTO
ntdBouvg puotyvabog, avABec av eig TO LeQOV KVDEL Yaiwv kait detvov BAepealvwy Kol
ka0 éavtov vriotontdlwv 0 AaBoayodoac... (Oration 8.78). This is particularly interesting
because the passage describes a braggart who is sure of his own superiority, a
characterisation which matches the BM’s Physignathus quite closely; even if this was not
intentional, Nicetas was almost certainly using the BM as his source, given the
concentration of Homeric vocabulary.

In all of the above cases the word is used simply as an adjective. The character
himself is acknowledged in a striking passage from the Defensio caelibatus of the 13-
century emperor of Nicaea Theodore II Ducas Lascaris: describing how his voice is
unsuited for declaiming or singing, Theodore remarks Evoupdtng ovx eiut, oUte kad’
‘Ouneov we Puotyvaboc. In other words, his two examples of mighty-voiced characters
in Homer are Eurybates — who may be assumed to have a powerful voice, given his
status as herald — and Physignathus. Not only is this proof that Theodore both knew the
BM and knew it as a work of Homer, it strongly suggests that his copy of the text had
moAVPwvoG at 12, since otherwise there would be no reason to deploy Physignathus as
an exemplar of vocal force.

duotyvabog is also given as a nickname of an individual in Mazaris’ Journey to
Hades, a satirical work from the 15 c. Mazaris makes heavy use of Homeric quotation

and comic vocabulary (Barry et al. 1975, p. vii), and probably knew the BM, but there is
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no special point to the allusion: the name may simply refer to the physical appearance of
the (unidentified) individual in question.
18 1)Yyovuevog: explanatory after tipwpat: ‘I am honoured as the ruler of the Frogs...”

Nuata mavta: a common Homeric line-ending (*26x).

19-20 kal pe matnQ ... prtAotntL: from a Homeric perspective, this positions
Physignathus as Achilles, son of Peleus and ‘Hydromedousa’ — ‘water-ruling’, not such a
bad epithet for Thetis. He is hardly Achillean in the rest of the poem, and the joke was
probably suggested by the fact that ‘Peleus” can be taken as meaning ‘Muddy’, an
obviously suitable name for a frog. Olson and Sens 1999, p. 10 suggest that ‘son of
Peleus’ in Euboeus’ Battle of the Bathmen — urjte o0 TOV &ya0og meQ éwv amoaipeo,
KovQeD, / unte ov, INA€idn (SH 412) — may likewise be a joke on “son of Mud’, although
the fact that this Peleides is a frog adds an extra relevance. Glei sees an additional

reference to the notion that frogs were born from mud (see ad 7, and Introduction p. 47).

19 aveOpéparo: has good MSS support and is lec. diff.; mot” éyeivato is an obvious
correction, perhaps based on a suspicion that for a father to ‘bring up’ his son was not
Homeric. Children in Homer are usually brought up by nurses (vii.12, xix.354) or by
their mother (xxiv.389), for their father’s sake (XIX.326), and dvatoédw is not found in
Homer; but cases like Cisseus at X1.223 prove that a pater familias could legitimately be
described as ‘bringing up” a child. Is reading is dubious on grounds of sense: éyetvato
appears in Homer five times, 3x of the mother and 2x of the father, but yetvopat used of

a man can only mean ‘beget” — an act which should not logically be taking place after
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ptyvout (unless we are to be very specific about timing). In Hesiod pix0eio” év prAdomnrt
is always followed by main verb téke: the one possible exception is fr. 10(a).23-4, which
uses éyetvat/, but of the woman. "Having lain with him, she bore...” makes sense; “having
lain with her, he begat...” does not. Note that Homer uses yetvopat and ptyvoput of a

father only once (vii.61) and they are in parataxis: tn) d¢ ITooewawv gutyn kai éyelvato

TIAOA.

20 mxOeig év prAotntu: a standard Homeric expression for sex (I1.232, XXIV.130,
xix.266). This exact form of the phrase is not Homeric, but the phonetically identical
feminine form appears in Hes. Th. (923, 941, 944, 980). Since all of these uses occur
during the poem’s catalogue of the divine and heroic offspring born to various
Olympians, there may be a further suggestion here of Physignathus’” delusions of
grandeur.

na’ 0x0Oaug: the first appearance of a recurring problem in the paradosis over
forms of 6x01. The word appears seven times in the poem, and in four of those cases

there is disagreement between the major MSS:

20 maQ” 6xOauc IZ naQ’ OxOag asS
106 oo’ 0xOag JLZ niaQ’ OxOag aFS
166 e" 6xOaig ISZ e’ 0xOnc a
223 ¢’ 6xOaug ISZ e’ oxOnc a

Here and at 106 the question is whether tapd should take the dative or the accusative; I
favour the dative in both instances. mag” 0x0auc is not Homeric, occurring first in
Alcaeus fr. 325.4. Homer uses both mtap” 6x0ac (9x) and mtag” dxOnowv (2x). Elsewhere in

the BM map(a) takes acc. 2x (148, 238), dat. 2x (34, 154), and is unclear once (221 g’
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NV’ éEetavoodn). However, Monro 1891 states that, unlike in Homer, ‘in later Greek
the Dat. with mapd is almost wholly confined to persons’ (pp. 175-6). Had the poet
written 6x0aic, dxOag would have been a logical correction, as both more Homeric and
in line with later Greek syntactical habit. Had the poet written 60x0ag originally, it is
harder to see why the un-Homeric form 6x0aic would have intruded. On the latter two
cases, see ad 166.

‘Howdavoto: lec. diff., compared to wkeavoto IS (*17x in Homer). The Eridanus is
not mentioned by Homer, and first appears in Hesiod (Th. 338, son of Tethys and
Oceanus). The most important mythological role of the Eridanus was as the river into
which Phaethon, son of Helius, fell after being struck with a lightning bolt. It was often
identified with the River Po, and Vergil made it one of the rivers of the underworld (V.
A. 6.659). The scholia on 18 explain that the waters of the Eridanus were unusually
warm, as a result of Phaethon’s fall, and that it was therefore a specially suitable
breeding-spot for frogs. Apollonius, however, makes it a noisome marsh (Alpvng...
moAvBevOéog, 4.599) over which birds cannot fly (4.601-2). There may be an allusion
here to the standard version of the fable, in which the frog is eventually carried off by a
hungry bird (see Introduction, p. 40); what more ideal home for frogs than a marsh no
bird can approach?

Bliquez 1977 points out that the Eridanus was also the name of a stream which
flowed through Athens (first in P1. Critias 112a), sections of which remain visible today;
the open-air stretch that runs through the Kerameikos is still home to a population of

frogs.’3! He uses this to support his theory that the BM is an Athenian poem: to a local

131 “The extensive grounds of Kerameikos are marshy in some spots; in spring, frogs exuberantly
croak their mating songs near magnificent stands of lilies’ (from a review of the Kerameikos on
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audience, the Eridanus would have suggested both a mythical river with vaguely epic
connotations, and the frog-haunted stream they all knew well. However, any reader
familiar with Apollonius would have appreciated the Eridanus as a well-chosen home
for frogs, and the Athenian connection is unnecessary. The Bsscholiast on this line
comments simply &7to tvog Alpvng 6 Howavog éEéoxetat, €v 1) moAAol Batoaxol eloty
(Ludwich p. 218), which sounds like a reference to a real body of water rather than any
mythological explanation; but the vagueness of the gloss (tivog Aiuvng) implies
supposition on the scholiast’s part. If he had understood a reference to the Athenian

Eridanus, he would presumably have written as much.

21 Kal 08 0 00w ... AAAwV: *EEoxov AAAwV is Homeric (9x, including at XX.184;
see ad 60). The closest parallel here is the disguised Athene to Telemachus, i.301-2: kat
oV, lAog, HAAa Y& 0" 000w KaAGV Te péyav te, dAkuog €00’ (=iii.199-200, where
they were rejected by Aristophanes and Aristarchus). Athene compares Telemachus’
outward appearance to his inner nature; Physignathus, on the other hand, claims to be
able to see that Psicharpax is @Axioc. This may be intended to suggest that
Physignathus has at best an imperfect understanding of the heroic virtues, since at
XIIL.278 Idomeneus singles out being dAxiuoc as a quality that is revealed only in the

press of battle. In any case, Draheim’s deletion of the line is unwarranted.

[22-3] These lines are absent from Z (where they have been added in the margin by a

later hand) and the a family of mss., and are deleted by Ludwich and West. Their most

the Fodor’s travel website: http://www.fodors.com/world/europe/greece/athens/review-
187234.html, retrieved 3 Feb 2012). I saw one or two of these frogs myself on a trip to Athens in
March 2009.
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obvious purpose is to bring Physignathus’ speech back to the point, ending on the same
question with which he began, thereby clarifying the transition into Psicharpax’ answer;
a critic might have felt that the mouse’s opening remark, timte yévog tovpov (nreig,
was too far removed from the frog’s tic 06 pvoac. However, it is puzzling that
Physignathus should declare his confidence in Psicharpax” identity as a oknmtovxog
Paoidevg shortly after asking whether he is a pidog d&log. There is sense in “are you a
person of good birth? For I see that you are handsome and valiant’; less in ‘are you a
person of good birth? For I see that you are a king’. There is also no suggestion anywhere

else in the poem that Ps. is a BaoiAevg, although he is of royal blood (29).

24-55: speech of Psicharpax

The most obvious intertext here is the speech of Glaucus at V1.145-211; to Diomedes’
challenge, Glaucus responds Tvdeidn peydOuue, tin yevenv épeelvelg;, and goes on to
describe his descent at length. Glaucus in the Iliad makes the famously foolish decision to
exchange his golden armour for Diomedes’ bronze, and given that Psicharpax is shortly
to be undone by a similarly unwise decision, the parallel is not inappropriate. It is worth
noting, however, that more or less the same question is asked of Achilles by the young
Paeonian warrior Asteropaeus at XXI.153.

The similarities between this scene and the Asteropaeus episode are worthy of

brief examination, since they will be relevant to a textual issue later in the poem.
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Iliad

the kingly son of Peleus

confronts a young warrior

on the bank of a river.

He asks: “who are you,

and where are you from?

Unhappy are they whose children
fight against me.”

Asteropaeus replies:

“Why do you ask about my descent?”
and describes his family background.
After a battle,

Achilles kills Asteropaeus and

leaves his body floating in the water.

BM

the kingly son of Peleus
confronts a young warrior
on the shore of a pond.
He asks: “who are you?
Where are you from?
Who is your father?”

Psicharpax replies:

“Why do you ask about my descent?”
and describes his family background.
After ajourney,

Physignathus “kills” Psicharpax and

leaves his body floating in the water.

The combination of the unusual “why do you ask...?” exchange, found only here and in

VI, with the location (beside a body of water) and the eventual fate of the slain victim,

make it very likely that the BM poet was writing with this episode in mind, although

undoubtedly he intended other scenes — Diomedes and Glaucus, Polyphemus and

Odysseus — to be in the mix as well.

24 oV & av... pawvnoév te: an authentic Homeric speech-introduction formula (Ix

I1., 10x Od.); it does not appear anywhere else in extant hexameter poetry, and so

(considered in light of the rarity with which Homeric formulae are simply transposed

into the BM; Introduction, p. 55) increases the intertextual resonance of the following

passage.

25-7 Glei (p. 124) acknowledges the puzzling logic of this answer: even if the frog has

heard the name Psicharpax, it does not follow that he will recognise Psicharpax when he
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meets him face to face (in much the way the Phaeacians, e.g., despite having heard tales
of Odysseus’ fame, have no idea what he looks like).

It is perhaps better to see this as a nettled response to Physignathus” gauche and
patronising speech. Minchin 2002 discusses ‘counter-questions” in the Odyssey as a
method for either stalling or derailing a question which the speaker is not (yet) prepared
to answer, and comments: ‘underlying these kinds of exchanges between speakers is an
acute awareness of social ranking. The people who can respond to a question with a
counter-question are those who can safely (in terms of social hierarchy) withhold a
response. These people will be ranked at the same level or very close to the first speaker’
(p. 21). In the Iliad, both Glaucus and Asteropaeus respond with a counter-question
because of the battlefield context: since each is literally preparing to duel his interlocutor
to the death, it would be unforgivably submissive to give a polite and obliging answer. A
show of resistance must be made, even though the requested information is then
provided. In the BM Physignathus is proposing guest-friendship, not combat, but he
does so in an offensive manner which implies (at least to a Homerically literate reader)
that Psicharpax is his social inferior. Consequently, the mouse challenges the social
template imposed on him via a counter-question intended to make clear that he

considers himself the frog’s equal.

25 tinte: an archaic epicising form scarcely found between Homer and the
Hellenistic poets.

0 d¢ dnAov anaowv: two Iliadic heroes declare that their genealogy is widely
known (toAAoL € pv avdpeg toaowv): Glaucus at VI.151, and Aeneas at XX.214. As we

have seen, Glaucus’ exchange with Diomedes is a significant intertext throughout this
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section of the BM; Aeneas” exchange with Achilles will prove important later (see ad 60,

64).

26 Although missing from most of the vett., the line is effective and witty: besides the
obvious humour of the ascent from men to gods to birds, the highest of them all —a
mouse’s-eye view of creation (cf. Ar. Av. 467ff.) — and the general undesirability of a
mouse’s family being “known to birds’, there may be cruel intertextual humour at work
(Sens 2006, pp. 237-8). ovpaviolg metenvoig echoes *vrovpaviwy metenvwv (XVIL675),
where the comparison of Menelaus to an eagle hunting a rabbit reflects ironically on
Psicharpax” declaration of his own fame, encoding within it an image of birds bringing
death to small furry animals, while Hesiod’s *kai oiwvoic metenvoic (WD 277) appears
in a similarly deadly animal context. If 26 is an interpolation, it shows that such
interference in the paradosis was not always clumsy, but its omission would leave the
claim in 25 strangely weak: Homeric usage suggests that a line which ends dnAov o év
amaoty is incomplete without qualification (cf. V.2-3 tv" &ékdnAog peta maowv /

Apyelowoy, vii.51-2 év maow dpetvwv / égyolow).

27 Wixagnaé: ‘Crumb-snatcher’. Only otherwise found in Prodromus’
Catomyomachia, where it is re-used as a name for a mouse warrior, presumably in tribute
to the BM. i€ appears first at Plut. Mor. 77f (Introduction p. 17 n. 18), where a mouse
feeds on crumbs of bread left by the philosopher Diogenes; it is tempting to see this as

inspired by the BM.
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28 Towéagtao: ‘Gnaw-bread’. Psicharpax’ father may be the current ruler of the
Mice, although he is never explicitly acknowledged as such: he is married to the

daughter of King Pternotroctes (29), and acts as Physignathus” opposite number in the
corresponding assembly-scenes. He enjoys some success in the battle, and is probably
responsible for forcing Physignathus to retreat (see ad 250); whether he survives to the

end of the poem is unclear. The name is not reused by any later authors.

29 AgixopvAn: ‘Lick-mill’, hapax. The only female mouse mentioned in the poem is
given an appropriately gendered name: the mill in Homer is worked by women (e.g.
vii.104, xx.106), and is evidently frequented by mouse ladies as well. Nic. Th. 446 refers
to a Hvog ... LLANPBOEOUL.

Itegvotowrtov: ‘Ham-nibble’, hapax. Psicharpax” pride in his ancestry is
demonstrated by the way he, like Glaucus, mentions more than just the previous
generation. Like the references to the weasel at 9 (see note) and 128, King Pternotroctes
contributes to an impression of the Mice as a tribe with their own epic history: we may

imagine that Psicharpax” grandfather was famed for exploits of his own.

30 év KaAvpn: Ludwich and West both print the capital; contra Allen, Brandt,
Fusillo, and Glei. As a Homeric hero, we would expect Psicharpax to give the name of
his homeland (Glaucus VI.152 ‘there is a city, Ephyre’; Asteropaeus XXI.154 ‘I am from
Paeonia far away’). The only known town or city called Calybe is the one founded by
Philip II of Macedon north of Byzantium (Strabo 7.6.2), and there is no particular reason
Psicharpax should hail from there. Wolke regards this as a flaw (‘mit einem Ort, den

niemand kennt, kann man nicht prahlen’, p. 224), and prefers to read kaA0P as ‘ein
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einfacher Ziergarten (lateinisch opus topiarum) mit kleinen Lauben’ (p.225). In fact
KAV much more commonly means a poor dwelling: cf. Thuc. 2.52 (the badly-
ventilated shanties occupied by Athenian country-folk visiting the city), Theoc. 21 (the
hut of the impoverished fishermen), Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 10.17 (Cincinnatus” farm
cottage). The only significant exception is A.R. 1.775, the ‘new-built chambers’ of
maidens promised in marriage. Moschopoulos glosses the BM’s use with 10 pkoov
oon)tiov. Psicharpax was undoubtedly born in a hut or a cottage; but it is both more
Homeric and more amusing for him to describe it as though it were the great mouse city
of Cottage, introducing an appropriate note of epic grandeur.

££e00éPato PBowTtoic: Z has in many ways the better reading here: it is lec. diff.,
and Bowrolc ‘foods, edible things’ is weak alongside ¢déouaot mavrodamoiow “all kinds
of things to eat” in the following line (Ludwich p. 331 called it “unhaltbar’, although his
&xouy’ évvepéfeoOat is not an improvement). The metre, however, is impossible.
Young mice are weaned at 3-4 weeks and then fend for themselves, and mice were
renowned in antiquity for their rapid rate of reproduction: Arist. HA 6.37 580b 1] 0¢ T@wv
MLV YEVEOLS OaUUAOIWTATI T T GAA Coa €0t T AN 0L kal T tdxel. Might

Z’s reading have arisen from an attempt to represent observed behaviour?

31-55 Psicharpax’ lengthy digression on dietary matters may originally have been
suggested by Glaucus and Aeneas, his epic models, each of whom delivers a similarly
long-winded excursus on his family history (VI.150-211, XX.200-41). However, it also
serves to align the BM with one of the major traditions within Greek comic literature.
The Greeks derived great amusement from depictions of gluttony: long and enthusiastic

catalogues of delicious food were a topos of Middle Comedy, as is obvious from the
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extant fragments of authors like Alexis and Antiphanes. Archestratus and Matro had, in
their different ways, already hit on the idea of recasting such catalogues using Homeric
metre, style, and vocabulary, creating what Sens 2006 identifies as a sub-genre of
‘gastronomic parody’. By falling into Homeric rhapsodies over his lunch, Psicharpax
becomes a member of this same category (Sens 2006, pp. 225-6).

More specifically, there was comic precedent for the rejection of ‘natural” foods
like vegetables in favour of processed foods like bread and cake. In Teleclides fr. 34 a
character expresses a preference for the mAakovg, mentioned at BM 36: ptAw
iAakovvta OeQuUov, dxeadas oL PAw, | xailow Aaywolg ém’ duvAw kabnuévois. In
both Archestr. fr. 60 and Matro fr. 1 the narrator dismisses fruits and vegetables but
again lavishes praise on the mAakovg; Archestr. fr. 20 casts further scorn on vegetable-
eaters as not knowing how to enjoy the good things in life. Wolke argues (pp. 225-33)
that the line Ps. draws is between rich and poor diets: he eats like a wealthy man, while
the frog eats like a pauper — in other words, Ps. is engaging in social snobbery. If so, we
might expect him to omit mention of figs (31), traditionally associated with a poor or
simple diet: Alex. fr. 167.15, Archestr. fr. 60.14-15, Pl. R. 372c-d. Crates of Thebes,
discussing the ideal city and the plain foods that will be found there, lists OUpov ki
oKOEdA ... Kal ovka Kal &ptovg (Supp. Hell. 351.5).

The division is fundamentally inherited. Already in The Mouse and the Frog we
find the mouse offering &otoc, TvEdS, HéAL loxAdes Kal 6oa ayaba (W recension) or
A&QT0G, KQEAG, TVEAG, éAalat, loxadeg (G recension). This will have been nothing more
than a summary of foods mice were observed to prefer. Mice are omnivorous (Ar. Ach.
762 mentions apwoaiol poeg apparently uprooting garlic, and Geoponica 4.15.5

recommends using lupins to keep mice off one’s vines), but have a strong preference for
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sweet processed foods; no mouse in a Greek house would have preyed on gadpdvoug or
koaupBag if mAakovg was available (although the Mice do gnaw green beans to make
greaves for themselves at 125).

Conveniently for the poet, this overlapped to a great extent with the sorts of
foods praised by the gluttons of Middle Comedy, enabling him to recast the fable’s
simple list as a lip-licking comic catalogue. Frogs, meanwhile, are almost exclusively
carnivorous, but this seems not to have been universally understood in antiquity:
although Aristotle mentions frogs eating bees (HA 626a.9), Archestratus fr. 60 refers to
the Syracusans, ot rtivovot povov Batoaxwv teomov, ovdev éDovtec. That the BM poet
associated frogs with vegetables is amply demonstrated by names like Calaminthius
(224) and Origanion (256), although only Costophagus (218) refers explicitly to diet. To a
Greek who had never made any close observation of frogs, but was accustomed to the
sight of them in gardens and vegetable-patches, they would naturally have been
herbivorous; and this too fitted well with the comic topos of vegetables as uninteresting
to a true gourmand. Psicharpax is being a snob, but his snobbery is gastronomic, not
socio-economic.

This passage as a whole, though inaccurate, was perceived as educational: the M?
scholiast comments dWdokeL d& TEOTEQOV TivVa pEV PaTodxwV TA Powpata, Tolx d¢
tolg pvol. School-texts were often of questionable scientific value; as Kneebone 2009 puts
it, ‘we know that [Oppian’s] Halieutica was used in antiquity as a school-text, but it
would be very difficult even to identify, let alone catch a fish based solely on the

information provided in the poem” (p. 33).
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31 ovkols kai kapvotg: Wolke claims (pp. 225-7) that the mention of figs and nuts
supports his interpretation of the kaAvUP1) as a gazebo (see above), since snacks would
naturally be found in such a building; but both foods were extremely common in the
ancient world, and will have been eaten everywhere from palaces to hovels.
navtodamnoiotv: a favourite word of the poet’s: he uses it to conclude a line
here, at 41, and at 176. This may be down to sheer metrical convenience, since it extends

from the bucolic caesura to the end of the line.

32 nwg O¢ ... opotov: Glei (p. 126) sees this as an arrogant rhetorical turn, in the

heroic mode; it may of course be a genuine question.

34 6o0a nag’ avOgwmnols: may owe something to Xenophanes’ famous complaint
(fr. 11.2) that Homer and Hesiod attributed to the gods 6ooa g’ &vOowmnowowv oveidea

Kal Poyog €otiv.

35 Clearly modelled on xvii.343 &gtov T 00A0OV éAwV meQkaAA£og €k kavéolo. It may
be significant that the Homeric context is Telemachus providing the beggar-Odysseus
with (generous) scraps from the table, which has obvious relevance to mice scavenging
food from humans.

TOLOKOTIAVLOTOG: DVOKOTIAVIOTOG is presumably a mistake for diokomaviotog,
which appears in the recc. Both forms are exceedingly rare: d10- is a hapax legomenon, and
TOL0- appears only once elsewhere, in a letter written by Theodore II Ducas Lascaris (Ep.
117). Given that Lascaris clearly knew the BM (ad 17), we can conclude that his copy had

TOL0-, but this is no guarantee of the word’s authenticity. Wolke pp. 260-1 discusses
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komaviCw, concluding that it refers to some form of milling process, and that dio0- is
therefore more plausible on technical grounds, but he admits that the BM’s author may
have lacked any detailed understanding of the bread-making process and that his
terminology may consequently be inexact. The basic meaning is clearly that the bread is
of high quality. I favour toto- largely because, although Homer himself makes little use
of ToL0- compounds, there is a tradition in which toi(0)- lends a sense of epic grandeur
or intensity - tolopdxap (VI.154), toiodOAoc (S. OC 372), towoevdaipwv (B. 3.10),
tolomovdat xoat (S. Ant. 431) — which does not exist for dio- words.

(For an example of the 3x modifier in a context relating to abundant food, cf. iv.86
016 Yoo tiktel pnAa. The scholiast on this line comments: Tiveg yeAolwg yoadovot “dig
Yo TikTel. QS Y OOV TLAéyel el TV €V T1) xwea TeoPatwv; A similar instinct

towards plausibility may have motivated the change to d10- in 35.)

36 nAakovg: some sort of bun or cake. Not Homeric: it appears in Aristophanes and
in various comic fragments, and seems to have been regarded as a special delicacy (see
ad 31-55).

tavunenAog: ‘with delicate robe’: appears several times in Homer — of Helen
(3x), Thetis (2x), Lampetie (1x), and Odysseus’ sister Ctimene (1x). Here and in the
following lines, the comic technique of bestowing heroic epithets on foodstuffs is
strongly reminiscent of the gastronomic mapwdia employed by Matro in his Attikon
Deipnon: cf. Matro fr. 1.18 kapnropowvtag drdvOaig, or 1.33-4 (AOe d& Nnorog
Ouyatng, Oétic doyveoTela, onmin eVTAOKAHOG, dewvn) Be0g avdNe0oA.

MOAV onoapdTvov: ‘thick with sesame and cheese’: to be preferred to moAAnNv

owoapda or its variants, which probably crept in as a gloss for hapax onoapotvgov.
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Sesame and related foodstuffs were ubiquitous in gastronomic lists, especially in
comedy. Hippon. fr. 26a refers to ‘seasoning a pancake with sesame’, tTnyavitag
onoapotot pagudoowv. Ar. Ach. 1092 lists among the trappings of a party auvAot,
TAakoLVTEC, onoapovvteg, itow, and V. 676 includes Tvpdv, péAL onoapa in a
catalogue of delicacies; mtAakovg and onoaun are paired again at P. 869, where both are
preparations for a wedding-feast. (Cf. also Amphis fr. 9, Anaxandrides fr. 42, Antiphanes

fr. 140, Ephippus fr. 13...)

37 Ludwich follows Z in transposing the line to follow 38, giving the sequence bread —
tAakovg — cheese — meat — peAitwpa. There is clearly some echo of the standard Greek
banquet here: Greek feasts began with bread (cf. Archestr. fr. 5; it is also the first
foodstuff mentioned by Matro in the Attikon Deipnon) and finished with sweet snacks,
toaynuata, such as fruit and cakes. This does not help with 37-38, however. Where
cheese is listed in comic banquet-catalogues, it tends to appear among condiments (olive
oil, herbs, etc.) rather than as a dish in its own right. Perhaps the most useful comparison
is the G recension of the Life of Aesop: in the Fable of the Mouse and the Frog, the mouse
offers his guest &ptog, Kpéag, TvEVS, éAaial, loxddeg — effectively, a starter (bread), a
main course (meat), condiments (cheese and oil), and dessert (figs). I therefore prefer to
leave the order the way it stands in all the other MSS, especially since Z’s order puts o0
tveo¢ immediately after onoaudtvgov, which is a little clumsy. One could adduce Hes.
WD 589-91 as support for ‘bread, dairy products, meat’, but the connection between the
BM and the Fable is much stronger.

£k mtéQvnc: the meaning ‘ham’ is unique to the BM; elsewhere in Greek mtéovn

always means ‘heel’. The form is probably due to an epicisation of méova, Lat. perna,
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which is not found in Greek until Strabo but may well have existed earlier (Introduction,
p- 16).

Aevkoxitwva: first found here; another faux-heroic epithet a la Matro, which
should by Homeric precedent mean “white-armoured” (ct. xaAxoxitwv, XIIL.685
EAkexitwveg, XVI.419 autgoxitwvag; xiv.489 otoxitwVv’ is ambiguous). This has a
certain humorous resonance with the liver as a target for fatal blows in the Iliad (e.g.
XL.576). There may also be a joke on A. Pers. 115 peAayxitwv ¢porv, ‘dark-shrouded
heart’, in that here we have another bodily organ ‘shrouded’ in colour but in the bathetic

context of the dinner-table.

38 veonnkrtog: ‘new-curdled’, another rare word: appears before this only in the
Hippocratic corpus, where it means ‘new-baked’ (Hp. Mul. 2.206). Gregory Nazianzenus
uses it several times, but the debt to the BM is most obvious at 1369.9-10 veomnktog oix

TUQOG.

39 Quoted and attributed to Homer by the Lh scholiast on Ar. Eq. 345, explaining
xonoTdc as a term for a foodstuff which has been well-prepared.

peAttwpa: ‘honey-cake’. Not a normal inclusion in comic food-lists, although it
does appear in medical writers (e.g. Diocl. fr. 183a.65 paAdyxn, AanmaBa, Atvélworic,
pneArtwpata — a list of purgatives!) and more than once in Longus (3.9.3.2, 4.16.3.3,
4.26.1.4).

TO Kal pakaes mobéovarv: cakes were used in Greco-Roman religion as

offerings to the gods: DNP s.v. ‘Libum’.
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40 Neither the matter nor the vocabulary of this line is epic. Ooivn ‘banquet” appears first
in the Hesiodic Scutum (114), is relatively common in Euripides, but is avoided by both
Callimachus and Apollonius. The incongruity is emphasised by peoomwv, which is
distinctively grand and epic (see ad 5); in a single line, the high style of epic and the
domesticity of comedy collide.

payelpog here seems to mean just ‘cook’. The word often means ‘butcher, meat-
seller’, but Psicharpax evidently does not restrict his attentions to meat, and tevxovot
suggests a degree of craft beyond slicing ham, as does xoopovvteg in 41; see further
Rankin 1907. The pdyeigoc is a common figure in the fables of Aesop and ubiquitous in
Middle and New Comedy — Anaxilas wrote a work called Mdayewoot (fr. 19), and a
uayeog features in more than one play by Menander. It almost never appears in
tragedy, epic, or ‘serious’ poetry, with one striking exception: Call. Cer. *106. The context
is relevant. Triopas is lamenting the ceaseless hunger with which Demeter has cursed
Erysichthon, and lists all the animals he has devoured. His list concludes kat tav
puaAovowy, tav étoepe Onola pucka (110). The identity of the paAovgig is much-debated
(Hopkinson 1984 pp. 166-7), but the Onota pikka certainly include mice. *payewgot in
the BM reminds us of this fortuitous alignment — a gastronomic catalogue and a
reference to mice occurring side-by-side in a “serious” hexameter work! There is
conceivably also an allusion to Arist. Pol. 1282a.22 kai Ootvnv 0 dattvpwv AAA” ovx O
uAayeog, ‘the guest (is a better judge) of a banquet than the cook is’. A reader who
recalls this line will see Psicharpax briefly as an additional, and delighted, ‘guest” at the

banquet.

41 'Adorning dishes with all kinds of seasonings’, of the udyewoL.
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xVtoac: another word found often in comedy and very rarely in any other sort of
verse. The sense is a little strained: a xUtoa is a large earthenware pot (see ad 255; large
enough to contain a newborn baby at Ar. Th. 505), such as might be used for broth or
stew. Here it seems to be used as synecdoche for the contents of the pots, rather like
‘dishes” in English. A mouse falls into a x0toa of soup and drowns in Babr. 60: see ad 10,
and Introduction p. 38.

apTVpaoL: ‘seasonings’ or ‘condiments’. First in the fragments of Aeschylus (fr.
306), but rare before the BM.

mavrodamnotlow: see ad 31.

[42-52] This eleven-line extension of Psicharpax” heroic boast is missing from aZ and our
solitary papyrus, and is certainly interpolated; editors are unanimous in deleting it. We
might well banish it on grounds of quality alone. The passage as a whole separates the
remarks on the mouse and frog diets, which belong next to each other: after 52 o0 TowWyw
oaddavoug becomes a non sequitur. The description of the mouse biting the human yet
apparently not waking him from his sleep is nonsensical: although Tim. Gaz. 38 claims
that mice are notorious for biting sleepers (Haupt 1869 p. 22), it is hard to envisage a
scenario in which even a heavy sleeper would remain unconscious through being bitten
by a mouse, nor is it clear why a mouse would regard this as an achievement. dVw at 48
is followed by three different fears (the hawk, the weasel, and the trap; these lines may
have been based on Troxartes” speech at 113-9, where the Frogs are the third evil after
the weasel and the trap). The use of the Homeric line-ending 1j tic dototn at 51 seems to
be based on a misunderstanding of the syntax (in Homer it appears only in lines like

xvi.348, AAA” &ye vija pédavav épvooopey, 1 Tig aglotn —‘come, let us drag down a
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black ship, (the one which is) the best we have’). In addition, the scansion of some lines is
difficult: 44 requires modification if it is to scan (the most efficient being the removal of
nieg and the adoption of the minority reading deidwx for déd1x), and 45 requires
ddrtuAov to scan as a molossus. 46 would also be the only point in the poem in which

epic correption does not occur with kat before a vowel.

53-55 Glei objects to these lines on several grounds.
- 42-52 obviously do not belong between 41 and 53, since they separate the two
related discussions of diet. a omits 42-52; the fact that I includes 42-52 means that
the Urtext of I must have omitted 53-55, and moved straight from 52 to 56. 53-55
must then have been added back into the I tradition through contamination with
a. (p. 129)
- The foods listed in 53-55 are also eaten by men, whereas Psicharpax said at 34
that the Mice eat everything men do. (p. 132)
- Frogs are carnivorous. (p. 133)
The last point has been dealt with above ad 31-55; ancient sources show little
understanding of what frogs really eat, and the BM poet obviously associates frogs and
vegetables. The second point is based on a misinterpretation of the Greek: Psicharpax’
reference to 6coa map” avOpwTolg distinguishes between foods found outside, in the
natural world, and those (like bread, cheese, and cooked meat) which only exist in areas
populated by humans. The first gives too much credit to the author of 42-52, assuming
that the anonymous interpolator would have been prepared to add eleven lines of rather
inept Greek to the poem but would have had too much literary sensitivity to add them in

an inappropriate place. 34-41 enumerate the habits of the Mice, 53-55 those of the Frogs;
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therefore it is perfectly possible that our interpolator would have seen fit to add eleven
more lines on the Mice between these two passages, disregarding their thematic
connection.

(For the binomial nomenclature of the vegetables mentioned in 53-4 I depend on

the useful “Index of Foods and Drugs’ in Potter 1988, pp. 344-54.)

53 oadavovg: ‘radishes’, Raphanus sativus. IT's pedpav[ is supported only by TY
oedavac. The papyrus probably had oepdv[ovg, which is an alternative spelling,
although there is no particular reason to prefer it. gadpc&vr), feminine, is extremely rare
and only attested in later authors (first in Erotian, 1%t c. AD), and is almost certainly a
mistake here.

KoAapupac: ‘cabbages’, Brassica cretica. Found rarely outside medical texts, where
it is common in lists of healthy foods (e.g. Hp. Vict. 54.50 dixxwontikoi d¢ kat
kaBaptikol £0eBivOwv, pakng, kolong, TevTAwV, KeAPNG...). The Frogs fashion shields
from cabbage-leaves at 163, and a frog called KoapBopdatng, ‘Cabbage-treader’, appears
at 237.

KoAoxvvrag: ‘gourds, pumpkins’, Cucurbita maxima. Again common in medical

texts.

54 ov(d¢) mpaootig: ‘nor leeks” (Allium porrum), read by a and the papyrus (and Z,
as the variant modowv). I reads ov TevTAOIC ‘nor beets’. Although Z and the papyrus
both have ovd¢, some a MSS already have ov, which spoils the metre; the same error in [
may have resulted in the substitution of TevtAoic. Both plants lend their names to frogs

elsewhere in the poem — LevtAaiog (209), IToaooeioc/IToacoaiog (see ad 232). As Wolke
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discusses (p. 232), the oevtAov/tevTAoV is likely to be the wild vegetable known today
as ‘sea beet’, Beta vulgaris subsp. maritima, rather than one of the more cultivated
varieties.

ogeAivolg: unlike the other vegetables mentioned, celery (Apium graveolens) has an
impeccable epic pedigree: it appears at I1.776 and v.72. Dsc. 2.175.1.1 claims that wild
celery was called Patodyxtov (although the modern classification Batrachium is a subset

of the genus Ranunculus, and refers to water-crowfoot).

55 The syntax is unusual: ‘these are your (OpéteQ’) foodstuffs, of (you) lake-dwellers’.
vuwv IS may have been an attempt to remove the tautology, but the testimony of the
papyrus supports Opéteg’. Cf. expressions like [PL.] Hp.Ma. v Dpetéoav v t@v

codotwv TNy, lit. “your art, the one of (you) sophists’.

56-64: second speech of Physignathus

56 petdnoag: pedw in Homer has a variety of emotional charges, but is almost
exclusively positive: where it occurs as the immediate response to a speech (always in
the phrase ¢ pdro, peidnoev d(é)... — 11x), it suggests affection (e.g. Calypso to
Odysseus at v.180), amusement (e.g. Hera to Aphrodite at XIV.222), or some
combination of the two (e.g. Zeus to Athene at V.426). Kelly 2007 is more precise: ‘[the
phrase] is used where the status or self-conception of the smiler is positively reinforced
by the interlocutor’s speech or action” (p. 388). Physignathus is amused, but not
offended, by the mouse’s opsophagetic monologue: we may deduce, drawing on Kelly’s

analysis, that Psicharpax’s undignified harping on food actually reassures the frog of his
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own epic dignity and majesty. Wolke, who interprets this entire exchange as aggressive
social competition (see note above), sees Physignathus as expressing contempt; this view
is apparently followed by Glei, who refers to ‘einem tiberlegenen Lacheln’ (p. 134), but is
unjustified. The one use of pewdw in a context of contempt or mockery in Homer is
Hera to Artemis at XXL.491. On smiles in Homer, particularly the Odyssey, see generally
Lateiner 1995.

avtiov nvda: *72x in Homer. Kelly 2007 (pp. 217-20) again discusses this
expression, and concludes that it “‘connotes the character’s perturbation, and introduces a
speech which gives a troubled (and usually unintentionally revealing) justification for an
eventually unsuccessful determination’. Physignathus is not perturbed per se, but éott
kat fuiv 57 is perhaps a little defensive: he seems to feel the need to point out that it is
not only the Mice who have access to moAAa... Oavuat’, and in this sense his response is
indeed ‘unintentionally revealing’. He consequently determines to show Psicharpax the
lifestyle of the Frogs, but the appearance of the water-snake renders this spectacularly
unsuccessful. The BM poet, in combining two speech-formulae which in Homer would
have contradictory connotations, in fact builds a sophisticated picture of the frog king’s

reaction — outwardly amused, but secretly also somewhat piqued.

57 Eetve: see ad 13.

Ainv: in Homer can mean either “very much’ (e.g. xiii.243) or ‘too much’ (e.g.
xiv.496); the context suggests the latter sense (the point being that Psicharpax’ obsession
with food is blinding him to the other delights of the frog lifestyle). There may be an
allusion to iv.367-74: Menelaus’ companions are faint with hunger (£étewoe d¢ yaotéoa

Awuoc) when the sea-deity Eidothea appears to him and begins to speak: vijrtiog eig, @
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Eetve, Alnv tooov 1)0¢ xaAidpowv... Cf. also Telemachus at iii.227 and xvi.243 (Ainv yoo
uéya eimec); Glei compares Hes. Th. 26, where yaotépeg oilov is used scornfully, but see
above ad 56. Note also the importance of food and appetite to the Odyssey: Bakker 2006
calls the poem “full of ravenously hungry bellies and meals that go terribly wrong’ (p.
12).

T)uiv: possessive, anticipating Oavpat’ in 58: “we too have...’

58 mOoAAa yaQ: required after kai uiv (57), and has greater Homeric precedent
(*XXIL51, *iv.164) than moAA& kai, which is never verse-initial in early epic; it has better

MS authority than moAAx p&A’.

59 audiprov: ‘partaking in two different spheres’, with broader sense than the
English “amphibious’: for example, it is used of Teiresias by Lucian (Astr. 11), and of the
soul by Plotinus 4.8.4. In the sense “existing both on land and in water’ it is rare before
the BM, but cf. Berossus fr. 1a.47 (describing the sea-monster Oannes) and Ar. Byz. Epit.
2.37.2 (of humans spending time both on land and in water).

vounv: ‘distribution, allotment’. The scholia gloss with Cwr)v, moAiteiav, or
to0od1V, but this meaning is not otherwise attested (Wolke, pp. 262-3). An almost exact
parallel for the BM’s use, which the poet may well have had in mind, occurs in Aesop’s
Fable of the Viper and the Water-Snake (Perry 90; cf. ad 82), in which frogs play a role: two
snakes battle for control of a particular spring, agreeing that 1} te To0 DdaToC Kt TG VNS
voun should be granted to the winner. The notion of Zeus allotting the Frogs a twofold

vour recalls Achilles” story of the two pithoi at XXIV.527-33.
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Kooviwv: the first acknowledgement in the poem that the animals recognise the
Olympian gods. This is a commonplace of fable: cf. Phaedr. 1.2, where the frogs ask

Jupiter for a king, or Babr. 48, where a dog greets a statue of Hermes.

60 oxitnoat: both Homer’s uses of okigtdw occur within the same passage
(XX.226-9), describing the semi-divine horses of Erichthonius — the only ‘amphibious’
animals in the Iliad, since they possessed the power of running across land and water
alike. The context is Achilles” pre-battle dialogue with Aeneas, a scene already present in
the BM: Aeneas’ claim at XX.214 that there are many who know his yever] is obviously
relevant to Psicharpax’ boast that his yévog is dnAov amnaowv (see ad 25), and BM 62
begins el 0’ £€0éAeic kal tavta damuevay, a phrase found only twice in Homer — once at
VI.150 in the conversation between Glaucus and Diomedes (see ad 24-55), and once at

XX.213. okiptdw is used again at 175, this time of the Mice.

61 ‘dwelling in homes which are part of two different spheres (ototxeioic)’. This line
appears in Z and the a family, but is missing from I. Ludwich’s edition reports
incorrectly that it is absent in Z: I have confirmed its presence by autopsy, although Z
has the erroneous minority reading cwupata for dcwuata. (The accentuation seems to
have been corrected from original o-, which may be a relic of the accurate reading.)
Editors have been almost unanimous in deletion. Althaus” dismissal is
representative: ‘cum enim verba dudiBiov €dwke vounv (v. 59) versibus 60 et 61 duplici
modo explicentur, [v. 60] simpliciter et perspicue, [v. 61] docte et obscure, hunc versum a
grammatico quodam additum esse satis probabile est’ (p. 21). This is exactly the reason

the line should be kept. 61 is not a gloss or an explanation of 60: if anything, it is harder
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to parse, as shown by the scholia, which append comments like 1yovv ) y1) kai te
VdatL (X M#Os8 ad 60; Ludwich p. 233). The BM’s shorter interpolations tend to clarify and
make explicit, and frequently re-use Homeric phraseology: cf. 22-3 (providing a clearer
ending to Physignathus’ speech), 77, 121. This line would not be a natural addition by an
editor who found 59-60 obscure. On the other hand, the fact that 61 adds no new
information could very easily have led to its deletion: we know that the Alexandrian
editors of Homer were concerned about repetitive or tautologous lines (Liihrs 1992, e.g.
pp- 88-9).

Interestingly, this line contains an unusual concentration of words relating to
textual scholarship. ototxetov often meant ‘letter’ or “‘word’; d1o006g was used to identify
a line as ‘twofold” and hence ‘ambiguous’; and pegiopdc was a standard term for
parsing or division, e.g. of a sentence into words (definitions taken from the invaluable
‘Glossary of Grammatical Terms’ in Dickey 2007). It seems odd that a line which could so
easily be accused of dioocoAoyia should begin ototxeioic dittoic. Was the BM poet
intentionally spoofing the concerns of Homeric editors over tautologous lines, with a line
that ironically then fell victim to exactly the same mode of criticism he was trying to
parody?

dwpata vaiewv: appears only once elsewhere in hexameter poetry, *Hes. Th. 303,
of the monstrous Echidna. As a beast who is half human and half serpent, she has an

obvious relevance to the amphibious Physignathus and his two spheres of existence.

62 Based on the Homeric VI.150 = XX.213 (see note on 60 above). evxeQr|g, conversely —

here meaning ‘easy’ — is not a Homeric word.
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63 Kkoatel: this meaning (‘hold onto’), found again at 233, became common only in
the Hellenistic period: see Introduction, p. 15.

OAnauw: from 0AAvuL narrowly preferable to 0AL001)g (from 0A1004&vw). The most
important points, apart from its better representation in the vett., are that 6Anat appears
at *II1.417 when Aphrodite threatens Helen that she will perish miserably ‘caught
between both sides” — obviously relevant to Psicharpax, Physignathus, and the two
spheres of land and water (61) — and that it is used by Gregory Nazianzenus of the
Homeric dangers of the ocean:

Tic ZkUAANG 0Kk0TEAOLG O dleKTTAWOVTA KeAgVEeL
omevdeLv elg TOAKNV U mwg maeog évoad dAnay;
tic O’ 6Aorv oe XapuBdw dnnvéa... (1562.8-10)

oAo0avw is Homeric (XX.470, XXIIL.774), but not in the form 0Aw001)c. There is an
obvious argument for 6Anat having been corrupted by the proximity of elocadiknatin
the following line, but it is telling that — among widespread discussion of OAnatin
Homer, a form which was clearly felt to require explanation — the lexicon of pseudo-
Zonaras glosses OAnatr 0Aeo0n¢ (the late Greek form of the passive subjunctive).
Furthermore, among the glosses in the BM scholia ((pOaong, ¢pOapeinc) the V-scholion
has amoAeo0Onc. I suspect that 0A1001)c began as a gloss, and that by peculiar
coincidence a miscopied vowel transformed it into a viable alternative reading from a

completely separate verb.

64 YNnOoovvoc: the intertextual resonances of this word are discussed by Sens 2006,
pp- 239-40. The two most important Homeric models are XIIL.29 (the sea parts joyfully

before Poseidon as he drives from his underwater palace to the Achaean camp) and
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v.269 (Odysseus sets off joyfully on his raft). Both describe journeys across water:
moreover, the first will warn an alert reader that the home of a frog, like that of a sea-
god, may be problematic for a land-dweller to reach, while the second foreshadows the
fact that Psicharpax’ “vessel” will not prove reliable.

eloadixnar: 1x Homer, at *XX.306: Poseidon counsels Aeneas not to fight
against Achilles, un kat Otép potoav douov Aidog eioadiknat. Physignathus’
presumably honest wish is freighted with Poseidon’s warning, and thereby anticipates
what will prove to be Psicharpax” destination as well (Glei p. 136: ‘Die
Homerremineszenz... wirkt angesichts der folgenden Ereignisse schon fast makaber’).
The line as a whole skilfully blends reminiscences of several different Homeric passages
to create a new unit which appears innocent, but is heavily laden with ominous hints
that the coming journey will not end well for the mouse. Sens 2006 (p. 240-1) also points
out its similarity to [Hes.] Sc. 45 domaoiwg te PAwg te €0V dOHOV eloadikavev: see

Introduction, p. 53.

65-81: the journey across the pond

This passage alludes explicitly to the myth of Europa’s abduction by bull-Zeus: a
helpless rider is carried across the waves by a swimming creature. The poet exploits the
difference between the two scenes for pathos and comedy — where Europa’s ride was
tranquil and idyllic (an aspect of the myth which does not, pace Wélke and others,
appear to have originated with Moschus: see Introduction, pp. 10-11), Psicharpax’ is
uncomfortable and frightening. There may also be a debt to the story of Nessus and

Deianeira, as a journey across water which goes disastrously wrong partway. It is
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assumed, as in the fable, that the mouse cannot swim, and that falling into the water is a
death sentence; Physignathus later specifies that the Mice are dxoAvuBovg (158). The
poem never specifies exactly where the frog’s house is located: Glei assumes an island (p.
135), since the mouse could hardly be expected to visit an underwater palace like
Theseus in B. 17, but it may simply be on the other side of the pond, making a crossing

by water more efficient (cf. Ar. Ran. 188-96).

65 Kal vt €didov: Glei compares Mosch. Eur. 100 kat ot mAat) deikvue vawtov,
but the verbal parallels are not particularly suggestive, and it is not surprising that both
passages should employ the image of an animal offering its back. The use of plural for
singular with vwtov is found in poetry from I1.308 onwards.

0 ¢ Baive taxtoto: referring to Psicharpax. Preferable to majority 6 0" ¢Bauve,
since it preserves Hermann's Bridge, which would otherwise be violated (Introduction,
p. 68; noted by Wolke p. 72).

Ludwich, perturbed by the lack of a object for Batve and by the lack of
explanatory detail, added his own plus-verse, 65a UV émi MAwTNEA KAl )0XETO
vavtiAAeoOat. This is obviously unnecessary; as Glei points out, vat’ can serve

perfectly well.

66 tovdeQOLo KT avxévog: the obvious debt is to the recurring Homeric line

AavTueEL O’ drtaAoio dU avxévog HALO” drwkr) (XVIL49, XXIL.327, xxii.16). *amaloio O

avxévog appears (without variation) at BM 213: this or the Homeric usage clearly
influenced 66, as PY read am. dU avy. here as well, which is nonsensical in context. Both

amaAdc and Toudpeog can plausibly be used to describe parts of the body (e.g. tovdpeow
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xowti AP 5.151.6, tarv amaAay ... magewxv A. Supp. 70), although only amaAdc appears
in Homer. Although amaAdc is arguably lec. diff. (Hesychius glosses it pikoc,
tovdeAc), the influence from the Homeric line is a decisive factor: it is likely that Z’s
reading came from a similar contamination to that which caused PY’s.

appatt kovdw: ‘with a light grip’. Psicharpax” delicacy at this early stage both
contrasts humorously with the way he later clings to the frog (¢0dryyev, 71), and lends
the image a peculiarly erotic colouring which heightens the parallel with the Europa
episode: his arms are twined gently around the frog’s “soft throat’. The erotic charge
between Europa and the bull, even before its true identity is revealed, is present in
Moschus (Campbell 1991, pp. 91-4) and probably originated earlier; the BM may be
poking fun at this, or simply hinting at the disparity between the two scenes which will
later be made explicit at 78-9. auua, from &mtw, is anything tied or linked — often a knot,
but sometimes used of wrestling holds (e.g. Plu. Alc. 2.2). It seems to have caused
confusion, and a significant number of MSS read &Apatt “with a leap’: but the reference
is to the mouse taking hold of the frog, not getting onto his back. kaA® IS for kovPw is
manifestly unsatisfactory: it may have been assumed that an actual physical knot or tie

was meant.

67-76 The first really serious textual difficulty in the poem.

Most of the problems with this passage are found in lines 74-6. First of all, there is
the question of sense: what is Psicharpax doing? The main verb in line 74 varies across
the MSS: QZ have énAao(ev), from mA&doow ‘mould, form’; P has éméAacev, from either
neAalw ‘bring near to’ or émeAavvw “drive upon’; Y has émAnooev, presumably from

nAoow “strike’; and T has f)tAwoev, from anAow ‘unfold, spread out’ (cf. 81), although
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a later hand has corrected to éAac’, the reading of Z. Some of these options make more
sense than others, but all seem to require ovn|v as their direct object. Most are
unmetrical: only Z’s version scans correctly. IS, meanwhile, dispense with a verb in
favour of mowrtiotov (FLS) or simply mowtnv (J); only in LS is the scansion permissible.

75 begins with the participle cUwv, ‘trailing’. In IS this is necessary to govern
ovENnv in the previous line. In aZ it gives additional detail: Psicharpax is moulding,
driving, striking, etc. his tail upon the water, “trailing it like a xwmnn)’. A k@nn is the
handle of an implement, often an oar, and is frequently used by synecdoche for the oar
itself. The word appears 6x in Homer, twice (x.129 and xii.214) referring to oars. West
translates ‘steering-oar’, but kwnn does not normally denote a steering-oar, for which
the proper word is nddAtov (5x Homer). Deploying a rudder in stormy conditions
would be sensible on a boat, as it would help prevent the vessel being driven too far off
course; fierce pressure would be needed to resist the wind’s strength, which might
explain étéAaoev. On a frog, which is presumably swimming in the right direction of its
own accord, the purpose is less apparent. Is Psicharpax trying to steer his mount back
towards land? Or is he using his tail as an oar proper, to speed their progress by
paddling? The image is confused and unclear: if the mouse is ‘driving’ or ‘striking’ his
tail on the water he should not also be ‘trailing” it, which sounds like the action of a
relaxed passenger (cf. the mouse in Image 1), and it is not obvious what he hopes to
achieve either way.

75-6 are unlikely to be original. émti yaiav ikéoOai 75 is a curious echo of émti
x00va BovAed” ikéoBat 72, and 76 is more or less identical to 69. The precise degree of

similarity varies: of the early MSS, only S makes the two lines exactly the same, but in [
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there is almost no difference (Ttoopuvoéolg emexAvleto 69 versus ToOQPLEEOLTLY
€kAVCeTo 76). Both a and Z seem to have taken steps to repair the problem. Z reads:

69 KOUAOL TOEPLEEOLS ETtEKAVLETO TOAAX O EBWOTOEL

76 LdaOL TOEPLEEOLS ETEKAVLETO TOAAX DAKOVWYV
while a reads:

69 xKbuaoL ToEPpLELOLTLY EKAVLETO TOAAX dDAKOVWYV

76 DOaoL mopPpvEéotot ' EkAVLeTo TOAAX & EBda
That these changes were introduced by editors trying to resolve the repetition is strongly
suggested by a: Q, one of the earliest MSS in the family, has d" dxovoag at 69 — which
can only be a mishearing of daVwv, given Q’s track record of phonetic errors —
followed by dakpvwv at 76 as well, with 8" ¢Béa nowhere to be seen. Z’s 0" ¢Bwotoet at
69 actually produces impossible Greek, since ¢Bwotoet is then immediately followed by
Euépdeto without any conjunction. In a few cases corrective work has been performed
on 72 as well: STY read idéo0au for icéoOay, although this can hardly sit alongside émi
Yooy,

If we dispense with 75-6, can we retain 74? Clearly an original verb has been
reinterpreted in a host of different ways. The only variant which scans, énAao’ [T]Z, is
nonsense: ‘at first he formed his tail upon the water like an oar’ seems to suggest that Ps.
is moulding his tail into a new shape, as though it were clay (although Allen prints this
without protest). Editorial ingenuity has yielded various options with respectable sense
and metre: Ludwich offers ovonv nowt’ énéAacoev ¢’ Gdaowv kTA., “first he put his tail
on the water’, in support of which one could mention Odysseus entering the water at
xiv.350-1, éméAdacoa OaAaoor) | otnOog (LB glosses 1yovv eéEétetve); West prints the

very plausible émtAwoev, from nAéw, giving the sense (with 75) “first he sailed trailing his
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tail on the water like an oar’. Glei, who disarmingly admits of 74 “es niitzt nichts, aber es
macht Spafd’, suggests that the image of Ps. trailing his tail belongs with the pleasant first
stage of the voyage, rather than the traumatic second stage, and that it should precede
69. There is some MS support for this, since J (uniquely) has 74-5 immediately after 67:
but this cannot have been an informed transposition, since it has the unfortunate effect of
presenting a Ps. who is evxopevog ... i yaiav ikéoOat even while he is vi)&et
teomopevoc. In all likelihood J's scribe was motivated by concern over mowtnv in 74,
which appears strangely late, and acted to restore chronology by bringing it next to
TIEWTOV in 67.

74-6 are plainly wrong, and attempts to salvage them in whole or part are
doomed to failure. They must have originated, as Ludwich saw (p. 345), with a marginal
note which mistakenly became incorporated into the text proper at an early stage (at any
rate before the 10* c., since in Z the problem is fully developed and attempts have been
made to repair the damage by differentiating 76 from 69). Like Glei, I am reluctant to
deprive the BM of the charming image of Psicharpax as a mouse Sebastian Flyte, trailing
his tail in the cool water as he reclines on the frog’s back; but 75-6 are impossible, and 74
is already nonsense in our earliest MS. Good sense can best be gained from the paradosis

by deleting all three lines and having 78 follow immediately from 73.

67 Yettovag 6ppovg: seemingly indebted to Call. Del. 290 *yeitoveg dpuot

*yeltovog 6ppov appears twice in Nonnus: 41.119, 131.

68 vné&et: a very early use of the noun vi&ig ‘swimming’: the only possible earlier

occurrence is Ar. Byz. Epit. 2.501.11.
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tegmopevog: already used by the BM once in this sedes, at 11. In both cases
Psicharpax is enjoying water. This becomes significant once one takes into account that
this form of the verb appears only once in Homer — at *xii.52, of Odysseus enjoying the
singing of the Sirens. The intertext is sophisticated: Psicharpax is tepmépevog twice, both
times on or around water, yet the water which delights him is a threat to his survival.
This contributes to the ominous foreshadowing which an alert Homeric reader would
have been able to detect throughout the early stages of the poem, as also at 64 (see
above).

&AM’ Ote O1): a very common Homeric line-opening, never found in this sedes. I's
¢ O& uwv 11dn may have been a syntactical misunderstanding: kAUCw is more often
passive than active in Homer (éxAvo0On 8¢ OdAacoa XIV.392, ix.484, ix.541; active only
Kkopat’ ém’ iovog kAvCeokov XXIIL.61), and if a scholar misinterpreted éxAvCeto as a

passive with active meaning here (‘washed’), a direct object would be necessary.

69 kvpaotl mopdpveéoLotv: only otherwise (without —v) at h.Hom. 28.12; like most of
the shorter Hymns, this resists dating (Richardson 1974, p. 3), and so borrowing in either
direction is possible. A kopa is mogdpveeov 5x in Homer (1.481-2, XXI.326, ii.428, xi.243,
xiii.85), but only ever in the singular.

moAAa daxkQUwv: although a relatively obvious phrase, this appears only twice
in Greek poetry: here and in the Tetrasticha iambica of Ignatius Diaconus (1.25.2). This is
interesting only because we know Ignatius had read the BM (see ad 159), and this is

further evidence for his borrowing from it.
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70 axonotov petavolav: lit. ‘his useless change of heart’. The phrase has been
judged too obscure by many scholars: attempts at emendation generally revolve around
avouwa “folly” (so pev dvoiwav Brandt, tot” &vowav Stadtmiiller, etc.). The MSS are
unanimous, and we must at least attempt to defend their reading.

There seems to be a reminiscence here — perhaps a deliberate invocation — of the
epimythium to Aesop’s Fable of the Songbird and the Bat (Perry 48). A caged songbird
(PwtaAis, unidentified) explains that she sings only at night, not in the day, because it
was while singing in the day that she was originally captured. A bat tells her that it is too
late to be cautious now: she should have been on her guard before she was caught. The
epimythium given is €7l TOIC ATLXTUAOL LETAVOLX AVWPEATIC kO EoTnKeEV.

Here we have a similar situation — the mouse, in difficulties, realises too late that
he should have acted differently — and the reappearance of the phrase “useless
uetavowx’. The sense, however, is a little different. The songbird is told that regretting a
decision — petd-vou, literally “after-thought” — is pointless once the decision has been
made. Ps. is described as éuéudeto, ‘blaming his petavow’.

Discounting textual corruption, of which the MSS show no trace, there are two
possibilities. Either the poet has adapted the meaning of the word, and taken petavowx
to mean the mouse’s decision to leave dry land (hence a ‘change of heart’ from his
previous policy — cf. 32); or the petavowa here is his realisation that he has acted
unwisely. If the latter, then the poet has essentially condensed the moral of The Songbird
and the Bat into three words. Psicharpax regrets his decision to leave shore, and then
almost at once realises that it is too late for such petdvowa, and castigates himself for it.
We have here a character from fable who is himself familiar with fable: because Ps. has

‘read’ The Songbird and the Bat, he knows as well as any reader of Aesop that émi toig
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atvxnuaot petavota avwdeAng kabéotnrev! The second reading is certainly in
keeping with the literary and intertextual sophistication displayed elsewhere in the
poem, and to my mind fits the sense better. If petavowx refers to the original decision to
accept the frog’s offer, dyonotov “useless, pointless’ is not really le mot juste; we would
expect ‘foolish” or ‘rash’. West translates ‘cursed his unavailing change of heart’, which is
ambiguous. For a similar expression of the pointlessness of petavowa, cf. Antiphon’s
First Tetralogy 4.12.

TiAAe 8¢ xaitag: cf. TIAAovTo te Xaltac, once each in Homer (*x.567) and A.R.
(*1.1057). West translates xaitag as “fur’, which is appropriate given that Ps. lacks hair

per se.

71 nodag éodryyev: ‘clenched his feet’. Like a rider on horseback, Ps. grips the
frog’s flanks with his feet in an attempt not to fall off.

év ¢ ol 1)toQ: *3x Homer, *2x A.R. In Homer the phrase is only used in the
context of warlike emotions (I1.188, XIX.366, XXI1.571), which makes it funnier that

Psicharpax’ 1)top is quivering with fear.

72 MAAAeT: MAAAw is used of a 1)top (‘tremble’) at XXI1.452, of Andromache.
anOBein: ‘unaccustomedness’, a rare word, first at Th. 4.56.1. Its only poetic use

before the BM is A.R. 2.1064, of the Argonauts scaring off the Stymphalian Birds with the

anOein of their clamour, which probably inspired this line: the context is an attempt to

make land (vijoov ikwpeOa, 2.1066, cf. éntt xOova ... icéoOar) in difficult circumstances.
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73 UmeatevayLie: extremely rare. It appears at *I1.781 of the earth ‘groaning
beneath’ the Achaean army; other than in quotations of the Iliad passage, the verb is only
otherwise found in the 6t-c. AD encomium of the Hagia Sophia by Paulus Silentarius
(*190). The BM poet seems to have ignored the sense “‘under” and treated the word as
equivalent to Omootévw, which means simply ‘groan’ (S. EL 79).

$opov kELOEVTOG AvaykrT): obviously based on *¢. ko. étaion (IX.2), although

there is no particular allusive significance.

[74-77] See above ad 67-76, and below ad 78-81.

78-81 These four lines, in which the comparison between the mouse and Europa is made
explicit, were unnecessarily transposed by Ludwich to follow 66.

In Z and the MSS of the a family, they follow [77] kat Totov ¢pdto pvOov dmo
otopatog T ayopevoev, and are therefore direct speech attributed to Psicharpax; in [
they follow 76, and are presumably to be taken as authorial comment. Ludwich’s
transposition assumes that the latter interpretation is correct, and with this we must
agree. Although there is nothing wrong with the image of the mouse himself making the
wry poetic comparison — ‘this journey is hardly like Europa’s...” — it is hard to suppose
that he speaks 80-81: not only would he be referring to a journey he is currently
undergoing with a past tense verb (f)yev),’*> but he would have to be describing himself

as pov, ‘the mouse’! Characters in Homer sometimes refer to themselves in the third

132 ‘Es ist einfach ein Act der Verzweiflung, wenn man 1yev hier... als Imperf. de conatu deuten
will” (Ludwich p. 348). An inceptive imperfect is possible, but still gives an unnatural sense.
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person — e.g. Odysseus at I1.259 — but always by name. The equivalent here would be
Achilles referring to himself as ‘the Thessalian” or ‘the man’.

A scribe somewhere in the a-tradition clearly realised the problem, and
attempted to solve it by correcting pvv to vov (and later vov p’), but this is wishful
thinking. Z’s pvv is correct; the problem lies with 77, the speech-introduction. It is one of
only three speech-introductions in the poem to occupy an entire line (along with 24 and
56), and the only one not to include a proper name, making it a plausible candidate for
interpolation. In its oldest form (that found in Z), it is metrically suspect, lacking a third-
foot caesura. A further warning sign is the absence of a closing formula, pointed out by
Wolke (p. 19). Most direct speech in the BM, as in Homer, ends with a closural phrase
such as ‘so he spoke”: 99, 122, 144, 160, 177, 197, 277, 285. Such a phrase is absent after
only three passages of speech: 13-21, 25-55, and 78-81. In the first two cases the need for a
closing formula is removed by the fact that a reply follows immediately (cf. 1.83-5, 91-3,
120-22, etc.), but after an isolated speech like this Homeric practice would demand
closure.

The addition of an explicit speech-introduction line after ‘a verb or phrase which
either merely implies speaking, or indicates in addition the tone, the contents, or the
purpose of the speech” (Bolling 1922, p. 213) was very common in the Homeric MSS:
West 2001 classifies such cases as type 6(a) interpolations (pp. 12-13). A substantial
number of MSS follow a in reading &’ ¢B0a for dakouwvV at 76 (see above), and d’
¢Bworeel (from Z's version of 69) is recorded as a graphetai variant in P. If we assume
that a’s archetype had &’ ¢B0a, this could have been misinterpreted as a speech verb, and
77 then added as a ‘clarification’; in IS, dakoVwv attracted no such misconception, and

78-81 were left as authorial commentary. This leaves unsolved the problem of why Z,
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which has daxpvwv at 76, also has the interpolated 77; we would have to conclude that Z
was influenced by an already-extant a-archetype.

Once 77 is removed there is no reason for transposition (which has no support in
the MSS): 78-81 can stand as plausibly after 67-73 as before them. Indeed, juxtaposition
of 81 with 67 presents a syntactical problem — the subject of 80-81 is fdtoaxog, but
éxaupev in 67 refers to the mouse. For 0Ddatt Aevkat, see below on 81. Ludwich
attempted to explain the problems with this passage by reconstructing the layout of the

text in an early MS (p. 348), but the results are speculative at best.

78 épaotaoe: Paotalw appears twice in Homer - *xxi.405 (same form), of
Odysseus picking up his bow, and xi.594, of Sisyphus pushing the rock. The former is
significant if we consider the parallels between the Mnesterophonia and the death of
Psicharpax which are activated later in the poem (see on 138, 152). In both cases,
¢Baortaoe is a prelude to the killing which will dominate the rest of the narrative. The
poet may also have been influenced by Aesop, who uses Baotalw frequently,
particularly of characters carrying things on their backs: cf. Aesop. 201 dvog EVAx

Baotdlwv diéParvé tva Aiuvny, or 108 tov oikov Baotalovoay, of the snail.

dopTov épwtog: quoted by Servius (on Aen. 11.550 caroque oneri timet), and
attributed to Anacreon. The parallel is not a strong one — carum onus does not mean the
same thing as ¢popToc épwtoc — and Wolke (p. 59) suggests that Anacreon’s use of the
phrase may have been in the context of a water-crossing; this would have made Servius
more likely to think of it when commenting on the Aeneid passage (Metabus fearing for
his infant daughter Camilla when he comes to a river in torrent), and would also make it

more plausible that the BM poet might have intended a specific allusion. ¢. €éowrog /

204



£0wTwV goes on to be used several times by Nonnus (e.g. 3.116, 4.118), who may have

adopted it from the BM.

79 The BM poet will have had access to a range of treatments of the Europa-myth which
are now lost to us: see Introduction, p. 10. In some versions of the myth, the bull was a
courier sent by Zeus, rather than an actual metamorphosis: Aeschylus’ Europa specifies
that Zeus managed to abduct her avtov pévwv, ‘remaining where he was’, i.e. on Crete
(fr. 99.3); the bull seems to have wandered off happily into a field (99.1). Euripides’
Phrixus may also have relied on this version (fr. 820). tavgog leaves it unclear which the

BM poet had in mind.

80 Uwoag: anAwoag codd. In 81, Z and the a family then repeat dmAwoag, while [
has Owoag. Althaus saw the answer, transferring 0\pcoag into 80 and leaving
amAwoag intact in 81: ‘raising the mouse on his back, the frog carried him to his home,
stretching out his pale body in the white water’. The repetition is obviously wrong, and
having the participles the other way round, as in I, produces nonsense; to describe the
frog as ‘stretching out the mouse on his (i.e. the frog’s) back’ produces a very peculiar
image, and ‘raising his pale body in the white water’ is equally bizarre. Wolke boldly
attempts to defend I's reading by arguing that wxoov déuac refers to Psicharpax (p. 263):
he objects that wxpdc means “pale yellow’, and that Rana esculenta, the Edible Frog, is
green. We are to imagine instead that the mouse has turned pale with fear (like the
Homeric hiker at II1.35) — though Wolke himself admits that a mouse’s fur would make
any such change invisible. This is quite unnecessary: the green frogs of Europe (see ad

12) generally have darker-coloured backs, but throats and underbellies of a pale yellow-
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green or white colour, perfectly described by wxo006¢ (see Image 2). The image is in fact a
very precise one, since it is the frog’s underbelly that is ‘stretched out in the water’; its

back, complete with mouse passenger, remains at least nominally dry.

81 UOatL Aevk: in keeping with his transposition of this line before 67, West
translates ‘clear water” (cf. Aevkn... yaArjvn x.94). However, ‘white’ is used of water in
motion by Homer (XXIIL.282, v.70, xii.172), Hesiod (WD 739), and later authors (e.g.

Theog. 1.447-9), and this is the sense required here.

82-98: the death of Psicharpax

As in the fable (Introduction p. 40), the frog dives beneath the water, leaving the mouse
to drown; unlike the fable, however, this is prompted by the appearance of a water-
snake. Why the author of the BM chose to introduce this element is a matter for debate. It
may be that for the frog to dive beneath the water deliberately and maliciously, as he
does in most versions of the fable, was too far from the BM’s heroic models; to desert an
ally, while deprecated, is at least possible in Homer (Odysseus at VII1.92-8; Hector at
XVIL.367-9; in a sense also Deiphobus at XXII.293-5), whereas to actively betray an ally is
not. Physignathus’ crime becomes one of omission rather than commission. Glei argues
(p. 141) that the snake’s arrival actually exempts Ph. from responsibility, making his
action pragmatic, if unheroic: but an ancient audience who knew the fable would have
been expecting to see the frog as the villain of the piece, and it is telling that when Ph. is
accused by the mouse herald, he reacts by lying about his involvement (147-8) rather

than by attempting to justify his actions. See also ad 147-59.
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Psicharpax’ most obvious epic predecessor in these lines is Odysseus, who more
than once comes close to drowning, but there are other precedents: A. Pers. 274ff. and the
struggles of the nameless sailor in Timotheus’ Persae. The BM poet may also have drawn
on Theoc. 1; although the exact circumstances of Daphnis” death are unclear, we last see
him being ‘washed by the flood” (¢ékAvoe diva 140; perhaps recalled at BM 69 kvuaot
rtoopuéols eémekAvleto), and Segal 1974 concludes that he ‘dies by drowning’ (p. 24).

See also ad 97.

82 00Qo¢: the majority reading is certainly correct, with numerous parallels for a
0OOG as the enemy of frogs. Perry 90 (Introduction p. 38) describes how the frogs allied
with an €x1c in his battle against the water-snake dwx picog tov Gdgov, and Ael. NA
12.15 records that Batoayoc UdOV pLoel kait dédouceVv loxLOWG; see further Ludwich pp.
349-50. The snake in question was probably the European grass snake, Natrix natrix,
which is a strong swimmer and hunts frogs and toads (Arnold 2002, p. 218; Wélke pp.
122-25). The Gdo¢ responsible for Philoctetes” wound at I1.723 is evidently a different
species, since its bite is poisonous. I do not understand the suggestion of Murray 1907
that the BM’s 0do¢ is “perhaps some otter-like animal” (p. 51). Z has OAAog, but it is not
clear what sort of animal this is: Cyran. 39 identifies it as a kind of fish (not mentioned in
Thompson 1947).

An obvious literary precedent for the sudden, terrifying appearance of a snake
from the water is the Laocoon motif: the loss of texts like the Iliou Persis and Sophocles’
Laocoén means we cannot determine whether the BM poet was making a more specific
allusion. There may also be a reference to Calchas’ prophecy in Iliad II, where a terrible

doakwv emerges from beneath an altar and devours nine sparrows, although there are
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no similarities in vocabulary between the two episodes and the snake in the BM does not
eat anyone.

mukQoVv: perhaps marginally preferable simply as lec. diff., and I has the better
reading in 83 as well (below). *rtikpog 0loTog is common in Homer, though there is
probably no specific allusion. ko0 appears as an attribute of sea-water in Od. (iv.405-6
TIKQOV.... 00NV, of Proteus’ seals; v.322-3 &Apunv | mkonv, spat out by Odysseus), but
since the pond is freshwater (peAmdéi 11) this is unlikely to have been an influence. The

image of a ‘bitter sight’ is distinctively Euripidean (cf. Supp. 945, Hipp. 809, Or. 952, etc.).

83 apdortégois: maowv anAwe Z makes little sense, and maow Op@c a was
probably an attempt to correct it. Z’s reading may have been a corruption of some other
reading now lost, but I has the most plausible surviving version.

todxnAov: ‘neck’, not Homeric; first securely in Euripides (e.g. Supp. 716), but

reconstructed in the fragments of Hipponax (fr. 103 JAdoag tov todyx[nAov).

84-5 The exact sense of these lines is obscure. We might expect ‘not realising that he was
leaving his comrade to perish’; but the Greek says ‘not realising what sort of comrade he
was leaving to perish’. The expression is not paralleled in early epic. The implication
seems to be that had Physignathus known some crucial fact about Psicharpax, he would
have acted differently. We cannot argue that he did not realise Psicharpax” status or
importance, since these were explained to him in detail at 25-9. Does he fail to realise
that the mouse cannot swim? Unlikely, given his instruction xoatet 8¢ pe prymot” 6Anat
at 63. There may be a general sense that Ps. would have been a good friend to Ph. had he

lived: cf. XVII.150-1, where Glaucus (NB) angrily tells Hector Zaomndov’ dua Eeivov kai
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étaigov | k&AAeg before going on to remind him that Sarpedon was a great ally

(MOAA” 6deAog) to both Hector and the city Cwog éwv. There is a kind of Homeric pathos
in the notion of potential wasted — compare the deaths of Scamandrius at V.50-8 or
Xanthus and Thoon at V.152-8 — and the emphasis on Psicharpax’ quality accentuates the

magnitude of Physignathus’ cowardice in leaving him to die.

85 amoAAvpevov kataA(e)imewv: amoAAvval kata Aipvnv I is less accurate, in that
Physignathus is not personally killing Psicharpax, merely abandoning him to die.
Homeric precedent also supports the majority reading: kataAeinerv appears only once,
at *xi.72, when the dead Elpenor begs Odysseus not to abandon his corpse un tot t
Oewv unvipa yévwuar (xi.73). At 98 Psicharpax threatens that his corpse will bring the
gods” wrath on Physignathus, and indeed it is the sight of the body that prompts the
Mice to declare war.

There is little sign in the BM of assonance being used for poetic effect, but the
noticeable concentration of / sounds in 85-6 may suggest Psicharpax slipping off the

frog’s back.

86 Objected to by some editors (Althaus, Ludwich) as tautologous after 84, but present in
all MSS, and should be retained. aAevato knoa péAatvav aZ is more Homeric (*4x)
than éxpuye I (only V.22 Omékduye knoa p.), which also requires kat to scan long
before a vowel, uniquely in the poem (aside from [46]). Ortékpuye would solve this

problem, but is represented nowhere in the MSS.

87 Kevog: i.e. Psicharpax.
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néoev UMTioG: a very distinctive Homeric badge (*XV.647, *XVIL.523, *ix.371,
*xviii.398), not otherwise found in hexameter until Opp. H. 2.211 *rtéon) Omtiog. The BM
uses the variant *rtéoe O Umttiog at 242.

€¢’ VOwE: 1x Homer (*iv.213) where ¢¢’ belongs with the preceding xeoot. The
first of three points in this passage at which the BM uses 7l of water in an unexpected
way: Psicharpax falls ¢¢” 0dwp (87), sinks é¢” Dot (89), and finally expires ¢’ Ddatt
(99). In two cases there is significant disagreement among the MSS:

87 ¢’ VOwE aZ; ¢c Kdwo IS (el ])

89 &’ Voot cett.; v GdaTL]

99 e¢” VoartL aS; v Vda(T)LIZ
In each case the a reading is both more widespread and lec. diff.; ¢ and év would be
plausible corrections. Herwerden proposed 0¢’ at 87 and 99, and Bothe at 89; West keeps
£d” at 87 but reads 0}’ at 89 and év at 99.1 find ¢¢” defensible at 99 (Psicharpax dies
while floating on the water’s surface, where he will later be seen by Leichopinax) and
perhaps also at 87 (he falls into the water but does not immediately sink), but bizarre at
89 (‘sink onto the water’ is hard to justify). However, the most common use of katadvw
in Homer is in the recurring line fjpog 0’ 1éA10g katédv kal émi kvépac NAOe(v) (1.475 et
al.). The sense of émi kvédag NAOe is ‘the twilight came on’, with kvépag the nominative
subject of ¢méoxouay but the line could easily have been read as ‘“when the sun sank and
came (NAO¢) into shadow (émti kvédac)’. i cannot really support the sense “into’, but
the poet might have been misled into thinking that in Homeric Greek one could talk of
things sinking €7l a substance. It is very hard to explain how else ¢¢” Doatt 89 could
have become so universal in the early MSS, especially compared with the much more

intuitive ¢v OdatL. The fact that the BM paradosis has émti with water as a majority
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reading at three separate points in the same passage suggests a quirk of the poet’s

syntax, rather than three identical and unnatural errors.

[88] West brackets the line; I follow Althaus in deleting it. a’s xat xetpag éodryye is
metrically dubious, and suspect after kai médac éopryyev at 71. Unlike the vivid
description at 89-91, this is unconvincing: ‘clenching his hands/paws” does not sound
like the behaviour of a drowning man or mouse, and 0AAVuevog (as well as echoing
*amoAAVpevov 85) is superfluous given Vot " 0AAVEVOS 92. katéToLle is more or
less a hapax legomenon, appearing only elsewhere at Eustathius Macrembolites 11.15.4
(12 c. BC). The simplex verb toiCw is used of dead souls at xxiv.5, 9, and the baby
sparrows devoured by the snake at I1.314; but Psicharpax is not yet dead, and the snake

has apparently lost interest.

89 MOAAAKL pév... TOAAAKL & avte: apparently an equivalent to the Homeric
AAAOTE Hév... dAAAoTe O avte. Wolke discusses the expression in detail (p. 120); in the
form moAAdKIC pév... ToAAGKIG D€ it dates back at least to Herodotus (e.g. 1.74).

£¢’ DdatL: see ad 87.

90 AaxTiCwv: 2x Homer, *xviii.99 (Irus) and *xxii.88 (Eurymachus). In both cases it
is their suffering which is stressed: unlike Iliadic heroes, who tend to die instantly or
survive with only a flesh wound, Irus and Eurymachus writhe in undignified agony.
Despite the BM's light-hearted subject matter, Psicharpax’s death-struggle is graphically

portrayed.
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pnogov ... bmaAvéar: adapted by Gregory Nazianzenus, *nuéoov ovx UmaAvEag
(1483.7) and *u. ovx vmaAvEav (772.10).

UmaAvéar: 1x Homer, *XI1.327: Sarpedon tells Glaucus that no mortal can escape
death. Glaucus was one of Psicharpax” models earlier in the poem, but there is no
specific contextual relevance here. More interesting are *0maAv&ag X1.451, where
Odysseus taunts Socus by telling him oiwvot | wunotai égvovot (453-4) — exactly what
does happen to the drowned mouse in the fable, with ¢oUw in its more literal sense of
‘carry off’ —and *UmdAv€ev iv.512, which follows a description of the death of Ajax son

of Oileus, the only hero from the Iliad to die by drowning.

91 The image is probably indebted to Odysseus (v.321 elpata yoo & fdouve);
Psicharpax’ frantic bobbing (not Homeric: see Wolke pp. 119-20) adds an appropriate
note of pathos, since he, unlike Odysseus, is indeed going to drown. There may also be
inspiration from the toAvdova cwpad” aABadn of Aeschylus” drowned sailors at Pers.
274-7, whose cloaks float around them in a similar way: the text is insecure (Garvie 2009,
pp- 153-4) but the overall meaning is clear. The hair of the slain Euphorbus at XVIL51 is
wet with blood, aiuatt ot devovto kopaL.

MAEIOV ... ¢ avTw: Psicharpax” wet fur “dragged on him through its increased
weight’, effectively an accusative of respect. The expression seems to have caused
confusion in the MSS, and both a and I attempt to turn B&oc into a direct object by
substituting forms of ¢xw, &yw, or Gpéow (the fur put a greater weight on him), but Z's
reading is lec. diff. and more vivid, as well as more closely reproducing the Homeric

image of the clothes pulling Odysseus down.
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92-8 In the motif of the dying curse, the BM poet found a fortuitous coincidence of his
two main models. Two Homeric heroes die foretelling harm for their killer: Patroclus
(XVIL.851-4) and Hector (XXII.358-60). The final remark by a doomed or dying
protagonist is also characteristic of fable — e.g. Babrius 27, 43, 115, 129, 143, and esp. 60,
where the speaker is a drowning mouse — and the version of the Fable of the Mouse and the
Frog found in the Vita Aesopi includes a curse: 6 0¢ viyopevog éAeyev: “€yw pev OO
ooV vekpwOnoopat, ékdiknoopat d¢ V1o Cwvtog” (cf. BM 98 &icducov).'® The poet was
perhaps also influenced by Timotheus” Persae, which couples a vivid description of
drowning with an anguished final curse by the victim (in Timotheus’ case, directed
against the sea itself).

Prophecies of death are not restricted to Homer’s heroes: Achilles’” horse Xanthus
foretells his doom at XIX.404-17. On this passage Edwards 1991 notes: “Wise or prophetic
speaking animals are familiar from folktale and fable, and from epic in other cultures...
but are unexpected in the severely unsupernatural II.” (p. 283). Kirkpatrick & Dunn 2000
comment that the device ‘verges... on comedy or fable” (p.30). Xanthus is the only
speaking animal anywhere in Homer, and this adds an extra level of resonance to the

BM scene: in prophesying Physignathus” death, Psicharpax is behaving both like a dying

133 Hausrath 302. This is the reading of Vita W, the recensio Westermanniana; the alternative Vita G
has the briefer vekoc wv Cwvta oe ekdiknow. It is possible that the Vita Aesopi may have taken
this detail from the BM; its dating is highly uncertain (DNP s.v. ‘Aisop-Roman’ for discussion and
bibliography). Adrados and van Dijk 1999 point out that divine justice is rarely responsible for the
aggressor’s downfall in fable; the cunning of the smaller or weaker animal is normally what
brings about the reversal (although The Fable of the Eagle and the Fox, Hausrath 1, is another
notable exception). Merkle 1992 has a sensible discussion of the relationship between the BM and
the fable (p. 121 n. 28), and concludes ‘eine Prioritédt der Batrachomyomachie ist sicherlich
auszuschliessen’; he suggests that, although the original version of the fable clearly influenced the
BM, the BM may in turn have influenced the Vita — passing on, among other things, the mouse’s
dying curse (p. 124). Even if the curse did originate with the BM, however, the dying character
who delivers a parting sententia is impeccably fabular. (The curse is also found in the
dodecasyllable version of the fable, Chambry 246, but this may be later than the Vita.)
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hero and like an epic animal. Cf. ad 204, where the poet again juxtaposes heroic and
animal imagery in the death of a single character.

The prophecy is in fact only ambiguously fulfilled. The Frogs are ‘punished” by
the mouse assault, but the gods play no role in bringing this to pass, and indeed
intervene to prevent the final rout; and although the damage to the battle-narrative
makes it impossible to be certain, there is no evidence that Physignathus himself is killed

in the fighting.

92 UdatL: KOWE occurs 9x in the passage 65-99. In five of these cases the MSS are
unanimous in reading the singular (81, 83, 87, 89, and 97 - though in the case of 87 and 89
there is disagreement about the preposition, as discussed above); in two (74 and 76) all
MSS have the plural. Only here and at 99 is there a lack of consensus, with IZ reading the
plural 0daot and a the singular ¥datt in both instances. The singular is to be preferred
both times, since the BM typically applies the plural to water in general, as a domain (33
ool pév yo Plog éotiv &v Kdaowy, 60 &v Vdaot cwpa kaAvpat, 158 mvifavteg év
Vdaot); the poet seems to have used the singular to mean ‘the water of the pond’.

toiovg ¢pOEyEarto pvbovg: has the appearance of a genuine speech-
introduction formula (see Introduction p. 56), but is not in fact found in Homer or

anywhere else in Greek epic.

93 The sententia that a criminal may escape the notice of men but not of gods is typical,
occurring in fable (e.g. Aesop 67 kv &vOowmovg émiogrovvtes AdOwHeV, AAAX TOV Ye
Oeov ov Anjoopev), in poetry (e.g. Pi. O. 1.63-4 €1 d¢ Oeov dvnio tic EAmtetadl | <t>

AaOéuev €0dwv, auagtdvet), and in oratory (e.g. Isoc. 1.16.1 undémnote undév aloxeov
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niomjoag EATle Anjoeig). Cf. Gerber 1982, p. 106. The BM’s wording is close to AP 10.27,
attributed to Lucian («vOowmovg pév lowg Arjoelg dtomov L momjoag, | ov Anjoelg d¢
Oeovg 0VdE Aoylopevog), especially if one were to follow I in reading ye Oeovg for
doAlwg; however, I's reading may have been influenced by the epigram, and doAlwc is
certainly lec. diff. Technically speaking Physignathus has not acted doAiwg (see above),
but Psicharpax’s exclamation at 95-6 suggests he does not realise this. For AavOdvw with

a participle but no accusative object, cf. A. Eu. 256, Hdt. 8.5, etc.

94 vavnyov gilfac: ‘casting me shipwrecked from your body as though from a
rock’. The unusual image suggests a shipwreck victim who has managed to cling to a
rock or crag, as Odysseus does at v.428, but who is then pushed back into the water by
an enemy. The point must be to stress the frog’s responsibility: a shipwreck is an
accident, but deliberately to drown a struggling victim is murder. ég Aluvnv pe lis a
lame and unmetrical attempt to clarify the sense.

wg amno nétene: 1x Homer (*XII1.137), of a stone torn from a rock face by a river
in flood: there is an obvious relevance to the image of being swept away by water.
Otherwise only in Opp. H. 2.337, during the Homeric battle between the crayfish and the
muraena.

The mysterious *ovd” &mo métong occurs in Homer at XXII1.126 and xix.163: for
discussion and bibliography, see West 1966 pp. 167-9 and Heubeck 1988 ad xix.163.
Richardson 1993 ad XXII.126 examines the way the Iliadic usage conjures up an image of
peacetime lovers in the middle of war; this would have some relevance here given the

erotic colouring of the pond-journey (see ad 66), but the verbal parallel is very slight.
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95 Kaxkiote: gives a distinct tragic colouring; the insult is used heavily by both

Euripides and Sophocles (E. Hipp. 959, Andr. 719, etc.; S. Tr. 1137, OC 866, etc.).

96 MAYKQATILW TE MAAT) TE KAl eig dQopov: the order of events here echoes that
mentioned by Odysseus at viii.206, 1) TOE )¢ maAN 1) kat ooty — although the post-
Homeric pankration, first mentioned by Pindar, has replaced straightforward boxing, and
a different term has been used for foot-racing. The same order is used at viii.103,
although with the further addition of jumping, TV te maAapuoovvy te kat dApaoty
nde modeoowy; if there is one land event in which a mouse could not reasonably expect to
beat a frog, it is of course jumping.

nAavnoac: ‘having led (me) astray’. mAavdw appears once in Homer, XXIIL.321,
in Nestor’s advice to Antilochus: he first compares chariot-racing to keeping a ship on
course ¢oexOopévnv avéuowot (317), and then warns that when a driver makes a
reckless turn, (mmot d¢ MAavowvTat dva doopov. Both comments are relevant to the
plight of Psicharpax, who has already been portrayed as ‘sailing’ in bad weather, and
now finds that his ‘horse” has failed him: after the mention of pankration, wrestling, and
racing, we are reminded of another athletic competition, in which Psicharpax has (like

Eumelus in the Iliad) come to a disastrous end.

97 £xe1 Beog Exdikov dupa: Glei (p. 144) rightly dismisses the suggestion that the
BM poet was familiar with Christianity, since Psicharpax’ last words are firmly within

Homeric parameters: see above on 92-8, Griffin 1978, and Allan 2006. The confidence in
divine justice is also characteristic of Hesiod (e.g. WD 240ff.). The phrase éxdikov Sppua

is used four times in the Christus Patiens attributed to Gregory Nazianzenus, who knew
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the BM (Introduction, p. 83). The whole sententia is quoted almost exactly by an
anonymous Greek chronicle of the 16 c., describing the death of Patriarch Joachim I of
Constantinople in 1504; when Joachim died his rival Pachomius, whom he had
previously ousted from the throne, resumed his old position, leading the chronicle to

remark €xet yao ®eog €kducov Oppa. '3

[97a-98] The majority of MSS preserve both lines; I has in their place the hybrid line
TIOWVI)V OV TIOELS HLWV 0TEaTe 0LY” VTtaAvEeLs, which looks like an attempt to restore
sense. A later hand has brought Z into line with this by crossing out 97a and altering the
tirst half of 98: the original reading is mostly obscured, but the surviving traces are very
compatible with toig tioovot

If this couplet is original, it has become corrupted. Neither line is metrically
viable — 97a lacks a medial caesura — and the syntax is impossible. The intended sense
seems to be “you will pay a penalty and a just retribution (&vtéxtiow T 600nV) to the
mouse army, and will not escape’, making the conclusion of Psicharpax’ curse more
relevant to subsequent events. The couplet is unnecessary, and weakens the effect of the
impressively ominous 97, but Homeric precedent does require a dying prophecy to be
specific about details: Patroclus at XVI.851-4, Hector at XX.358-60. &vtéktiols is a late
word, otherwise first found in Philo Judaeus (1 c. AD); Apollonius” Lexicon Homericum
uses it to gloss mouvr), raising the possibility of an interlinear gloss which became

interpolated here. Line-final vtaAvEeig is noticeably similar to *0OrtaAvEat at 90. Either

134 The work is identified by TLG simply as Ecthesis chronica; the sentence in question occurs at
99.21. It is translated in M. Philippides, Emperors, Patriarchs and Sultans of Constantinople, 1373-
1513 (Brookline, Mass., 1990), which I have not seen.
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both lines should appear in the text, or neither should: given their incoherence I follow

Fusillo and delete both.

99-131: the mouse assembly; speech of Troxartes; preparations for war

This sequence draws heavily for its structure (though not its language) on the two
Ithacan assemblies in the Odyssey, as shown below.

BM 101-22

Leichopinax ran to tell the Mice what had happened, and they were all enraged. They
ordered the heralds to summon an assembly [A] at the house of Troxartes, Psicharpax’ father.
When everyone arrived at dawn [B], the first speaker was the mouse whose son had been killed
[C]; he addressed the assembly angered for his son [D]: “Friends [E], although I alone have
suffered, this is a warning of evil for us all. I am wretched; I have lost three sons [F]. Let us
go to war [G].” With these words he persuaded them to arm themselves [H].

1i.1-24: the first assembly on Ithaca

As soon as it was dawn [B], Telemachus got up and ordered the heralds to call the people to
assembly [A]. Once they had assembled he went there himself, and Athene made him the
object of universal admiration; the elders made way for him. The first speaker was a man
whose son had been killed [C] while travelling with Odysseus, Aegyptius. This man had
three other sons [F], but the dead Antiphus was always on his mind. He addressed the
assembly weeping for his son [D]...

xxiv.412-68: the second assembly on Ithaca

Rumour flew through the town with the bad news. The people gathered at the palace of

Odysseus and carried out the corpses, before going to the meeting-place. The first speaker
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was a man whose son had been killed [C] by Odysseus, Eupeithes. He addressed the
assembly weeping for his son [D]: “Friends [E], Odysseus has done us terrible wrong by
killing so many of our young men. Let us take revenge [G] before he has a chance to
escape, or we will be disgraced.” Medon and Halitherses both made opposing speeches,
but the majority of the listeners were persuaded to arm themselves for battle [H].

The Galeomyomachia also included a mouse council of war, presumably held
before marching against the weasel. Though incomplete, the GM contains clear linguistic
reminiscences of the assemblies in Od. ii and xxiv: the only character anywhere in Homer
to be given both the speech-formulae Toiot d¢ kai petéeirne and 6 oprv €6 poovéwv
dyopnoato xatl petéelnev to introduce a single speech, as with Myleus in the GM
(55/58), is Halitherses (ii.157/160, xxiv.451/453). More tenuously, GM 54 ryepé0ovto
appears in the same sedes at xxiv.468 and only 2x elsewhere in Homer. The BM, as usual,
prefers to avoid exact linguistic imitation, but its assembly-scene is no less clearly
Homeric. On the GM’s relationship with the BM see Introduction, pp. 45-6.

Troxartes” speech, which also alludes to Priam’s grief over Hector in the Iliad (see
below ad 112-9), crucially marks the transition from vengeance on Physignathus — the
moral objective of the fable — to the more epic goal of vengeance on the entire race of the
Frogs. The Achaeans similarly declare war on the whole Trojan people for the crime of
an individual (Glei p. 149), and all the suitors are damned in the Odyssey regardless of
grade of iniquity, but it is not clear that we are meant to see any criticism or examination
of this fact in the BM: the poet does not draw sustained attention to Troxartes” éx
Batoaxwv (111), and the inconsistency is elided rather than highlighted. Indeed, the

speech as a whole is more passionate than tightly argued: T. claims that his son’s death is
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a mtelpa kakn avteoot (111) but does not expound on this, instead stressing his
personal grief before abruptly concluding &AA” &ye0” 6mAlleoOe (120).

There are several possible explanations. The corresponding speech of
Physignathus at 147-59 is rhetorically sophisticated and convincing (see ad loc.), although
its central claim — that Psicharpax drowned by accident while trying to swim in the pond
—is a self-serving lie. We may be meant to contrast this with the honest emotion and lack
of sophistry in Troxartes” speech: cf. e.g. the speeches of Achilles and Agamemnon in II.
XIX, where Achilles” blunt but honest admission of error is followed by Agamemnon’s
shifty, evasive rhetoric. Less charitably, we can see Troxartes as attempting another kind
of manipulation in deliberately glossing over the relevance of his son’s death to Mouse
society as a whole. The speech as it stands is missing a conclusion: ‘friends, although I
alone have suffered (110), we are all in danger (111); here are the ways I have suffered
(112-19); therefore let us all take up arms (120)". The expected linking element,
demonstrating how the deaths of T.’s sons are a misfortune to the community as well, is
not present. The generally positive portrayal of mice in fable and specifically in the BM
(see Introduction p. 38) may lead us to suppose that this is an impassioned failure of
objectivity, but it is interesting that T.’s speech essentially summarises the two criticisms
of the Trojan War implicit in the Iliad: he seeks to punish all the Frogs, not just
Physignathus, and expects all the Mice to rally to his aid — much as the Atreidae
condemn all the Trojans (VI.55-60) and assume that all the Achaeans will support them

(I1.152-60, IX.337-41).

99 tavt’ eimwv: this and @g eintwv are both found as unanimous readings

elsewhere in the poem (tavt” eimav 122, d¢ eimwv 144, 160), although only the latter is
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Homeric. Some support for the former is provided by D. L. 5.41, where the last words of
Theophrastus are followed by the remark tavta, paoty, einwv dnémvevoe. It is rare for
anonvéw to be used in the sense “die” without a direct object (see below), and the
similarity here makes it very likely that Diogenes (3¢ c. AD) was echoing the BM.

amnénvevoev: ‘breathed his last’. In Homer amomnveiw ‘breathe out” always has a
direct object, and is used of death twice, with Quuov (IV.524, XII1.654). For this usage
(referring to death, but with no direct object) cf. Nic. Dam. fr. 66.345 (1% c. BC), and
above.

£¢’ DdarL: see ad 87 for the preposition, and ad 92 for the singular. Here ¢’ a is
more apt than at 87 or 89, since it is significant for the plot that Psicharpax dies on the
water and remains floating on the surface, where he can be seen by Leichopinax. For the
expression cf. e.g. Call. Ap. 109 moAAOV ¢’ BdatL ovpdeTOV €AkelL and also the version
of the Fable of the Frog and the Mouse found in the Vita Aesopi: keiuévov d¢ avtov Tl ToL

voatog (133).

100  Aexomivaé: ‘Lick-plate’. A miva€ can be almost any flat man-made object, but a
platter for food (i.141) is a hungry mouse’s most likely target. A mischievous allusion to
Callimachus’ Pinakes is possible, but the other mouse names in the poem are devoid of
any such literary humour. The name is re-used by Alciphron in Ep. 3.8, one of a series of
letters to parasites, all of whom have appropriate compound names: ToameCoAeikTng,
Toexédetmvog, etc. Various names in Alciphron echo elements from the BM: Ludwich
collects them on p. 98, but particularly striking are Qxipwv 3.37 (Qxiuidong BM 214) and
BooPopdlwuog 3.42 (BogPBogokoitng BM 230). Only Leichopinax is actually repeated,

however.
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Leichopinax reappears in the battle: he is killed by Borborocoites at 230, sparking
a struggle over his corpse.

OxOnow édpeCouevos padaxnotv: probably based on xx.58 *¢v Aéktooiot
kaOeCopévn padakotow (of Penelope); for paAaxog of the natural world, cf. v.72

AEU@OVES HAAAKOL.

[100a], 101 These lines cannot coexist. 101 (everywhere but Z) is clearly preferable to
100a (Z, some a MSS), as the majority of editors have seen. The syntax of 100a is unusual:
ayyeAog NAOev is a common expression in Homer (9x, *6x), but never with direct object,
as here. poipacg is suspect given potoav at 102. 101 is also more sophisticated in its use of
Homer, since dewvov O’ éEoAdAVEE recalls iv.767 *cog elmtovo’ 0A0AVEEe and extends the
connection between Leichopinax and Penelope begun at 100.

€E0A0AVEe: a very rare word, perhaps the poet’s coinage; only otherwise found

in Heliodorus’ Aethiopica (3¢ c. AD), 10.19.1.

102  x06Aog aivdg: in Homer (XXIL.94) the anger is that of a snake who waits by his
hole; given that mice are also hole-dwellers, there may be humour here (particularly
since a snake has just been indirectly responsible for Psicharpax’ death). The phrase is

also used by A.R. 1.614, of Aphrodite. £dv x0Aoc + acc. is Homeric (*IX.553, *XIX.16).

103-4 Indebted to a couplet used twice in Homer to begin an assembly-scene (IL.51, ii.7,
modified I1.443): avtap O (aipa d¢ ii.7) knovkeooL AtyvpOoyyolot kéAevoe | knovooew

ayoonvde k&M kopowvTag Axatovg. See ad 99-121.
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103  éxéAevov: better represented in the early MSS, and used several times in Homer
of collective approval of a decision (iv.673, vii.226, etc.). ékéAevoav is used only at
XXIII.823, of the Achaeans calling a halt to the duel between Ajax and Diomedes. It is a
little superfluous for “all the Mice’ to instruct heralds to convene an assembly, rather
than (as at xxiv.420) simply gathering in assembly themselves, but the poet is perhaps
concerned more with Homeric atmosphere than with strict logic here.

Un’ 6000ov: presumably here just ‘before dawn’, though 60600¢ often means
‘the last part of the night’ rather than dawn itself (Hes. WD 577, P1. Lg. 951d).

This is the first indication in the poem of a time-frame. 99-100 suggests that
Leichopinax spotted Psicharpax almost immediately after he drowned; if he ran at once
to the Mice, this would imply that the entire first section of the narrative took place at
night-time. Alternatively we can assume that the assembly was gathered before dawn on
the day following the death, or that hours elapsed between the death and Leichopinax’
discovery of the body. Certainly the second half of the poem takes place during a single

day: the Mice assemble at dawn, and the battle is described at 303 as povorjuegoc.

104  xknovooev dyopenv: the majority of MSS have knovooetv dyoprv &', as at *I1.51,
i.e. “call (the Mice) to assembly’. However, almost all the vett. — a (except Q), I (as a
correction in J), SZ — have simply dyoor)v, ‘announce an assembly’: this supplies the
otherwise absent direct object, and is more interesting as a variation from Homer.

dwpata: as we move into the BM’s Iliadic second half, the poet generally
becomes less concerned with the ‘real world” (with the notable exception of the two
arming sequences). The Mice and Frogs are depicted more consistently as

straightforward Homeric heroes, and there is less discussion of their non-human aspects.
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There is no indication of where Troxartes” dcwpata are located or how they are
constituted. If Calybe is both a genuine cottage or hut and a mouse city (see ad 30), the
other mice must gather from elsewhere in the cottage, rather than e.g. from

neighbouring buildings, but this is not made clear and does not seem to interest the poet.

105 matEog dvotrvov Wixapmayos: ambiguous, but more likely to mean ‘the
unhappy father of Psicharpax’ given the association between dvotivog and bereaved
fathers (see below on 112, where Troxartes calls himself d0otnvog). The dead are not

usually dvotnivog in Homer, although cf. X1.80.

106 eENmAwro: ‘was spread out, unfolded’, from éEamAow: cf. 81.

vekQov déuag: although vexpog is used adjectivally as early as Pindar (fr. 203)
and dépag is sometimes used of dead bodies in tragedy (e.g. S. Ant. 205), the two words
almost never appear in combination: only otherwise in the Christus Patiens attributed to
Gregory Nazianzenus, 853 and 2314. The echo of *wxpov déuac (81) is probably
accidental.

naQ’ 0xOaus: see ad 20.

107  émevnxeto: impf. of émwvr)xopat ‘swim/float upon’. Ael. NA 7.11.16 may allude
to this line: an eagle once swooped down to feed on an octopus sunbathing on a rock.
However, it became entangled in the octopus’ tentacles and was dragged into the water,
so that vexpog émeviixeto ) OaAdttn 0 detog. The verbal similarity could be
coincidence, but this story — for which Aelian does not give a source —is in a sense a

reversal of the Fable of the Frog and the Mouse: a bird pounces on aquatic prey, but rather
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than the frog being pulled out of the water, it is the eagle (like the mouse) who is
ensnared and drowned. Aelian hints at the fable’s existence by commenting prvota pev
oM tolxvta mMAoxovoy 0pviBeg, ¥ before making the relationship explicit: he gives his
story a moral, claiming that such a fate lies in store for anyone who tries to harm
another, tevxwWV wg £Tépw TIS £ kakov fimatt tevxet. This is a rephrasing of the
epimythium normally attached to the fable (see Introduction, p. 40). Aelian effectively
simplifies the Fable of the Frog and the Mouse, reducing its players from three to two, while
maintaining the moral lesson at its heart. He almost certainly knew the fable in its
original form, but the presence of the (rare) verb here suggests that he knew the BM’s
version as well. See also Ach. Tat. 1.1.3.2, describing Europa’s journey to Crete: év 1)
OaAdtTn Tavpog Enevi)yeto. Given the relevance of the Europa-myth to the BM (see ad
65-81) there may be an allusion here too, although this is less secure.

novtw: adds a note of epic grandeur. péoow ... vt recalls *péow évi otvort

novtw, 4x Homer, 3x referring to the wreck of Odysseus” ship.

108  ap’ not: *10x Homer. The closest parallel here is xiv.266-7 = xvii.435, ot d¢ Porg
alovteg W’ 1ot parvopévndt | nABov, of the people gathering in a city to repel raiders:
here too civic outrage leads to a vengeful counterattack (and the original aggressors are

driven to panic).

109  eime te poOov: *5x Homer: see Introduction p. 57.

135 Scholfield 1959 translates “‘birds in fact suffer countless misadventures of this kind’, but one
could equally well read ‘birds have been involved in many other such stories’.
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110  kaka moAAa mémovOa: *kaka mMoAA& is common in Homer (13x), but this
phrase appears only at *xvii.284: the disguised Odysseus tells Eumaeus that he has
suffered much kVOpaot kat MoAéuw (xvii.285). It is not clear what Troxartes means:
although he has evidently suffered xaxa moAAd in losing three sons, his other losses
were not &k Patodxwv. Either kaka moAA& here means ‘great evil’ rather than literally
‘many evils’, or we are to assume that Psicharpax’ death is not the first breach between

the two tribes. See ad 99-121.

111 1) meiga kakr) mavteoot: aZ’s version, which also appears at Etym. Magn.
667.39 s.v. TelQa, is unmetrical: that of S requires the final —a of poipa to scan long
unnaturally. I's version is metrical, but gives a bizarre sense: ‘although I alone have
suffered many wrongs at the hands of the Frogs, for all of whom there is an evil fate’. i
katin 110 thus goes unanswered. The sense of 111 must be “the Frogs pose a threat to all
of us, not just to me’; nothing else would adequately complete the thought from 110. I
follow most editors in printing this hybrid form, which is not attested in any MS but fits
both metre and sense. Presumably at some stage in the I tradition the syntax was
misunderstood, and the definite article 1] was interpreted as a relative pronoun and
altered to agree with Batodywv; this would have made nonsense of meipa, and poipa
would have been an intelligent guess given e.g. XIIL.602 *poioa kakt) Oavatolo téAog
O¢.

nelpga: glossed by the scholia as a replacement metri gratia for either £oyov or
BAA&P™N. Moschopoulos gives more detail: melpa onuaiver dvo: v Amomelpay Katl
doxuny, kal v BA&PNV. évtavOa de v PA&PNV onualvel.

navteoot tétvktTaL: *XIV.246.
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112-19 Troxartes’ lament is strongly reminiscent of Priam: @ pot éyw mavamnotuog, émel
TéKov viag dototovg / Teoln év evewn, Twv O 0 Tvd Pnut AeAeipOart (XXIV.255-6 ~
XXIV.493-4). He too lists three sons he has lost, although unlike Troxartes he names
them. Aegyptius at ii.15-24 (see above) is a less accurate match: in his case the ‘three

sons’ trope refers to his three surviving sons.

112 eipi & éyw dVOTNVOG: *¢yw dvoTnvog begins Andromache’s lament for Hector
at XXI1.477. It is perhaps also worth noting E. Hipp. 337ff., where Phaedra lists her
mother’s and sister’s misfortunes before concluding toitn & ¢yw dvotnvos wg
amoAAvuatl (341). Both dvotnvog and éAeevog IZ are associated with bereaved fathers
in general and with Priam in particular: dvotrjvwv 0¢ te maideg €U pével AvTIOwoty
(VL.127 = XXI.151), Tov ®" 0 Yéowv éAeetva mpoonvda (XXIL.37), moog 0" éue tov
dvomvov étt poovéovt’ EAénoov (XXILSY), ouwiev 8 éAceva a0 ¢pidog (XXII.408),
yw 0’ €Aeevotepdc mep (XXIV.504). Troxartes is described as matog dvotrivov

Wixaomayog at 105.

113-14 Absent in Z, which has a three-line gap in their place: slight discolouration
suggests that original text may have been washed off, although the operation has been
performed extremely carefully and no visible traces remain. A later hand has added in
the gap two verses which give the required sense but show no understanding of the
hexameter. Ludwich, in keeping with his general overconfidence in Z, nevertheless tried

to reconstruct the text on the assumption that this was the original reading.
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113 Echoed in Diodorus Siculus” account of the hunting of a giant snake (3.36.7):
Introduction, p. 12. This may be coincidence, but Diodorus’ floruit (mid-1+t c. BC) makes

it possible that he knew the BM.

114 See ad 9. The detail that the weasel snatched the mouse ‘outside his hole’, if not
merely common sense, may be an allusion to the Fable of the Mice and the Weasel, in which
the weasel is only able to kill the mice who are prevented by their oversized headgear
from retreating into their holes. Allen’s decision to print ¢x010toc, the reading of a, is

curious: YaAén is always feminine.

115  a&vdeeg annvées: annvig is Homeric (11x) but only ever in the singular. Opp. H.
1.727-31 perhaps draws on this line to describe birds mourning their young, stolen by
*pwteg dnnvéec ¢ doakovteg (731): in both cases ‘cruel men” along with natural
predators are identified as threats to young animals.

eiréav: éxtav aZ is Homeric (*X.526), but makes much less sense after &g puogov
and is more likely as a gloss or correction. £ pogov éAxw is not found before the BM,
but is later used by both Gregory Nazianzenus (594.2, 1494.5) and Nonnus (D. 2.12 and

esp. 20.151 *eic popov €Akwv).

116-17 Often identified (e.g. Wolke p. 136 n. 11, Glei ad loc.) as modelled on Call. Aet. fr.

54¢.1% The parallels, however, are not significant:

136 Glei says that Barnes 1711 had already noticed the similarity between BM 116-17 and the
Callimachus passage. He does not give a citation, and I have been unable to find any such note.
Barnes certainly noted the similarities to Callimachus in BM 180 (p. 19), as well as suggesting a
link between BM [51] and Call. Cer. 110 (pp. 4-5); in each case, since he believed the BM to be
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BM 116-7 KALVOTEQAUS TEXVALS EVALVOV DOAOV E£eVQOVTEG,

NV mayda kaAéova, puwv 0Aétepav éovoav
Call. fr. 54c.16-17 ...&meLt opivOolg kQUTTOV €tevx e DOAOV”

ev O étifel mayideoow 0AéBpwx deidata dowxic...

Troxartes’ sons have been slain by what we may assume were the two most familiar
mouse-killers to an ancient audience: the weasel and the trap. The fact that the word
dOAo¢ recurs in two separate descriptions of a trap is not surprising, especially given the
Homeric precedent (see below). The only really noticeable verbal similarity is 0Aé00tat/
oAétepav, and here it is equally likely that the BM poet had in mind XVIIL.114 vov &’
el 0dpoa PANG kePaAng oAetnoa kixelw. Although the BM is certainly indebted to
Callimachus in general (p. 8) and the Molorcus episode in particular, there is little
evidence for specific verbal allusion here. See further ad 117.

Adrian Kelly has suggested (per litt.) that the three deaths of Troxartes’” sons
programmatically represent the poet’s generic influences: the weasel stands for animal
epic, the trap for Callimachus and hence the Hellenistic literary aesthetic, and the frog
for fable. I am not sure that the poet himself would have compartmentalised his debts so
precisely; in particular, I do not think he would have regarded animal epic and fable as
completely distinct. If we assume that the GM or something very like it already existed,
this would have appeared to a Hellenistic audience as a clever literary treatment of a
story-motif familiar from fable (particularly The Mice and their Generals, Introduction p.
42, but also from the other fables which involved enmity between mice and weasels).

The BM poet was elevating a different mouse-fable, The Mouse and the Frog, to the same

genuinely archaic, he assumed that Callimachus was the imitator. The two ‘mousetrap’ passages,
however, do not seem to have been connected before Wolke.
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level of literary (mock-) solemnity. He would therefore not have seen the ‘frog’ of fable
as an influence separate from the “weasel’ of beast-epic, which itself originated in fable. It
is also strange that, in a programmatic statement of his models, there should be no place
for the Iliad itself. Kelly’s idea is a very appealing one, but I prefer to see Troxartes” sons
as a more straightforward bid to establish frogs as a third ‘canonical’ nemesis for mice,

along with weasels and the works of men.

116  &OAwvov d0Aov: aZ have pogov, as do the scholia on both E. Or. 788 and S. Ant.
100 (a rare citation of the BM in ancient scholarship on Classical literature), but this has
almost certainly been imported by mistake from 115. d0Aog meaning ‘trap” is found from
Homer onwards (viii.276, the net which catches Aphrodite and Ares; viii.494, the Trojan
Horse); cf. Harder 2012, v. 2 p. 449. Ludwich reads *£0Atvog d0Aog at Orac. Sib. 11.135,
again referring to the Trojan Horse; Geffcken 1902 reads douoc, but either way a

borrowing from the BM is likely.

117 Although this line sounds suspiciously like an explanation of the kenning E0Atvov
doAov, it is found in all MSS and there is no compelling reason to delete it. The long -« in
mtary idax is unusual, but has parallels in Homer (West 1982a pp. 38-9; see also Olson and
Sens 1999 p. 40).

nayida: first securely attested in Aristophanes (Av. 194, 527), of bird-traps. We
have no evidence for the introduction of the mousetrap to Greece, although Callimachus
was clearly familiar with them. That Troxartes regards them as an innovation
(kavotépaic téxvaic, 116) may be an attempt to give a sense of the ‘mythic past’ —in

the same way Homer’s warriors can throw stones no modern man could lift, the BM’s
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Mice live in those bygone days when the mousetrap was still new-fangled technology.
Livrea 1979 suggested that the story of Molorcus in Call. fr. 54c was an aition for the
invention of the mouse-trap, which would increase the Callimachean resonances here;
but Harder 2012 points out (v. 2 p. 439) that “strictly speaking Molorcus only seems to
prepare the mouse-traps ... there are no indications that he invents them’.

OAételgav: ‘destroyer’, a rare word; the masculine 0Aetr)p appears once in
Homer (XVIIL.114, above) and once in Alcman fr. 93. pvog 0Ae0pog, a ‘mouse-death’,
was proverbial (Philem. fr. 211, Men. fr. 219), and pvwv 0Aételpav echoes it, perhaps
intentionally. The point of the expression is not wholly clear: Ael. NA 12.10 says it comes
from the fact that the bodies of mice which die of natural causes gradually dissolve into
thin air, and the Paroemiae of Diogenianus add eigntat 0¢ €mi TV AMEAKTWE
amoBavovtwv (6.66). Nic. Th. 735 puidwv oAetnog is phonetically similar, although

this may be coincidence.

118 0 TEiTOG NV AdyamnTtog: a witty allusion to 1i.365, *povvog éwv dryamntog (of
Telemachus). *dyanintdc also appears at iv.817, in a passage which bears a faint
structural similarity to this one. The MSS are confused: the majority reading 0 tottog &’
NV is unmetrical, but 6 Toltoc v ZY or toitog &’ v QT are both viable, as is Janko’s

conjecture 6g tottog Nv. West’s 6¢ & ét” énv is ingenious but unnecessary.

119 aménviéev: the same verb is used in the ‘dodecasyllable” version of The Mouse
and the Frog (246): a001c ¢ O pug eloeABwv dmeTtviyn. I's less vivid améxtewve(v) looks

like banalisation or an imported gloss.
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Batoaxog ... a&ag: the reading of S, a hybrid of two quite different versions but
more plausible than either. é£oxov &AAwvV is used negatively once in Homer (v.118, of
the gods), but the notion of pre-eminence in being kakog is unnatural: the BM uses it at
*21 and (adapted) at *260, and it would be an obvious if banal correction here —
Physignathus did not technically ‘drag (Ps.) down to the deep’. Such a description better
suits the fable, in which the mouse is literally tied to the frog with string, though the
imprecision is understandable in this emotive speech.'” ®votyvabog, however, is much
more logical as an interlinear gloss on Batoaxoc kakog than vice versa, besides which the
IS reading continues the sequence of thought better: ‘my first son was killed by a weasel,
my second by a trap, and now my third by a wicked frog’. Gregory Nazianzenus offers
additional support: 912.3 *kakov &c fvOov gomerv.

a&ac: from dyw. West follows one late MS in reading &i&ag, but the change is

unnecessary.

120 &AA’ &ye0’: ¥15x in Homer, always (as here) in a speech of persuasion.
€EEABwpev: this form of the verb is used only once in Homer: viii.100, of
Alcinous beginning the athletic contests. It may therefore add to the intimations that the

coming battle is a rather less serious engagement than those of the Iliad: cf. ad 302-3.

[121] Missing in aZ and undoubtedly a later creation: it serves no real purpose, and has

been spliced together from the first half of 153 and the second half of V1.418. Althaus

137 The meaning ‘having carried him out into the deep water’ is possible but less likely: éc fvOov
normally means “into the depths’, as at e.g. A. Supp. 408, S. Aj. 1083.
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thought it had been inserted to patch up a lacuna (“versus genuinus periit’), but

Troxartes’ speech can end at 120 without difficulty.

[123] Missing in aZ; a puzzling (and pointless) line which I follow Ludwich and West in
deleting. Ares’ direct involvement in events at this stage would make nonsense of the
later scenes on Olympus where the gods discuss whether to take sides, so the sense has
to be allegorical (as e.g. at I1.381). Wolke (p. 141) judged this defensible, since the BM
later uses €oyov Apnog (130) in a similar way; but for an allegorical Ares to be ToAéuoto

peunAwg like an Iliadic hero (XII1.297, 469) is bizarre.

124-31 xvnuidac pev mowta begins the standard Iliadic arming sequence which appears
in more or less complex forms at II11.330-8 (Paris), XI.17-46. (Agamemnon), XVI1.131-44
(Patroclus), and XIX.369-91 (Achilles). Having adopted the ‘traditional” beginning, the
BM goes on to use entirely different language, but largely follows the order of this

sequence — omitting the sword and reversing the last two items:

Lliad BM

greaves (Kvnudag) greaves (Kvnuidag)
corslet (Owonka) corslet (Owonkac)
sword (&idoc) shield (aomic)
shield (caxog, aomida) spear (Adyxn)
helmet (kvvénv, TovpaAeiav) helmet (k6oug)

spear(s) (£yxoc, dove)
The arming sequence at II1.330-8 was a crux of Hellenistic scholarship. Zenodotus,

perhaps disturbed by the fact that Paris never uses his sword, emended the order to
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greaves, corslet, helmet, shield, spear. He was criticised for this by other scholars, who
objected that shield-bands cannot be fitted over a helmet (e.g. £ A ad II. XI.32). Rengakos
2001 suggested that Apollonius responds to Zenodotus” adjustment in Aietes” arming
sequence at Arg. 3.1225ff. (corslet, helmet, shield, spear, with no mention of a sword).
Kelly 2014 points out that the BM’s response is arguably more sophisticated again: it
follows Zenodotus (and hence Apollonius) in omitting the sword and placing the spear
directly after the shield, but acknowledges the more practical concerns of the scholiasts
by making sure the helmet does not precede the shield. As a result, the Mice arm in a
sequence which is subtly different to that of either a Homeric or Apollonian hero. On
arming scenes in Homer, see generally Armstrong 1958; also Kirk 1985 ad 330-8.

Glei (p. 152) also notes that where Homer describes the action of his heroes
arming, the BM describes the state of being armed. Since there are multiple mice, to

maintain the style of 124 might suggest that they were all arming in perfect unison!

124  épnopooav eig dVo unEove: a’s version (which requires moawta PY metri gratia)
is an almost exact quotation of I11.330 et al., but with £€0evto for £é0nke. a’s credibility is
diminished by the general confusion of its MSS over this line and 125: only P’s version is
metrically viable, and mtept kvrjunowv €0evto 124 is unlikely to have been followed by
kvnuag éxadAvmrov 125. IZ's reading has generally been judged impossible, since
KVNuideg are not worn on the thighs; Barnes’ suggestion of eig 000 poipag —based on
265 and governed by ¢grjéavteg in the next line — has been widely followed (although
Fusillo, notably, retains pnoovg without comment). However, this leaves éprjopooav
without a secondary object, which is strange in its transitive use (cf. Hes. Op. 76, X. Ages.

8.8.1). The leg of a mouse is mostly thigh, with only a very vestigial ‘shin” before the foot
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(see Image 3). For a mouse to wear greaves on its shins would require tiny pieces of
material that would offer no protection: we would expect mouse leg-armour to come
partway up the thigh. d0o unpovg also makes clear something not stated in the poem so
far, i.e. that the Mice will fight standing on their hind feet: it would be pointless to say a
human warrior strapped greaves to his ‘two legs” or similar, but the Mice are only
attaching greaves to two of their legs, since the other two will be occupied with spear
and shield (129-30). For all these reasons I prefer to keep the transmitted text, as a line
which neatly adapts the business of Homeric arming to the peculiarities of mouse

anatomy.

125  wkvapovg: probably the broad (or fava) bean, Vicia faba (DNP s.v. ‘Bohnen’, LSJ
s.v. kvapoc). Mentioned in Homer (see on 131). The part used by the Mice must be the
pod, as the bean itself would not be an obvious choice for armour and would also be
hard to ‘break’: the Mice are splitting open the pods and using their leathery skin. A
broad bean pod is far too long to provide greaves for a single mouse, which explains
why further crafting is required (126) and also makes Barnes’ conjecture in 124 less
likely.

€0 O’ Aok OAvTEG: a noun after kvapoug is unlikely, since it would confuse the
syntax of oU¢ in the following line, and therefore I’s reading (for which cf. 163) is to be

preferred. a’s version may have been suggested by kvjuac dudekdAvpayv at 161.

126  érmuotavtes katétowéav: the expression refers to the Mice gnawing the bean
pods into sections small enough to be worn on their hind legs (see above). Glei (p. 153)

suspected corruption by proximity with érmotapévwg 128, calling this sense of épiotnut
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‘ein recht schwacher Sinn’; but the MSS are unanimous, and the transmitted reading is
not weak enough to justify interference. katétowav is used again at 182 to describe the

Mice damaging Athene’s dress.

127-8 These lines appear after 131 in a, but this would violate the BM’s observance of the

Homeric arming-sequence, as well as failing to correspond properly with 161ff.

127  kalapootePpéwv: hapax: the scholia offer either ‘twined around with reeds’,
EOTEUUEVQV €V T KAAAUw, or ‘stretched across reeds’, év kaAduolc tetapévwv (i.e.
‘dried’?). Z’s reading has been crossed out and replaced with kaAwv evtoapéwv, no
improvement on I's metrically impossible kaAwv evtoedpéwv. Editors have suggested
various conjectures, of which van Herwerden’s bold xaAapopoadéwv “stitched with
reeds’ (p. 167) is the least unconvincing.

Whatever epithet originally stood here must have described either the quality of
the skin, or the means by which the Mice turned it into armour. Simply cleaning and
drying animal skin produces rawhide, which would make very ineffective armour: dry
rawhide is not particularly pliable and would not fit the body well. If the Mice have
made true leather, they must also have tanned the hide — a process which requires
tannin, traditionally extracted from the bark or leaves of a number of plant species.
KAAAUOG is a non-specific term used of many different types of plant (LSJ s.v. lists eight).
The most logical purpose for k&dAapoc in manufacturing hide armour would be as a
source of tannin, but this presupposes an extraordinary level of organised industry for a

tribe which in the previous line was crafting greaves by nibbling them down to size.
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otepavn and otePpavow are sometimes used in Homer of wargear. Terror megt ...
éotepdvwtal Athene’s aegis (V.739); Menelaus’ helmet at X.30 is a otepdvn, and the
face of the Gorgon on Agamemnon’s shield is ‘circled’, £Zotepcvwro, by the bands of
metal around it. None of these involve a breastplate. The Owon¢ in Homer is usually
commended either for its workmanship (rtoAvdaddAoc I11.358 etc., daddAeog VIII195,
rwokivog XV.529) or its brightness/polish (veoounktog XII1.342, paervdtepog mvueog
avyng XVIIL610). The special Ocwoné of Achilles at XV1.133-4 is mouciAog dotepoelg,
which combines both qualities. In the Achaean advance at XIX.361 the corslets are
koataryvalot, ‘strongly-hollowed’. Where details of a corslet’s materials are given, it is
simply xaAkeog (e.g. XIIL.371), with two exceptions: the incredibly ornate Ocwon& of
Agamemnon at X1.24-8, decorated with forty-two “circles’ of precious metal (discussed
by Hainsworth 1993 ad loc.); and that of Asteropaeus, given as a consolation prize to
Eumelus at XXIIL.560-2, which is bronze @ mégt xevpa dpaetvod kaoottégoto /
apdedivntal. Gray 1954 thought that this meant the entire piece was plated in tin, but
Richardson 1993 ad loc. finds in favour of a band of tin overlay running around the
corslet.

Both Asteropaeus and Eumelus are connected to Psicharpax: see ad 24-55 and 96.
If kaAapootedéwy is correct (which is by no means certain), kdkAapog is most likely
envisaged as some sort of embellishment or accessory added to the leather of the
corslets: perhaps practically, as a fastening mechanism akin to the Cwotr)o of the Iliadic
warrior (cf. Leaf 1883), or perhaps for purely decorative purposes like Asteropaeus’ tin
overlay. A wide piece of straw, tied around the waist, would make a war-belt of about
the right size for a mouse, and the Owon& could then plausibly be described as “straw-

encircled’ or ‘straw-bound’.
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amo Bvgowv: slightly unexpected, given that the Mice have skinned one weasel
(128), and therefore have only one hide. The sense must be ‘pieces of hide’: if
KaAapootedéwv carries the meaning suggested above, then the weasel’s original hide

has already been modified. See also ad 162.

128 Continuing the adherence to Homeric norms, we are given a kind of provenance for
the corslet (but not for the other items): Paris’ corslet was borrowed from his brother
Lycaon (II1.332-3), Agamemnon’s was a gift from the Cypriot hero Cinyras (XI.19-20),
and Patroclus’ is described as modwkeog Alaxidao (XVI.133-4). The corslets of the Mice
also used to ‘belong’ to someone else, though since a mouse could hardly reuse armour
taken from a weasel, the image has to be altered somewhat. Ernesti’s objections (‘sed ex
una mustela quomodo tot muribus thoraces?’) are a triumph of practicality over poetry.
énoinoav: makes better sense with é¢motapévwg than édpognoav IZ, especially

of corslets: wearing armour, certainly leather armour, is not really a matter of skill.

129 The distinction between interior and exterior spheres seen already in the discussion
of foodstuffs (see ad 31-55) continues here: the Mice make use of man-made objects for
their wargear (lamp-lids, needles), whereas the Frogs” armoury is exclusively drawn
from the natural world. All the earlier MSS have aomic & v avtoig Avxvov, producing
a seven-foot line; the recc. solve the problem by dropping avtoic.

peoopdarov: the term is not mentioned elsewhere in ancient sources, but was
presumably a lid which fitted over the central opening in a lamp and made it harder for
the oil reservoir to spill or catch fire. Hero of Alexandria refers to the central hole as the

oupaAog of the lamp (Preu. 2.24.16). Lamp-covers could be made of clay (Radt 1986, p.
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46; Howland 1958, p. 79 and n. 72) or metal (Perlzweig 1963, plate 14); Radt also
describes wooden plugs which could be used to block the central hole (p. 45), but these
would have been the wrong shape to serve as shields. A small, slightly dished circle of
hard material would have made a very convenient mouse-sized equivalent to the round
shields seen in artistic depictions of Homeric heroes; metal would have been of more
practical use than clay, but the frog shields are made of cabbage (163), so the arms race is
hardly a heated one.

Theft of oil from lamps was a crime associated with mice in the ancient world.
The mice in Call. fr. 54c infuriate the peasant by dipping their tails into the lamp-oil and
licking it off, and Ar. Byz. mentions the same habit (Epit. 2.368.1); ‘Lamp-nibble” is the
name of a mouse in the Catomyomachia (p. 86), and the cat in tax Zx£0n To0 Mudg
criticises the mouse for draining the oil from the monks’ lamps. Howland 1958 mentions
mice as decorations on lamps (p. 79; no. 364), and the bronze lid in Perlzweig 1963,
which dates from the Roman period, is in fact adorned with a particularly lovable
mouse. (Perlzweig identifies the ueocopudpaioc with the raised indentation found in the
floor of some lamps, like the punt in a wine-bottle (plate 13), but it is hard to see how
this could have served as a shield whithout the mouse being forced to wield the entire

lamp.)

130  evunknc PeAdvn: nearly all MSS other than Z have the plural evunkeig
BeAdvay, despite the surrounding singulars.

nayXaAkeov: a nice piece of parodic elevation, with a grand epithet usually
reserved for heroic weaponry in epic and tragedy (e.g. viii.403, A. Th. 591, E. Heracl. 276,

S. Ant. 143).
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£0yov Agnoc: the previous use of this phrase at 4 matches Homeric usage in
referring to combat in general (cf. also Hes. WD 145-6, A.R. 2.989, et al.); its use here to
mean a physical object is unique. The joke is perhaps that, unlike a spear, a needle is not

in fact designed for combat.

131  émixpotadois épeBivOouv: -owot kapvov (kapvwv) I. Both chickpeas and nuts
would yield plausible helmets for mice, but the former is certainly correct. XIII1.589
compares Paris” arrow rebounding from Menelaus’ breastplate to the kVapot
pneAavoyxooeg 1) €0éPrvOoL which scatter during threshing. The Mice have already used
kVapol for their greaves: what could be more appropriate for the armour of Homeric
mice than the only two vegetables which actually appear during a Homeric battle-scene?
(I's reading may have arisen from a concern that chickpea shells were not solid enough
to serve as helmets, to which one can only reply that the Frogs” cabbage-leaves have little

chance of standing up to a bronze needle.)

132-167: declaration of war; third speech of Physignathus; the Frogs arm themselves

132 &vomAou: Barnes conjectures év 6mtAowg metri gratia, but correption at the bucolic
diaeresis is not technically required (Glei, p. 155; cf. 157 éxetvew €00V), particularly not in
a text which frequently violates Callimachean ‘best practice’ (see Introduction, p. 80),
and does not justify altering a unanimous reading.

wg O’ évonoav: *wg O’ évonoge, as well as appearing in 215 and the spurious 217,

is used only by Bion and Gregory Nazianzenus (1484.5; see Introduction, p. 83).
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133  éEavédvoav: a relatively rare verb used in the Odyssey to describe a herd of seals
emerging onto dry land (iv.405), an image which the poet may be attempting to suggest
here. The notion of the amphibious Frogs emerging from the pond to hold their council
is reminiscent of the rivers and nymphs assembling on Olympus at the beginning of II.
XX.

€6 0" éva xweEov: suggests ¢ xwoov éva, 2x Homer (IV.446 = VIIL.60), of the
Greek and Trojan armies colliding at the start of a day’s fighting. It foreshadows the
battle to come, but the reuse of a violent phrase to describe a peaceful assembly may also

be deliberate variation: cf. ad 170.

134  BovAnv ... moAéuoto: from a Homeric perspective a BovAr) moAépuoto is almost
an oxymoron, as ToAéuog and BovAr) in the Iliad are the two opposing spheres in which
a man can excel: whenever the words appear near each other they tend to be contrasted
(I1.202, 11.273, XI1.213, et al.). On the other hand, the concept of a council of war in
response to enemy action is obviously Iliadic — the Greeks hold one at the beginning of

Book IX, the Trojans at XVIII1.245-313.

135 Like the arming-sequence at 124-31, the resurrections in the poem’s final third, and
the potential reference to dissologia at 61, this line seems to allude to an issue of Homeric
scholarship. The Etymologicum Genuinum A s.v. po0og records: pvboc' 1 otdois mag’
Ounow anaé elontat év ¢ Odvooeiag, olov “pvbov momjoacOat émoyeoinv” (xxi.71).
It then gives two parallels: a fragment of Anacreon (fr. 8) which uses pvOumrat as a
synonym for otaowxotai, and a corrupt line from Panyassis (fr. 29) which has been

restored as d1x0A&dL0¢ oTe HOOOG" Aval petepéuPAeTo Aa@v.
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Matthews 1974, pp. 135-6 argues that uv0oc in the Odyssey passage has nothing
to do with otdolc, since the expression means something like ‘putting forward the offer
of a pretext” (supported by Fernandez-Galiano ad loc. in Russo et al. 1992), and that
Anacreon’s use of pvOu)tat referred to a specific political party in Samos and was not a
general term for partisans; he also suggests, however, that Anacreon’s term may have
passed into more widespread use, and that Panyassis may have come to know pv0og as
a synonym for otoig while on Samos. At any rate, the author of the Etym. Gen.
considered pvboc a Homeric hapax for otdoic, and it seems likely he had inherited this
belief from earlier scholarship: the V-scholia on xxi.71 comment utv0ov] vov tng
otaoews, and quote the Anacreon fragment.

In BM 135, the Frogs are shown “investigating whence came the otdoig or what
the pvOoc was’. In other words, they are philologists: like the scholars of Alexandria,
they are exploring the origins of the word otaoig (never found in Homer) and the
meaning of uvog (its possible Homeric equivalent). The joke is not sustained, and the
following lines do not build on the identification between Frogs and scholars (although
138 does include a reference to a genuinely unique usage in Homer), but it is the most
concise of the poem’s nods to contemporary academic study of the Iliad and Odyssey, and
demonstrates once again how familiar the poet must have been with that world.
0OoVAAOG, “uproar’, is a much later word — not securely attested until Epiphanius of
Salamis’ Panarion (4™ c. AD) — and would have been a good substitution for an editor
who missed the joke and thought pv6og was too far from the required sense; the scholia
generally gloss uoOog as referring to the ‘report” of the impending war, like pdtiv at 138

(e.g. L A4 6 AdYog kal 1) altio TS KIVIOEWS AVTWV).
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136 A hybrid of two Homeric half-lines: knouv€ éyyv0ev nAOe (*viii.62, 261) and £xe de
04&pBdov peta xepotl (*xxiv.2). The arrival of the herald with a declaration of war, on the
other hand, is post-Homeric, and first appears in Thucydides (1.29; cf. Lateiner 1977).
The BM poet needed to give his Frogs fair warning of battle, in order to enable the
following speech and arming sequence.

04apodov: in Homer the oxnmroov is the symbol of kings, sometimes carried by
heralds; the 0&[300cg is a magical implement held only by gods and those with
supernatural powers, except at xii.251, where it is a fishing-rod.

peta xeQoiv: a characteristically Homeric expression (20x); 6x in the Hymns, 2x
in Hesiod, and only very sparingly elsewhere in Greek lit. (1x each in Sophocles,

Callimachus, Theocritus, and Aratus). It is also used by Matro (fr. 1.31).

137 An adaptation of V.468 Aivelag viog peyaAntopog Ayxioao, although the BM puts
the father’s name first.

TveoyAvdov: ‘Cheese-carver’, hapax.

"Eppacixvtgoc: ‘Pot-explorer’. The sense of éupaivw here is ambiguous: it could
mean ‘one who climbs on pots” (cf. V.199 inmoiot kai dopaotv éuBePawta), ‘one who
climbs into pots’ (cf. the famous maxim motap@ ovk €0ty dig T VT EuPnval,
Heraclit. 91), or even ‘one who swims in pots’ (éuBaoic is a bath in e.g. Arist. fr. 236; cf.
Babr. 60, Cwpov xvton pog éumeowv...). The word recurs only in Tax ox€0n tov pvdg
(see Introduction, pp. 90-1), whose author clearly understood it as referring to the
mouse’s greed: the work begins with the injunction oidate 0¢ wg to Cpov Alxvov éoti

kat kata tov [omtnv éupaociyvtoov.
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Embasichytrus goes on to achieve noteworthy success in the battle scene, killing
Seutlaeus at 209 and Phitraeus at 226. That the embassy to the Frogs is undertaken by
Embasichytrus is pleasing coincidence: the English word is descended from Lat. ambactus

‘servant’ rather than from ¢upaivw.

138 datwv: aZ, vs. éowv L. Glei (p. 156) declared this problem insoluble, but there is
good reason to prefer aZ’s reading. patic in Homer is used with the required sense of
‘news, report’ only of the Suitors” deaths (xxiii.362). Physignathus’ speech (see below on
152) casts the frog king as Odysseus immediately after the Mnesterophonia, balancing the
identification of Troxartes with Eupeithes; the use of ¢patig here reinforces the allusion.
€01 is kak) occasionally in Homer (iii.161, II1.7, XI1.529), but the ¢gic mt(t)oAépoto always

means a battle in progress (e.g. XIV.389, XVIL.253).

140  eimetv: the unmarked change of subject would be too abrupt if Embasichytrus
were meant: the sense must be ‘the Mice have sent you instructions to arm’, not ‘the
Mice have sent me to tell you to arm’. Cf. X. An. 7.1.31 kait vOv pot dokel Téppavtag
Ava&ifilw eintetv Ott..., “and I think now we should send to Anaxibius to say...". eimov a
would require a following Te.

ntoAepnov te: found only in a tiny minority of MSS, but necessary metri gratia for

the majority ToOAeuov te.

141  Ov meQE: emphatic rather than concessive: ‘the same Psicharpax whom...

244



142 &AAa paxeoBe: dAAAG used to introduce a suggestion (Denniston p. 9): ‘so come
now...". The poet may have been inspired by II. XV: during a battle at the water’s edge,
Hector calls dAA& pdixeo8” (XV.494), though not in this sedes, and Ajax tells the Greeks
that Hector invites them not to dance, *aAAa paxecOat (XV.508). The BM's expression

preserves the syntax of one and the metrical position of the other.

143 A real declaration of war would hardly address itself only to “whichever of you
among the Frogs are the champions’. Perhaps the BM is satirising the general absence of
the rank-and-file in the Iliad, but the poet has more likely fallen back on the nearest
Homeric equivalent to this scene — Hector’s challenge to the Achaean heroes (Vv & év

vo éaowv aplotneg IHavaxawwv VIL73).

144  eig ovata mavtwyv: Glei objects to I's reading as ‘Nichtssagend’, and argues that
since Homer has a repeated line describing a shocked reaction to a speech - wg épad” - ot
0" doax avteg aknv éyévovto owwm) (II1.95 et al.) — the poet could have used it: “daf3 er
es nicht tut, beweist, dafi er etwas anderes sagen wollte’ (p. 158). The BM, of course, is
characterised by its reluctance to adopt whole lines from Homer, preferring in most
cases to use original phrasing (see Introduction, p. 55). pvwv aZ is no less otiose (“the
word of the Mice”), and the syntax is clearer if the possessive genitive follows the
relevant noun directly: cf. Q. S. 8.253 *¢ic ovata Towwv. Conjectures such as Nauck’s
ovat’ duvuwy are unnecessary. The poet may have been influenced, consciously or not,

by his own use of ¢ ovata maot aAéoBarin 5.
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145  érapale poévac: a tragic, rather than Homeric, expression: E. Ion 1538 and Hipp.
969, S. Ant. 1095.

ayeowxwv: *5x Il. of the Trojans, *1x of the Rhodians; the Mysians are also
*ayéowyot at X.430. This contributes to the identification of the Frogs (the defenders)

with the Trojans: see Introduction, pp. 48-9.

146 The fact that the Frogs react to Embasichytrus” message by turning on their king is
ominous, especially given that the Mice were unanimous in their support of Troxartes.
Physignathus rescues the situation, but the poet is already setting up the generally poor
performance by the frog champions during the battle. Cf. the way public discontent
signals Paris’ culpability, e.g. when his refusal to give Helen back (VII.362-4) is followed
by Idaeus’ comment 1} ur)v Towéc ye kéAovtar (393).

avaotag: *8x Homer, in the Iliad usually of a hero standing up to speak (e.g.
1.387, XXIIL542; cf. XXIV.11). As the mouse arming scene has already suggested, and as
the battle will make clear, the poet envisages both Mice and Frogs standing on their hind

legs to talk and fight.

147-59 Glei (p. 159) calls Physignathus’ speech ‘ein psychologisches und rhetorisches
Meisterstiick’. This is generous, but the Frog King certainly turns the situation round
with impressive speed: five lines after being blamed for murder, he is rallying his forces
for a counterattack on the doAiovg pvac. Glei correctly notes that he technically avoids
untruth: ok ékTevov €yw pUV, ovdE kateldov OAAVuevoV is perfectly accurate. On the
other hand, his subsequent suggestion that the mouse drowned while ‘playing around’

and ‘trying to swim like the Frogs” — which introduces the undertone of contempt for
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non-swimmers which he makes more explicit later in the speech — is hardly sympathetic,
and the speech as a whole gives the impression of a slippery demagogue attempting to
hide behind a smokescreen of anti-mouse rhetoric, rather than a king defending himself
nobly against false accusations.

Greek literature shows a consistent connection between swimming and
civilisation (Hall 1994): the ability to swim is a prized signifier of good Greek
masculinity, and those who cannot survive in the water are regularly characterised as
barbarous, effeminate, or in some way inferior. The reader is not necessarily meant to
share Physignathus’ scorn for tovg akoAvuoug, but the frog king is participating in a

long-established literary tradition by denigrating non-swimmers.

147  w ¢idot echoes the beginning of Troxartes’ speech at 110, reinforcing the
parallelism between the two sequences.
ovk €xtetvov £yw pov: Ph. affects complete ignorance of the crime he is meant

to have committed. He continues this strategy at 157 with ¢xetv: see ad loc.

148-9 mailCwv magd Alpvny ... upovuevog: a clever piece of rhetoric which couples a
suggestion of Psicharpax” youthful folly with a note of jingoistic pride calculated to
appeal to his audience: the Mice, envious of the Frogs” amphibious nature, try and swim
like they do. The implication is that Ps. paid the price for his own recklessness. Haeberlin
1896 (p. 1393-4) saw an allusion here to fr. 4.2 of the Titanomachy attributed to Eumelus
or Arctinus (ap. Athen. 7.5.32), vijxovteg naiCovot d bdatog appoooioto. Wolke (p. 217

n. 19) rightly calls this “unverstandlich’.
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150  Tov dvaitiov: the two characters in Homer to protest of being criticised when
they are avaitiog are Paris (XIIL.775 — cf. ad 146) and Eurycleia (xx.135), although neither
passage has much similarity to this one. Patroclus also calls it characteristic of Achilles to

blame someone who is avaitiog (X1.654).

151  doAiovg pvag: although we may have sympathised with Physignathus’
protestations of innocence, this is blatant misrepresentation, and proves that his concerns

go beyond simply clearing his name.

152 This line comes unusually close to verbatim repetition from Homer, who has several
ways of starting a line that concludes g pot doxet eivat &glota: avtag éywv €0éw
(IX.103, 314, XII1.735), vov a0t é£epéw (XI1.215), and toryap éywv é0éw (xxiii.130). The
last of these is also found at 152 in a substantial minority of MSS, including PY, and has
been followed by most editors, presumably on the basis that the poet is engaged in
quotation. This is not the BM’s habit (Introduction, pp. 54-5): indeed, if we read Tovydo
here, 152 becomes the only line in the poem to be copied exactly from Homer. The
verdict of the vett. favours vOv yao, which makes the line original and is certainly
correct. For a similar case, see 272, where the Homeric reading dominates even in the
vett. and the original is preserved only in a.

This is not to say that the poet does not intend us to recall the Homeric
equivalents, especially xxiii.130. As discussed ad 99-121, a major model for the mouse
council of war is the Ithacan assembly at xxiv.412-71, in which a bereaved father
proposes vengeance on his son’s killer. Odysseus’ speech at xxiii.130-40, which he begins

by telling his listeners ¢ pot doket eivat dolota, is a pre-emptive attempt to deal with
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that attack. The BM puts the scenes in a more natural order: first the father (Troxartes)
proposes an attack, then the killer (Physignathus) responds. Physignathus is temporarily
cast in the role of an Odysseus facing the wrath of the mouse-Ithacans, in contrast with
the poem’s earlier identification of him as the Polyphemus to Psicharpax” Odysseus (see

ad 12). See also ad 138, and Hosty 2014.

153-57 It is not clear what Physignathus has in mind. xeiAeoowv (154) suggests that the
Frogs are to take their stand on the very edge of the pond; they can then seize any mouse
who ‘comes out to attack us’ (155) and hurl him into the water to drown. Since the Mice
can hardly be envisaged as coming out of the pond, the sense must be that the Frogs will
form with their backs to the edge and respond to mouse assaults by bundling the
attackers through their own lines and over the precipice behind them. The final third of the
poem, chaotic as it is, clearly shows that the battle is envisaged as taking place right on
the pond’s edge. A military strategy which depends on allowing the enemy to pass
through one’s front line is unorthodox, but the poet may have seen it as the only way for
the Frogs to use their amphibious nature to advantage while also allowing an Iliadic
land battle. The emphasis on defence is reminiscent of Poulydamas” advice at XVIIL.273-
83 (especially ovv tevxeol OwonxOévteg | otnooped” au mopyovg, 277-8), but Homer
makes clear that Poulydamas’ plan was the correct one (312-13), whereas Physignathus’

plan results in the Frogs being routed.

153 ocwparta koourjoavteg: reused in the later creation of 121 (see ad loc.).
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év OmAoig: necessary despite minority attestation, since otherwise koounoavteg
stands alone (‘adorning our bodies’); Ps. needs to specify what adornment he has in

mind. Cf. 132.

154  Axgolg map xeideoorv: suggestive of Hector’s horses at XI1.51-2, who refuse to

jump the ditch around the Achaean camp (¢’ dipw / xeidel édpeotadteg).
katakgnuvog: the first extant use of this word in Greek, although the verb

katakonuviCw "hurl down a precipice” appears in the Classical period (e.g. X. Hell.

2.1.32.7, D. de falsa legatione 327.7).

155  £&éA0wot: Homeric usage (e.g. IX.576, XXII1.237) suggests that this refers to the
Mice coming forth from their cottage-city, as does the fact that Troxartes uses the same
verb at 120 (¢£A0wpev); alternatively it could mean ‘come out of formation’, i.e. ‘break

ranks’.

156  doafapevol koQUOwv: this peculiar image can only be a reference to I11.369-72,
where Menelaus grabs Paris by the helmet (k6pov0og, 369) and drags him away. Given
the possible identification between criticism of Paris and criticism of Physignathus at
146, it is striking that Physignathus reverses the parallel: seizing the Mice by their
helmets casts the Frogs in the role of wronged party avenging themselves on their
aggressor, and therefore dovetails with his overall rhetorical strategy of portraying the
mouse attack as unjustified.

0¢ T1g oxedoV Avtiog EéAO1): modelled on XX.363 *6¢ tic oxedOV €y xe0g EAOT).

a’s reading has been affected by proximity to 155.
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157  ovv ékewv: referring to Psicharpax, of whom Ph. is still feigning ignorance (see
ad 147). Ludwich’s suggestion that Embasichytrus is meant is rightly dismissed by Glei,
p- 160. Some later MSS have ouv ékeivaig, referring to the helmets; I has the unmetrical
ovv évteotv, which some editors attempted to preserve with modifications. Glei
endorses Baumeister’s suggestion that a single original line (dpa&dapevot kopUOwWV €
Alpvnv evOvL BaAwpev) might have become split across two lines during transmission,
but alteration is unnecessary: the difficulties with 156-7 are much less severe than those

with the other doublets Glei mentions (97a-98, 184-184a).

158  év Udaou ékelvoug aZ was presumably transferred from éxetve in 157.

159  pwvoxtovov: normally a name for the herb wolfsbane (Aconitum), e.g. Nic. Al. 36,
although it is used of a weasel in Babrius 135. Literally ‘mouse-killing’: here the sense is
perhaps ‘pertaining to the deaths of mice” — but since wolfsbane is a tall and visually
striking plant, it is possible that the Frogs will actually make their trophy out of it, just as
their armour is made out of plant matter (161-5). The word is used in Prodromus’
Catomyomachia (354), and as part of a reference to the BM by Ignatius Diaconus, Epistle
41.6 (Introduction p. 84).

teomatov: the custom of setting up a trophy is post-Homeric; the word is first
attested in Aeschylus (Th. 277, 956), and not the BM itself as some works claim (e.g.
Pritchett 1974, p. 249), although the Greek historians mention trophies of battles from
earlier centuries (Paus. 3.2.6 says that the Dorians erected a trophy to mark their capture
of Amyclae in the 8% c. BC). The objects appear in art from the first half of the 5" c. BC

(Pritchett 1974, p. 246).
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160 Almost identical to 122. Given the close structural parallels between the two arming
sequences, it is not implausible that the poet would have used a faux-Homeric ‘stock
line” to introduce both, although were this the case we might expect him to use exactly
the same line. The entirely different version in IS has Ph. putting the armour on his

troops personally.

161-5 The Frogs” arming-sequence is shorter than that of the Mice, just as in Homer the
longer version of a type-scene always comes first: compare II1.332-9, where Paris takes
seven lines to arm and then Menelaus only one. However, the order is the same: greaves,

breastplate, shield, spear, helmet. See ad 124-31.

161  paAaxwv: mallow, Malva silvestris.

KV pag £ag apdekaivpav: kvnuag apdpekdAvipav, found in most early MSS,
is unmetrical. (Ludwich incorrectly groups Y with the recc.; I have confirmed by autopsy
that it has the same reading as the rest of the vett.) ] has te kvijuag aud., which was
probably an early attempt to correct the metre; a 14%-c. MS has tag kvnuac aud., ditto.
One MS, the 15t-c. Laurentianus XXXI 20 (N in Ludwich, L' in Allen) has the verb in
tmesis, audt d¢ kvruag éxdAvipav. Ludwich endorsed this but deleted 6¢, and West
follows him. It seems relatively unlikely that such a reading would have survived only
in a single late MS, and forms of &upikaAvntw are very common at line-end in Homer
(24x). I print, but without any particular conviction, the reading of the recc. as at least

metrical and widely attested.
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162 Although in general there is little repetition between the mouse and frog arming
scenes, this line is curiously similar to its equivalent at 127:
127 Owonkag & elxov kaAapootePéwv ATo FLEowV

162 Owonkag & eixov kaAovg XA0eQWV ATtO 0eVTAWY

This is the only point where the Frogs” arming echoes that of the Mice: compare the
variation between the Mice donning their greaves at 124 and the Frogs donning theirs at
161. Given the mystery of kaAapootepéwv and the slightly counterintuitive plural
Puoowv (see ad 127), it is tempting to see some sort of corruption at work here, but if so it
has left no trace in the paradosis. The poet may, of course, have echoed his own phrasing
from the earlier line by accident.

KaAwv xAogpwv: in both a and I the double adjective is odd; West's kaAoug has
no MS support, but may well be right, since attraction could easily have caused the error.
A Bwoné is never described as kaAdg in Homer, but the greaves in the previous line are
kaAag 5x. If correct, this may have contributed to the confusion over kaAapootepéwv /

KaAwv evteedPéwv in 127.

164 o&voxowvog: the spiny rush, Juncus acutus.

aopnoet: pluperfect of dpapiorw, though with imperfect sense here. Homeric
spears ‘fit the hand’ of their user 3x with this verb (II1.338, XVI.139, xvii.4); here by
extension the image seems to be that the spear ‘fits’ or ‘is suited to’ the wielder (LS] s.v.

aoaplokw V).

165  xai ga kéga: Z and most of a have just kai oo, presumably through

haplography. Glei (p. 162) believes I's unmetrical kai k6puOec koxAlat kaonv’
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apdexdAvmtov was an attempt to fix the problem by importing kéovg from 131; the

repetition of line-final duducaAvntw (161) certainly suggests a repair job.

166  6xOaug VYA oL The vett. are divided between Ionic 6x01n¢ (a) and Attic
0x0aig (ISZ), exactly as at 223; neither word is Homeric, and both endings are rare in
Homer (Chantraine Gramm. v. 1 p. 202). There is more agreement on vymAnoi(v) — once
in Homer, V.560, and never elsewhere in Greek — over the hapax OynAaiot (TZ). The BM
has already used 6x0a1c at 20 (see ad loc.) and 106. The obvious temptation for an editor
or copyist would be to bring the endings into line, rather than to differentiate them, and

hence I favour this mismatched reading: cf. xxii.471-2 maoaug | dewnot.

167 oeilovteg A0YyXaG: a neat, metrically equivalent variation of the dual oeiovt’
eyxelag (I11.345)

£unAnvro: the MSS have an almost comical variety of readings; this one makes
grammatical sense and is found in a relatively early MS. éxaotog can take a plural in

Homer (e.g. V.878).

168-201: the gods in conference; speech of Athene

The assembly on Olympus is the poem’s most straightforwardly comic episode: Glei’s
DNP entry calls it the “parodistisches Glanzstiick’. Its humour derives (i) from Athene’s
mundane complaints, which echo the sorts of grievances a mortal might have nursed
against the mouse and frog tribes; and (ii) from the gods” unwillingness to intervene in

the combat through fear of injury (a joke which reappears at the very end of the poem,
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278-9). Both of these features are exaggerations of Iliadic tropes: the contrast between the
grim and savage warfare of the mortal heroes and the petty concerns of the Olympians
has been noted at least since Xenophanes (see ad 34), and the gods” worry that they may
be wounded in the fighting could be interpreted as a progression from Homer — having
learnt to their cost at Troy that they can be hurt in melee, they are now rather more
circumspect about involving themselves. The vocabulary of this passage seems
especially reminiscent of II. VIII, the book it most obviously inverts: where in Homer
Athene is eager to help the Greeks and Zeus sternly forbids it, in the BM Zeus laughingly
encourages her to take a side and Athene expresses her dislike for both armies (see ad

174).

168  eig ovEavov dotegldevta: *XV.371 =*ix.527, and *xii.380. Only the last involves
actual movement (Helius going “up to starry heaven’); the other two show characters
(Nestor and Polyphemus) stretching their hands toward heaven in prayer. For Zeus
calling gods to heaven, where we might expect to find them already, cf. the assembly at
the beginning of II. XX — Poseidon emerges from the sea, the rivers and nymphs from
their various domains — or Hes. Th. 390-1: OAvumtiog dotegomntrg | dBavdtoug

EkdAeooe Beovg € pakpov ‘OAvumov. In both cases the gathering anticipates a coming

battle.

169  moAépov mANOvV: ‘the throng of war’: although mAN0¥¢ is a Homeric word
(17x), this is not otherwise found as an expression for massed troops except in Cyril of

Alexandria’s commentary on Isaiah (4%-5% c. AD; see ad 200).
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KQATEQOVG Te paxntTdg: another apparently original phrase, perhaps borrowed

by Tryph. 526 koategot te porxnral.

170-1 The poet once again exploits the humour of comparing unusually small
combatants to unusually large ones (cf. 7): the Mice and Frogs are peyaAoug like
Centaurs or Giants. The simile, enclosed as it is by detfac ... yeAwv, may be focalised
through Zeus himself; one would expect the ruler of Olympus to be more alarmed by an
army massing ‘like the Giants’, and his lack of concern perhaps anticipates the reversal

described below (ad 172).

170  &yxea paxpa: only once in Homer, *II1.135. Iris calls Helen to the walls to
witness the Trojan and Achaean armies sitting down quietly with their £yxea pakoa
stuck in the ground. There is obvious irony in a depiction of armies preparing for battle
alluding to a depiction of armies who have made a truce and stopped fighting (as well as
the less literary joke that neither side’s £yyxea are paxod at all). €yxel pakow is common

at line-end (7x).

[170a-b] These lines are found only in [, and are certainly not original. They serve as an
expansion of 171, casting the Frogs as the Giants and the Mice as the Centaurs, despite
the fact that these two races never seem to have fought each other anywhere in Greek
mythology. 170a is lacking a foot; 170b requires the second syllable of pvec to scan short,
which is impossible in context (although Kelly suggests per litt. that the problem could

be solved by reading the contracted plural pvg, as in e.g. Antiphanes fr. 193).
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172 MOV yeAwv égéetve: Zeus’ amusement at the approaching conflict has an Iliadic
precedent in his reaction to the (bathetic) Theomachy at XXI.389-90. This caused
consternation among later writers, and some scholiasts tried to explain his laughter as
joy at seeing the gods contend mteot apetnc (Griffin 1978, p. 6). Perhaps in response to
this kind of exegesis, the BM poet makes clear that Zeus is being malicious. ‘Sweet
laughter” in Homer usually appears in contexts of cruelty, mockery, or Schadenfreude: cf.
11.270, X1.378, XX1.508, XXIIL.784, xviii.111, xx.358, xxi.376. ‘This mirth proceeds from a
delighted sense of one’s own superiority” (Griffin 1980, p. 6); ‘there is extremely little
amiable laughter or smiling in either epic” (Halliwell 2008, p. 53). Cf. S. Aj. 79 ovkovv
YéAwc 10L0T0G el €x0p0UG yeAay;

The last two cases from the Odyssey in particular, where sweet laughter
prefigures an oncoming reversal of fortune, may suggest not only that Zeus’ laughter is
cruel, but that he is being too dismissive: he is joking about a conflict which, by the end
of the poem, will have rampaged almost beyond his own ability to restrain it. As
Richardson 1993, p. 85 notes, the Theomachy is framed by the laughter of Zeus: he
laughs at the start of the encounter, and it ends with him laughing at the distressed
Artemis. This effectively ‘brackets’ the episode as a comic contrast to the struggles of the
mortal combatants. The BM’s battle likewise begins with Zeus laughing, but at its
conclusion he is reduced to an alarmed @ mémoL (272): by this stage no-one on Olympus
is laughing. On the use of laughter to frame the Theomachy, see further Halliwell 2008,
pp. 67-9, especially p. 69: ‘the laughter of the gods in Iliad 21 ... [is] representative of the
divine at a moment of self-sufficiency in its own eternal conditions of existence’. The self-
sufficiency of Olympus, intact throughout the Iliad, is severely rattled by the prowess of

the Mice.
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173  pwoiv aBavatwyv: the hyperbaton tiveg ... d0avatwv ‘which of the immortals’
must have caused confusion, as a imports pvot tewpopévolot from 178. pvot tepmopevor

Z makes little sense, and was probably influenced by 176.

174 A literate reader would expect Athene to be eager to assist: when Homer’s Zeus tells
her to involve herself in a situation, she does so magog pepaviav (IV.73, XIX.349,
xxiv.487). In each case she is motivated by obvious favouritism for the Greeks and for
her preferred heroes, and when Zeus gives her carte blanche at XXI1.186, she immediately
springs into action. It takes us by surprise when Homer’s most reliably interventionist
and partisan deity first announces her dislike of both armies, and then advises all the
other gods to stay back on Olympus where it’s safe. See further ad 193.

w BvVyateQ: the Olympians address each other more casually in the BM than in
Homer, where neither this nor @ ntatep (178) are ever used between gods: Athene only
addresses her father as @ matep with a string of following epithets (VIIL.31, XXIL.178, i.45
=1.81 = xxiv.743), and even Zeus to Athene is never quite this brief, although
Totrtoyévewn Ppidov tékog comes close (VIIL.39 = XXII.183). At 278 Ares calls Zeus simply
Koovidn, which is also unparalleled in Homer: Hera, who speaks more freely to Zeus
than most, calls him aivotate Koovidn even when angry.

aQ’ énaAefrjoovoa: 1 a in the interrogative sense is always clause-initial in
Homer, although it sometimes follows the vocative (Zev mdteg, 1) 0&... V.421, V.762,
VIIL.446, VII1.236). Interrogative &oa is more mobile (e.g. A. Ch. 297), but is not Homeric.
However, the confusion between the different senses of both dooa and 1) oat is apparent

from the inconsistent accentuation in the MSS, and since &oa is perfectly common in

Homer, pvotv aoa...? would probably have sounded natural to the poet (though d&o(a)
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would be unmetrical here). The rare émaAé&w is used at VIII.365 when Athene recalls
coming down from heaven to assist Heracles (who is teipopevov; cf. 178); for)0ew is not
Homeric, and would have been an obvious gloss. West reads 1] 0" anmaAe&njoovoa: the
verb appears 2x in Homer, but there and in later literature it always requires an
accusative or genitive of the thing warded off, whereas ¢taAéEw takes only a dative of

the person defended.

175  wai yag: explanatory (Denniston pp. 108-9): “for indeed...”. Zeus gives the reason
for his assumption that Athene will want to help. He seems to feel that Athene will be
well-disposed towards the Mice as occupants of her temple, even though they feed on
her offerings: contrast the Catomyomachia (p. 86), where Creillus uses mouse attacks on
temple offerings as a threat to gain leverage over Zeus.

oKkLeTtwotv: ‘skip about’. The same verb was used of the Frogs at 60. It again

describes the frolicking of mice at Arat. 1133.

176  xvior): the sense here is probably the fat itself (e.g. 1.460, xviii.45) rather than its
smell (e.g. 1.66), since mice would have little use for the scent of meat. For mice raiding
religious offerings in a modern context, cf. John Betjeman’s poem Diary of a Church-
Mouse.

£déopaot mavrodamnoiotv: repeated from 31, but Ou(oy)dwv édéopaoty lis
metrically impossible. Chalcondyles” ¢déopaotv ék Ouoldwv is an attempt to fix I, rather

than a genuine reading.
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177-96 Athene’s speech is certainly indebted to Callimachus” Aetia and the story of the
mouse-trap (fr. 54c), although the condition of the latter text makes it difficult to
establish how extensive and detailed the allusions are.

Callimachus

The mice stole oil from the lamps [A]... and danced on the peasant’s head, preventing him
from sleeping [B]. But the thing that most annoyed him was that one night they chewed holes in
his clothing [C].

BM

“The Mice damage my garlands and my lamps for the sake of the oil [A]. But the thing that
most annoyed me was that they chewed holes in a dress I had made [C]. Yet the Frogs are no
better; they croaked loudly all night, preventing me from sleeping [B].”

Obviously the crimes committed by mice will have remained fairly constant across
different times and places, but the repetition of point C is particularly noticeable: in both
cases a list of customary misdeeds culminates in a single outrageous incident, and in
both cases this incident involves clothing being nibbled.

Athene making her own dress is a clear reference to her status as patron goddess
of crafts, as well as more specifically to VIII.385-6, where she takes off the dress 6v ¢’
avT) o oato Kal kape xeootv (cf. 6v éEvdnva kapovoa at BM 182; mémAov pov
katétowéav may also be a deliberate echo of VIIL.385 *mémAov pev katéxevev). It is not
clear whether we should envisage the Mice attacking it in Athene’s chambers on
Olympus or in her temple on Earth, but the latter is more likely. At VI1.289-311 the Trojan
women take a fine robe and place it in the temple of Athene as an offering, and the
Greater Panathenaea involved the statue of the goddess being dressed in a newly-woven

robe (Barker 1992 pp. 112-17; Mansfield 1985). After Zeus implies that his daughter
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would be pleased to see the Mice scampering around her altar, she lists three things
which might be found in a sanctuary of Athene and which mice damage: garlands,

lamps, and finally the ceremonial peplos.

177  wg¢ &Q’ €dpn Koovidng: although g &’ £¢pn) is Homeric (19x), following it with
its subject is not: this construction appears first at 1.Dem. 59 &g &o” édpn Exarn, but
remains rare, as Hellenistic authors unanimously followed Homeric practice. The phrase
appears 24x in A.R., 1x in Call., 1x in Mosch., never with the subject following. Quintus
Smyrnaeus seems to have felt fewer compunctions: he uses g &o” €dn 27x, 10x with
following subject (although this is never a proper name, and is usually an indefinite

pronoun, e.g. ws &’ ¢pn Towwv Tig 12.562).

179  kaxa moAAa p’ €oQyav: based on kaka oAAa éogye (*3x Homer). There may
be humour in the fact that the Homeric phrase is always used to justify intervention in a
situation (V.175, VIIL.356, XV1.424), whereas Athene uses it here to explain why she is not
going to intervene. In Homer the proposed intervention always fails, which may

additionally foreshadow Zeus’ difficulties in halting the mouse advance.

180  oTéupata: ‘garlands’, as used in religious ceremonies and sacrifices.
AvUxvove: see ad 129.

181  tovrto d¢ pot: the a and I families are each evenly split between pov Z

(possessive with ¢poévac) and pot (ethic dative). The Homeric precedent for this line

(V.493: ddice ¢ Ppoévag ‘Extool pvboc) suggests the latter. The expression £dake

doévag ‘gnawed the heart’ is grandiose, and also used by Lucian in a passage of
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epic/tragic pastiche (JTr. 1.8). One might see an allusion to Simonides fr. 6 West, where
the North Wind avdowv 0" axAatvwv €dakev Gpoévag, since Athene’s new dress now
has holes in it.

oiov ége&av: never in Homer, but *2x in the Argonautica (4.475 and 558). There is
a likely allusion to the former passage, where the dying Apsyrtus, spurting blood, stains
red the veil and éntAog of Medea. The crime which Athene refers to here similarly
involves irreparable damage to a émAog, though the BM comically deflates the drama
of Apollonius” murder scene; when Jason kills Apsyrtus, the Fury notices oiov ége€av.
Rereading this after BM 181 suggests that Jason’s outrage against natural justice is not
the butchery of his wife’s brother, but the fact that he ruins Medea’s dress! oi& 1’ éogyav
a is clearly an accidental import from 179, perhaps with influence from XXII.347 *oix
£opyac or A.R. 4.380 *oia €ogya. Gregory Nazianzenus’ use of *oid p’ £opyev (1027.9)
may suggest that his copy of the BM already had a’s reading (in the 4% c. AD!), or he

may have arrived at it independently.

182  xkapovoa: ‘with much toil’; cf. e.g. E. fr. 461 ovk av dUvalo un kapwv

EVOAULUOVELV.

183 Athene explains the amount of work she put into the construction of her dress: she
used a fine weft (00ddvn), which would have made the weaving process slower, and
‘spun a long warp” (otfjuova) —i.e., she spun a long continuous thread from the distaff.
HakQov Z is to be preferred over Aemtov (cett.), which was likely transferred from
Aemtnic. Wolke correctly states that the expression refers to the quantity of yarn spun,

but argues wrongly that otrjuova pakedv cannot mean ‘much yarn’, and conjectures
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ntAetotov. Classical textile manufacture used a drop spindle (Pekridou-Gorecki 1989, pp.
13-37; cf. Catullus 64.311ff.), on which yarn has to be spun as a single long thread:
producing a thread of any great length would have been tedious and difficult work,
requiring the warp to be wound onto the spindle repeatedly without allowing it to snap,
so it is quite correct for Athene to regard a otjuova pakoov as a significant investment

of effort. On cloth manufacture in ancient Greece, see Barker 1992.

184-6 The text is badly confused at this point. Z has the following:

Kal TowyAag evédnoa, pidov d¢ pov 1toe tdvon 184
Kal MQACOEL UE TOKOLS' TO O¢ lytov abavdatoloty. 185
XONOAUEVT] YAXQ EVNOA KAl OUK €XW AVTATIOOOVVAL. 186

This suffers from two major deficiencies. 184 (‘and I bound up the holes, and my heart
was comforted’) is a baffling direction for the speech, which is otherwise concerned
entirely with Athene’s grievances: why, in a speech about the ways the Mice have
wronged her, should Athene specify that she repaired the damage they caused? The
effect is to deprive her complaint of any force: ‘I put all this hard work into my dress,
and the Mice ruined it — but I fixed it again, so that was alright’. Meanwhile, modooetin

185 lacks a subject. Neither Ludwich’s tocktaig nor his ik¢dOn improves matters. a

reads:
Kat toyAag éteAeo(o)av: 6 O EmnTng pot EméoTn 184
KAl TOAV pe mAooel(v): TOUTOL XAQLV £EQQYIOUAL. 184a
XONOAUEVT YO évnoa Kal 0K €Xw AVTamodovval 186
KAl TEACTOEL LE TOKOV" TO O¢ Olylov abavatoloty. 185

I has roughly the same reading for 186 and 185, but combines a’s 184 and 184a into a

single unmetrical line:
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TOWYAAGS T Eumoinoav: ToVToL XAQLV €EWQYLOUAL 184
184a and 185 look as though they may have been designed to serve the same purpose
(“and (s)he charges me money/interest, and I am unhappy about it’), and 184a is the less
interesting line: tovtov xaowv é€weylopat ‘this is why I am angry” looks like padding.
West accordingly prints 184 as it appears in a and follows it with 185, making 1jtntric
the subject of mpodooel pe tokov ‘charges me interest’; he deletes 184a altogether.

I agree with this solution, but the translation requires care. An (1))mtntrc is a
mender; the word appears almost nowhere in Greek literature, but Phrynichus the
Atticist (20 c. AD) condemns it in favour of the more ancient diceotrc. Conversely,
Thomas Magister gives it as the momtucwtegov form of dxeotr|g, quoting in support
‘Ounoog év pvoPatoaxopaxia: 6 d¢ Nmntg émtéotn, and adds that the common word is
oanng (Thom. Mag. ExAoyr] s.v. dkeotq). It is plausible that Athene would have
hired a professional mender to repair the holes in her dress, which would probably have
been more difficult and technical work than making the dress in the first place (and is of
course also a comic image: the goddess of weaving is forced to call in a professional). It is
also plausible that the mender would be charging interest on an unpaid bill. It is not
plausible for Athene to have borrowed money for her weaving (xonoapévn ... évnoa)
from the mender. An ymntc has no business providing loans. The sequence of thought,
therefore, must be understood as:

- the Mice made holes in my dress

- the mender, whom I called in to fix the dress, is now chasing me for payment,
and is charging me interest on the bill

- interest is a particularly serious problem for an immortal (because it never stops

accumulating: see ad 185)
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- Thad to borrow money even to afford the original materials for the dress: I
therefore don’t have any money to pay off the mender. (Or, perhaps: I had to
borrow money to afford the materials, and I can’t even pay that back, so I'm in no
position to pay the mender as well.)

The confusion stems from ydo in 186, which looks as if it should be explaining modooet
in 185: ‘the mender is charging me interest, because I borrowed to make the dress’. This is
very unlikely, unless this particular jtntc moonlights as a moneylender. In fact y&o
explains éméotn in 184. In 186 Athene gives the reason why she has not yet been able to
pay off the mender, and why interest on her repair bill is therefore still accumulating;:
she was too broke even to afford the dress in the first place. West’s translation gives the
impression that the | is pursuing the original loan for materials.

Z’s reading is therefore the closest to the truth: the only problem is the
mysterious intrusion of ¢piAdov d¢ pov Ntog vOn, seemingly imported from iv.840,
which destroyed both sense and syntax. a must have fallen victim to the exact
misunderstanding outlined above. Puzzled as to why an rjmntr|c was charging interest, a
helpful scholar correctly realised that two separate payments were involved — one for the
materials, one for the repairs — and tried to clarify this by hashing together the filler line
184a and moving 185 to follow 186. I's version seems to be a further modification in
which the troublesome njtntric was removed altogether by splicing together 184 and
184a, suggesting that 184a must have entered the paradosis relatively early (i.e. earlier

than the oldest MSS in both a and I).
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185  tOxov: attested in the sense ‘interest” at least since Ar. Nub. 18, and both singular
and plural are widely found. After modoow ‘charge” we would expect the accusative,
however, which favours a: the recc. correct téxowg IZ to téxovc.

t0 O¢ Qlylov: 10 O¢ is narrowly preferable to 10 ye, the reading of S and probably
of a (although in the a tradition the phrase became wholly corrupted, and the MSS
scrabble to make sense of it). t6 here is a demonstrative pronoun: in Homer 16 ye is
never clause-initial, and in later authors it occurs only when 16 is a definite article with a
following noun (e.g. E. Or. 797 16 ye dlcaiov wd” €xe, Ion 674-5 16 ye otopa | dovAov
niénatay, B. 13.50 16 ye oov [kA€0g). Clause-initial demonstrative t0 d¢, on the other
hand, is common in Homer: cf. particularly 1.563 *t0 0¢ toL kai otylov éotat. It is
interesting that S preserves 106 ye otywov: if, as suggested on pp. 105-6, the scribe of S had
access to texts from both the a and [ traditions, he should have been confronted with a
choice between 10 d¢ gtylov I and something like P’s 16 v’ €poot mévov, at which point he
would have sided with [. Either this was a very alert (false) correction, or he knew an a-
text in which the phrase had not yet been scrambled.
otyov in Homer (5x) is usually used of the worse alternative to a course of action
(e.g. 1.325, xx.220); it appears once (xvii.191) with the literal meaning ‘colder’. Unless the
comparative sense is being ignored here, there must be a joke on eternal life and interest

payments: debt is even worse for an immortal, because the interest never stops

accumulating!

186  &vnoa: Given that the expense involved was presumably that of buying the raw
wool, it would be more intuitive for Athene to say she borrowed for her spinning (ISZ)

than for her weaving (a).
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avtamodovvar: the same form appears in one version of the Fable of the Mouse
and the Lion, referring to the mouse chewing (tocywv) the lion’s bonds during the night
(Fabulae Dosithei 2.8). There is no obvious reason for allusion here, but the poet may have

been influenced by memory of the fable.

187  ovk é0eAnow: BovArjoouar I is unmetrical.
aonyépev: *I1x Homer (VIIL.11). The context — Zeus forbidding the gods to aid
either side — is obviously relevant, and subverted here: Athene declares of her own free

will that she does not want to aid either side.

188  ¢oévac éumedot: ‘they are not stable (in respect of) their minds’, i.e. ‘they are not
sensible’; based on -e¢ €umedot 3x Hom., although with an accusative of respect rather
than with ¢oévec as subject. That the poet alters, rather than directly reproducing,
Homer’s construction suggests the same concern for variatio displayed elsewhere (e.g. at
144). The sense must be that the Frogs, by croaking all night, do not behave ‘sensibly”
like responsible neighbours: cf. xviii.215 oUkétL ToL poéveg €umedot, where Penelope
accuses Telemachus of being an irresponsible host. At VI.352 Helen levels the same
charge at Paris, meaning that he is a coward: this may be beneath the surface in the BM,
given the identification between frogs and cowardice (Introduction pp. 38-9) and their
behaviour during the battle.

newnv: ‘the other day’ better fits the subsequent tone of a specific anecdote than

niowtov ‘when I first got back...”
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189  éx moAéuov aviovoav: Athene returns from battle (perhaps even from Troy),
but unlike the weariless gods of Homer, she is exhausted and wants a nap. The gods in
Homer do sleep (e.g. 1.606), but it seems to be more of a formality to mark the end of the
day than because they experience any actual fatigue. It is not clear where the poet
envisages Athene trying to sleep: if she had repaired to her chamber on Olympus we
would have the amusing image of a frog chorus even among the halls of the gods, but
the earlier references to the depredations of the Mice, coupled with the Lucian parallel at
191, perhaps make it more likely that she is resting in one of her temples (cf. Aphrodite
at viii.362-6).

It is particularly funny that Athene, of all the gods, should be tired: her epithet
Atrytone, found first at I1.157, literally means ‘unwearied’ or “tireless’. Cf. her
introduction at A. Eu. 403, 1ABov dtoutov moda.

éxomwOnv: the verb komdw ‘weary’ is not securely attested before this in Greek
literature, but the noun k67og is used in the sense ‘fatigue, exhaustion” at least as early

as E. Ba. 634.

190  Omvov devouévnv: perhaps a deliberately bathetic version of *Ovpov devopév-

‘lacking life” (I11.294, XX.472).

191  0ovd’ 0Aiyov katapvoat: Lucian alludes to this line at Tim. 9, where Zeus
complains about the din (OogVpov) of business and about the temple-robbers, who ‘do
not let [him] close [his] eyes for a moment’ (00d¢ oAtyov katapvoat uiv épxot). Like
Athene, his complaints are directed at people making noise (the Frogs) and trying to

steal things (the Mice), although in his case it is the latter who stop him sleeping. Frogs
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are criticised again for preventing sleep at Hor. Sat. 1.5.14-15, although the context is a

traveller in a boat, making the presence of a frog chorus more natural.

192 v kedaAnv: the acc. of respect is standard in Greek expressions of this kind:
cf. e.g. Theoc. 3.52 dAyéw tav KepaAav.

¢ponoev: épwvnoev FL is unmetrical, pwv- | presumably an attempt to correct
it.

AAéxtwQ: neither this word nor the more prosaic dAektouwv appear in Homer,
except as a proper name (the daughter of Alector is mentioned at iv.10). DNP s.v. ‘Huhn
(Hahn)” dates the introduction of the domestic cockerel into Greece to the 6t c. BC,
although an oinochoe dated to around 700 BC ([Ziirich 1974] no. 199) has two cockerels
decorating its neck. Again, Athene is presumably referring to an earthly cockerel, rather

than one on Olympus.

193 At more than one point in the Iliad a god recommends non-interference in mortal
affairs. The most obvious model is Athene to Ares at V.31-4 (cf. especially vt de
xalwpeoOa V.34), but there Homer makes clear that she is acting to remove an
advantage from the Trojans, rather than out of any genuine concern for neutrality: Tov
pev émerta kabeloev e’ NidevTL Zkapavoow / Towag 0 ékAwvav Aavaol (35-6). She
spends the rest of the episode eagerly involved in the battle. At VIII.10-16 Zeus forbids
the gods to assist either side, and Athene explicitly acknowledges that the injunction is
an unwelcome one (VIII.33-4): she and Hera attempt to bypass it at VIIL.374-96. The
consistent impression in Homer is that the more warlike Olympians are straining at the

leash to involve themselves, and are only kept in line by fear of Zeus. As noted above on
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174, there is humour in Athene, one of the most belligerent and openly biased of the
immortals, being the one to advise (seriously!) that this particular battle is just too
dangerous.

navowpeaOa: the sense is ‘let us stop (all this discussion of) helping the armies’
(so Wolke p. 151), dispelling the objection that the gods have not yet begun to help either
side, which spawned suggestions like &ye ¢pelowpecOa (Brandt) and &y’ émoxwpuecOa

(Ludwich).

194 Absent in Z, replaced by a version of 194a (see below).

Upeiwv: hints at Athene’s high opinion of her own prowess, even as she counsels
prudence: she could have said fueiwv (as she does in some later MSS).

o&voevti: *8x Homer, and a clear badge of Homeric affiliation. 6Evoeig is found
only in Homer (though reconstructed in Hesiod fr. 196) and in later epicising authors
like Nonnus. According to LS], a derivation from 0£0n ‘beech’ is likely (‘with beech
shaft’ vel sim.), but the BM poet probably assumed — as the scholia on this line do — that it
was an epic alternative to 0£0¢. LFGE makes no mention of the ‘beech’ interpretation,
translating simply ‘sharp, pointed, epith. of spears’.

Here again we see the BM's concern for variatio in its quasi-Homeric formulae:
o&voevtiis used 10x of an éyxoc or éyxea in Homer and 1x of a d6pv, but never of a

BéAoc.

[194a] Found only in I. A slight variation appears in place of 194 in Z. The line is
metrically invalid unless adjusted, and the syntax is tortured: ‘lest a body be struck’ is a

strange way to express the thought. One possibility is that BéAerin 194 was judged
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inappropriate given ayxéuoayotin 195, and that this line was created so that close-

combat weapons would be specified instead.

195  ayxépaxot: ‘close fighters’, an epithet of the Mysians at XIIL.5, which may have
suggested its use to our poet (Mvowv T ayxepdxwv). The point is presumably that,
instead of scattering when a god joins the fray, the Mice and Frogs would continue to
tight at close quarters. This suggestion of unusual courage, which seems a comic
exaggeration here, is largely borne out by the end of the poem: the Mice press their
attack even after a near miss from a thunderbolt. &yépwyxot Z is unmetrical; FL have the

otherwise unattested eyyxéupayot.

196  mavteg O ovEavOOev: perhaps a nod to the start of the voyage in the
Argonautica, mavteg & ovpavobev Aevooov Oeot... (1.547). Here too all the gods look
down from heaven on the beginning of a great endeavour: recalling Apollonius lends the
opening of hostilities an additional parodic grandeur. At the start of II. VIII, when Zeus
bans intervention (see above on 193), he tells the other gods that all of them together
(mavreg, 18, 20) will not be able to drag him ovpavéOev (19, 21): an echo is possible,

given the emphasis here on the gods” powerlessness.

197 Neither version of this line is metrically flawless: in the majority -vto in the fifth-foot
princeps has to scan heavy before 0-, while in Z a otovdeidlwv concludes with a two-
syllable word. Wolke notes (p. 267) that the former is “schwer zu ertragen, jedoch
moglich’, while the latter is a more serious problem: the BM has thirteen other

omovdewklovteg (Introduction pp. 73-4), none of which end with a bisyllable. However,
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Wolke judges convincingly in favour of Z overall: not only is Z correct in the following
line, but kat t1) ye better draws attention to Athene’s achievement in persuading the rest
of the Olympians. Oeot &AAotis a very common line-ending in Homer (19x), which may

have contributed to its popularity here.

198 mavrteg d avt eionABov doAAéec: . O OpWS d0AAéeg eloNABov a (NAD(eT)ov
I) is unmetrical. Focus here switches back to the combatants, despite Glei’s arguments
(pp. 172-3) that this line refers to the gods gathering in some location from which they
can watch the battle: he follows Kullmann 1956 in seeing a comic/parodic approach to
the epic topos of the gods as spectators. However, ¢ xwoov éva appears 2x Homer, both
times describing the marshalling of rival armies and preceding a major outbreak of
hostilities (IV.446, VIIL60); koAAéec appears 26x, always in the Iliad referring to soldiers,
usually in large numbers (exc. XXIII.674) and in a battlefield context. In the Odyssey it is
used with more variation, but again, always of significant numbers of individuals (e.g.
xi.228, xx.40), and never of gods.'* This military language, coupled with the transitional
sense of avT” and the obvious fact that the gods are already in one place, suggests
strongly that the Mice and Frogs are meant. Van Herwerden is typically exasperated:
‘nisi vero hic poeta fuit omnium hominum stolidissimus, non addidit alterum versum,
quia dii concionantes iam erant &oAAéeg év évi xwow’ (p. 165).

For the somewhat abrupt change of subject with avte, although not an exact
parallel, cf. ii.203. Eurymachus addresses Halitherses: ‘we do not fear Telemachus, for all

his words, nor do we care for any soothsaying of yours, old man — you will declare it to

138 4x in A.R.: 2.132 (bees), 2.497 (Argonauts), 3.255 (female slaves), 4.1182 (women).
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no avail, and will be hated all the more. And his possessions (i.e. Telemachus’) will be

consumed...’, xorjpuata & avte kakws Pefowoetat.

[198a] Only in I. Unmetrical and unnecessary. tépag toAépoto has been lifted from 201.

199-201 The outbreak of hostilities is most directly indebted to the beginning of the
Theomachy proper at XXI.385. We have already heard that Zeus is amused by the
conflict (172 ~ XXI1.389-90). Here we have a terrible noise (detvov ... ktvTtov 200 ~
peyadw matayw XXI1.387) and the sound of trumpets (éodAmyEav 200 ~ *odAmryEev
XXI.388 — the only use of the verb in Homer). Iliadic warfare makes no use of trumpets:
other than here, they appear only in another simile (XVIIL.219). The line was
consequently much debated in antiquity (Richardson 1993, pp. 86-7), increasing the
likelihood that the BM poet is alluding to it deliberately.

The Theomachy is both the most impressive battle in the Iliad (the earth shakes
and Hades cries out in terror, XX.61ff.) and the least consequential (no serious wounds
are inflicted, Artemis has her ears boxed, and Apollo and Hermes both refuse to
participate). Indeed, it could be considered the episode in which the Iliad itself most
closely approaches parody; Leaf 1902 calls it “a parody of serious fighting’ (ad XXI1.390),
and in Leaf and Bayfield 1898 it is ‘no better than a ridiculous harlequinade, where the
highest gods and goddesses descend to poor buffoonery’ (p. 500). This dichotomy is
aptly transferred to the BM, which derives much of its comic point from a similar
disjunction between the unimportance of the conflict and the grandiose manner of its

introduction and description.
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The BM follows Homeric precedent in its transition from general to specific: an
opening description of the magnitude of the conflict, often focusing on the noise made
by the armies (199-201), shifts into specific description of who killed whom, signposted
by the word mowrtog (202). This model occurs at e.g. IV.446ff., the first battle in the poem
(noise of the clash, 449-456; mowrog, 457), XIL.375ff. (woto d" dvtr) 377, mpwtog 378),

XVIL.294ff. (Gpuadog d” aAlaotog €tvxOn 296, mowrtog 307).

199  kwvwneg: apart from the water-snake, the mosquitoes are the only animals in
the BM who do not belong to either of the two armies. They were clearly chosen for the
role of trumpeters because of their distinctive drone, which is remarked on as irritating
to a light sleeper by Clytaemestra at A. Ag. 891-3. Fraenkel 1962 ad loc. collects other
instances, although omits the BM: the most relevant of these are Tertullian sustine...
culicis tubam et lanceam (adv. Marc. 1.14) and St Jerome’s comment that the gnat/mosquito
(culex) habet... tubam vocis (in Psa. 91). Either of these could have been influenced by the
BM. See also the Horace passage mentioned ad 191, which links culices and frogs as
obstacles to sleep.

Glei ad loc. adduces Ar. Nub. 165 0&ATyE 6 mMEwKTOS €0TLV doa TV EUTDWY,
but the image of the mosquitoes literally holding mosquito-sized trumpets (which are, in
keeping with the éyyxea paxoa of the combatants, peydaAac) fits the BM’s style much

better than a fart joke.

200  dewvov ... moAéuov ktUTov: a striking phrase which seems to be the BM’s own,
although dewvoc ... ktUmoC in a military context appears as early as Tyrtaeus fr. 19.14.

Cyril of Alexandria, Homiliae Paschales 9.1.22 - 6 TAvd€eLVOC TOL TTOAEUOL KQOTOG, Kol
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KTUTIOG €VOTIALOG — may be a deliberate echo, given Cyril’s date and his use of moAéuov
nAnOLV elsewhere (see above on 169).

ovEavoOev d¢: d¢ at line-end, when not denoting ‘motion towards” (O0Avumov
0¢ 1.425, ediov 0¢é VI.393), is rare in Homer, but cf. VI.64, VIII.75, X1.97 = XX.399,

XIII.162, XV.140, XXI1.7, XXI1.498, XXIII.791, XXIV.90.

201  Poovrnoe: thunder heralds not only the Theomachy (XX.56) but Odysseus’
revenge on the Suitors (xx.103, xxi.413); in the latter case it is referred to as a tépag
(xx.101, 114). We are thus reminded that this conflict also originated with a need for
vengeance, although the relationship between the BM and the Mnesterophonia is not a
straightforward one: see ad 138, 152. Zeus uses thunder to send a message elsewhere
(VIIL75, 170, XV.377, XVIL.595); thunder accompanies a hurled thunderbolt at VIII.133
and xii.415 = xiv.305, and is sent by Hera and Athene at XI.45-6. But only the Theomachy
and the Mnesterophonia are significant enough to warrant a peal of thunder at the
outbreak of combat itself.

noAépoto kakoio: although this phrase appears at *1.284, there is a more exact
parallel at 159-60 of the fourteenth Sibylline Oracle: ovEavdOev deiel megiTeAAOpUéVOLG

éviavtolg, / paAxny, éooopévolo Tépac moAéuowo kakoto. The Oracles are even harder

to date than the BM itself (cf. Lightfoot 2007, p. x), but the fourteenth book is considered
late — certainly Roman rather than Hellenistic — and therefore is more likely to have
borrowed from the BM than vice versa. Zeus marks the resumption of hostilities in II. XI
by sending down Eris, who holds in her hands a toA¢poto tépag (XI.4): elsewhere a
rainbow is described as a portent of war or storms (¢ ovpavo0ev Té0ag ... 1) MTOA£UOLO,

XVII.548).
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202-69: the battle

Zeus’ thunderclap heralds not only the outbreak of hostilities, but the beginning of the
poem’s most difficult and damaged section. Centuries of interpolation and interference
have rendered the last third of the narrative confused — at places completely disjointed —
and the episodic nature of Homeric battles, which even in the Iliad can sometimes
resemble a casualty list, makes it very hard to reestablish a coherent sequence of events.
Our one advantage is that, unlike in Homer, the names of the combatants are
inextricably linked to their allegiance; although ‘Chromius’ could be a Greek or a Trojan,
‘Ham-carver’ is unmistakeably a mouse. On the special problems of 202-303 for the
editor, see Introduction, pp. 109-15.

The BM’s battle is not modelled on any specific Homeric engagement, although
individual sections have Iliadic counterparts (see especially on 242-6). It uses a mixture
of formulaic epic phraseology and original material. There are signs that the poet may
have drawn particularly on some passages of the Iliad: for example, the duel between
Hector and Ajax at VII.244ff. yields within a few lines ovtaoe dovot (BM 202), ovd’
gooncev (254), GAN” 00D’ g améAnye (219), xewol maxein / kelpevov &v (239-40), Nk’
érudwvnoacg (288), and éEetavioOn (221). But the BM is not deploying these fragments
systematically in order to create a meaningful allusion to the duel — one merely gains the
sense that he may have had that passage in mind (or in front of him) when writing. The
poet is conscious of the ways in which Homeric phrases come freighted with context — he
knows, for example, that a warrior who moves dwx toopdxwv always does so under the

influence of strong emotion (see ad 253) — but he rarely attempts to call specific Iliadic
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combats to the reader’s mind, opting instead for a generalised impression of Homeric
carnage.

One exception to this is Achilles” battle by the River Scamander in Book XXI. This
must have occurred to the poet as the only fight in the Iliad to take place beside (and in) a
body of water, discounting the battle at the ships, which technically occurs on the
shoreline but in which water does not feature. As discussed above (see on 24-55),
Achilles” major opponent in this episode, the Paeonian Asteropaeus, is an important
model for Psicharpax: this parallel recurs in the battle when Psicharpax re-emerges (at
234). If the reconstruction of events proposed below is correct, at one point a mouse hero
charges into the pond after his opponent (see ad 218-22), much as Achilles plunges into
the river to pursue the Trojans. Also of significance is XXI.54-9, where Achilles catches
sight of Lycaon and remarks that next his dead opponents will be rising up to fight him
again. The BM’s battle, especially from 232 onwards, takes him at his word. Lycaon has
returned from the dead only symbolically: Achilles says he has escaped the vnAeég
Nuao, which elsewhere in Homer always refers to one’s death (see Richardson 1993, p.
58). The BM takes the logical next step and literally resurrects Psicharpax. If we recall
Achilles” speech, we can see the riverbank in the Iliad as (literally) a liminal space, in
which the boundaries between life and death are blurred: this makes it only appropriate
that, in the thick of the battle by the pond, neither the BM’s characters nor its poet can
maintain any clear sense of who is alive and who dead.

From here to 260, at which the arrival of Meridarpax concludes the battle scene
proper, the commentary is divided into shorter episodes. Each episode begins with a
summary of the overall structural problems — ordering, omitted lines, and other

questions which must be resolved in order to gain a general understanding of the
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narrative; more specific notes, on literary parallels or on minor textual variants, are then
lemmatised as normal. For the typical motifs of Homeric battle, see especially Fenik
1968, Saunders 2004; on the ambiguities of life and death in the BM, see Most 1993 and

Kelly 2009.

202-208: the deaths of Leichenor and Peleion

A neat pair of deaths to begin the battle — one mouse and one frog. Each is three lines
long and fully described, both times with the killer’s name, the victim’s name, a verb of
striking, a weapon, the location of the wound, and a ‘result’ line describing the victim’s
fall. The two are only loosely syntactically linked (pet” avtov 206), but correspond well

and certainly belong together.

202 YYiBoagc: ‘Loud-caller’. Reused as an adjective (the opposite of tametvopwvog
‘low-voiced’) by Lascaris, Ep. 188.2, on whom see above ad 17, and by Arethas of
Caesarea (late 9™ — early 10* c. AD, in his Ad Eustathium Sidensem de mutatione sedum:
Westerink 1968, p. 300). Both men almost certainly knew the word from the BM. For
frogs as notorious noisemakers in the ancient world, see ad 191.

Agixnvopa: apparently ‘Lick-man’, one of the stranger names in the BM. In -
&vwo or -1vwo compounds (33 in Locker 1944), the second element means either literally
‘man’ (e.g. Avor|vwo, epithet of wine, Tryph. 449), husband’ (e.g. Aimeodvwo, of Helen,
Stesich. 26.5), or an abstract concept of ‘manly virtue’ (e.g. the Homeric &yanrvwo
‘loving manliness’, of heroes). None of these meanings are really appropriate here: it is
hard to see why licking men would be regarded as a typical attribute of a mouse. The

MSS are in agreement, except for minor spelling variations. We should perhaps assume
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that the poet had in mind epithets like peyaAnvwo ‘great-spirited” (Pi. Fr. 109) or
vregnvwp ‘arrogant’ (Hes. Th. 995), which could be interpreted as ‘with a spirit inclined
to x’, and that Aetxrjvwo really means ‘lick-hearted” — a mouse epithet for bravery,
commending one who licks boldly and with determination. Non-literary names like
Kvdnvwo ‘Glory-hearted” (attested several times in LGPN) support this sense. West
translates ‘Lickhart’, apparently on the same logic. Glei ad loc. comments merely ‘Lecken
und Schlecken sind charakteristische Tatigkeiten der Maus’.

Note also that the Greek Elephenor and the Trojan Agenor appear in close
proximity to Echepolus (see below) in the Iliad’s first battle, at IV.463 and 467

respectively.

203  év mpopayotic: though a typical expression in the Iliad (¢v(1) moopdxoto(v) 11x,
*7x), this must allude to the poem’s first named casualty, Echepolus the Trojan, who is
described as ¢00A0v évi popaxotot (IV.458) when he is killed by Antilochus. Cf. on
199-201.

&g péoov nnag: reused by Q. S. 11.34. Homeric warriors are occasionally struck
in the liver (X1.579, XII1.412, XVIIL.349, XX.469; Eurymachus at xxii.83), but the closest

parallel for this phrase is Hecabe at XXIV.212: T00 éyw péoov fjma éxouut...

204 xad O’ émeoev ... ékovioev: a sophisticated allusion to the Homeric half-line «&d
0’ émeo’ v kovinot pakwv (4x), which is usually used of animals: XV1.469, x.163,

xix.454.'® The death of Pedasus, in particular, is the point at which the Iliad draws closest

139 The exception is Irus at xviii.98: the use of a half-line reserved for animals helps emphasise the
indignity of his fate (Levine 1982, p. 201).

279



to the battle-narrative of the BM: a named animal is killed in battle and expires with an
apparently heroic formula, &m0 0" émtato Oupog (not in fact used outside these three
animal-lines, but resembling expressions like Ppuxr) 0’ ¢k 0e0éwv mtapévn, XVI.856 =
XXII.362). The BM’s first casualty encapsulates the tension which lies at the heart of the
whole poem and provides much of its humour (see Introduction, pp. 33-4): the “presence’
of Echepolus in 203 establishes that Leichenor is a Homeric hero; the ‘presence’ of
Pedasus in 204 reminds us that he is also an animal.

Kkod O €meoev is also used once of a human in Homer, at XI1.676: Nestor recalls
how he killed Itymoneus, who was struck while ¢v mowtototwv. This makes its use here
doubly appropriate, since Leichenor is killed év moopaxois. Sens 2006 points out that
although xad 0" émeoev monvng is never found in Homer, a phrase with exactly the
same meaning and metrical pattern is: fjoirte d¢ monvng (V.58, xxii.296). Again the BM
poet avoids direct imitation (Introduction, p. 55).

analag O’ exoviaev €0eigac: for the defilement of hair in the dust, cf. XV1.795-
6, XX1.407. The latter (Ares’” hair) extends the connection with the Theomachy (see
above), since there Ares is the first to fall: poetically it provides a succinct image of
beauty and delicacy giving way to turmoil, apt for the outbreak of hostilities. The poet
may also have been inspired by A.R. 4.1303 O¢éuevat kovinowv é0eipac. é0eipatin
Homer are always horses” manes or horsehair plumes: the word is first used of human or
divine hair at h.Bacch. 4 (Dionysus) and h.Ven. 228 (Tithonus). The context usually
stresses the length and movement of the hair (megiooeiovto ‘was shaken around’
XIX.382, XXIL.315, h.Bacch. 4; xatéxvvto ‘tlowed down’ h.Ven. 228), and so I prefer to

translate, as West does, “whiskers’ rather than ‘fur’ here.
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[205] Only in [. It would be very uncharacteristic for the BM to reuse even a stock
Homeric line intact (see ad 152), and this one is unwelcome in context; after the image of
Leichenor’s whiskers being defiled by dust, dovmnoev d¢ meowv moves us backwards in
time. There is the additional detail that the BM never otherwise mentions body armour
during the battle, only shields and helmets; and that the armour worn by the
combatants, being made of either leather (the Mice) or vegetables (the Frogs), should not

really “clatter” on impact.

206 TowyAodvng: the first of two parallel problems. Here, Troglodytes or Trogletes
kills a frog, and Troglodytes is then killed by Ocimides at 213. At 232, Prasseius or
Prassophagus drowns a mouse; at 235 Prasseius, Prassaeus, or Pelusius is killed by
Psicharpax; and at 252b Prassaeus (occasionally Troxartes) attacks an opponent.

The BM never otherwise uses similar names in close proximity. The situation at
232-52b is logically convoluted, since the frog at 252b has to return from the dead if he is
the same as the frog at 235, and it is easy to see how an editor would have tried to correct
the “problem’ by changing the name (cf. ad 234). However, many editors
overcompensated: in IST the frogs at 232 and 235 are also differentiated, even though the
narrative clearly requires them to be the same. 206-213 has fallen victim to similar
hypercorrection. There is no reason 206 and 213 cannot involve the same warrior, but the
instinct that led to Prasseius becoming Prassophagus at 232 and Pelusius at 235 has
turned Troglodytes into Trogletes at 206: apparently the exact repetition of a name in the
same passage attracted suspicion. Parodic engagement with Homer’s similar names (e.g.

Antiphus/Antiphonus, Elasus/Elatus; cf. von Kamptz 1982) is possible but unlikely, since
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these pairs do not seem to have attracted comment in antiquity (with the exception of
Alcimedon/Alcimus: see ad 274).

Although TowyAntng is lec. diff. (only otherwise as a misspelling for towyAltng,
a type of bird), I print TowyAodvtrnc as better attested (unanimous at 213) and less likely
to be the result of error. XZ glosses 206 o tag TowyAag g yng (sic); this in itself is
ungrammatical, but a note such as 1] TowyAn g yng could easily have resulted in the
creation of a name TowyArntc.

axovtioe IInAeiwva: dicovtiCw in Homer normally takes the genitive (e.g.
XIV.402), but the acc. is much better represented in the BM paradosis, and diovtiCw +
acc. of the target is found from Classical times (e.g. Hdt. 1.43.6 axovtiCwv tov Uv). The
epithet Peleion appears 48x in Homer, always referring to Achilles. If the BM’s use is also
a patronymic, the victim here must presumably be either Physignathus (see on 19), who
reappears at 250, or a previously unmentioned brother; it is perhaps more likely, given
the lack of further identification, that IInAeiwv is a separate figure who also derives his
name from mnA6g ‘mud’ (cf. Ogryaviwv at 256). Olson and Sens 1999 see the same joke
at work in the fragment of Euboeus which addresses IInA€idn (Supp. Hell. 412): ‘the
Homeric ITnA&idn is most likely to be taken as if it were derived from “mud”” (p. 10). For
patronymic formations in Homer which do not actually refer to the father’s name, cf.
Simoeisius son of Anthemion at IV.473ff., named because his mother bore him by the

river Simoeis.

207  omipagov dogu: Homeric otiBagds qualifies £yxog, oakog, or paoyavov, but
never 06pv. The exact phrase appears only in fr. 28.9 of the anonymous Anacreontea,

though cf. A.R. 3.1355-6 ot(paoig ... dovpaot, and Q. S. 1.236 d6ov otiapdv. Sens 2006
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points out that doAixov 06pv (XIIL.162 et al.) would have preserved both the metre and
the joke (the weapons involved in the battle are very small), and concludes that the poet
introduced the variation simply to avoid repeating Homer: see Introduction, p. 55.

Tov d¢ meagovta: although the phrase appears 3x in Homer (IV.463, XVIIL.346 and
352), once during the opening of battle in Book IV which is alluded to at 202-3, the BM
poet may also have been influenced by the murder of Astyanax in the Little Iliad: tov d¢
nteoovta / EAAaPe mopdpveog Odvatog kal potoa koartaur (fr. 21.4-5). This suggests

that he may have had access to archaic epics beyond simply the Iliad and Odyssey.

208 nédag Bavatog: another Homeric adaptation: Oavartog is péAag 5x in Homer,
but only in the phrase péAavog Oavdrolo (cf. also the Oavdtov/-owo péAav védog, 2x).
The poet could also be adapting Hes. WD 155-6: Odvatog d¢ kai ékmdryAovg meQ é0vtag
| etde péAag (Sens 2006, p. 233). The exact phrase eile HéAag Oavatog appears
elsewhere only in an anonymous funerary epigram from the Anthologiae Graecae
Appendix, 2.510.

owpatog: the majority reading for otépatoc TZ; Q, the oldest member of a, has
0" ¢otopatog émvn (sic), which is obviously confused but suggests original otouatoc.
The Pux1) in Homer leaves the body either through the wound (e.g. XIV.518-19) or
generally i 0e0éwv (XVL.856, XXIL.362). The identity of the 0cOéa is debated: 0€0oc in
the singular means ‘face’, but YAbT ad XXIL68 gloss the plural as ‘limbs’, and this
meaning is followed by most translators (cf. Janko 1992 ad XV1.855-8, Chantraine Dict.
s.v. 0€00c; contra Clarke 1999, pp. 133-4, who argues that 0¢0éa in Homer always means
‘mouth’). However, Dionysius Thrax (ap. ZAbT above) thought Homer meant to

npoowmnov, and IX.409, XXII1.467 suggest that a puxr] can depart through the mouth.

283



Sens 2006 notes the disagreement, and suggests that éx cwuatog is a “virtual gloss” (p.
234), but the same could hold true for ¢k otopatog. The BM’s own scholia offer no
comment either way. The majority reading is preferable here because (Q)TZ require

otopatog to scan as a dactyl, which would be clumsy.

209-214: the deaths of Seutlaeus and Troglodytes
A badly confused passage requiring care over numeration (cf. Wolke pp. 2-4). Ludwich’s
apparatus misrepresents Z: two different lines are amalgamated into a hybrid, and 214a
is incorrectly reported as absent. I have been forced to introduce a new line number,
209a, to refer to a line present only in Z which Ludwich misidentifies as a variant form of
214. The main families print the passage as follows:

Z:209, 209a, 214a, 213, 215

a: 209, 214, (214a,) 213, 215 (214a car. PY)

I: 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 213a, 216, 217

S: as I, but with 214, 214a, 215 between 213a and 216
Z is nonsense. | has several unmetrical lines (211, 213, 213a); the presence in 212 of two
frogs called Limnocharis and Polyphonus is suspect given I's Aquvoxaoig moAvdpwvog at
12 (see ad loc.; defended by Kelly 2009, pp. 48-9); and 212-13a are inept, since a frog lifts a
Tétow HLAoeél (cf. VIL.270) and strikes his opponent dU" avxévog (cf. XVL587 avxéva).
216-17 are largely repeated from XIII1.159-60 (see below). S retains all these problems,
with the additional error that Ocimides (frog, 214) responds angrily to the killing of
Troglodytes (mouse, 213a). Only a can be sustained, with the removal of 214a, an

unwelcome inheritance from Z which QT print without understanding (etAaoev Q, €x1c
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T). I's version appears in Z as a marginal replacement, and was probably a later creation:

it displays the family’s characteristic concern with alternating casualties.

209 XevtAaiov .. Eupacixvroc: I swaps the endings, so that Seutlaeus kills
Embasichytrus, but this is against the Homeric precedent for the structure [acc.] & &’
énedve [nom.] (V.69, VL.12, VI.29, xxii.268), as well as a general preference for the object
to fall before émedve in this sedes (e.g. XV1.487).

LevtAaiov: ‘Beet-y’, hapax, from oevtAov / tevTAOV ‘sea-beet’ (see ad 54).

BaAwv: a missile attack, as in Homer.

KkéagQ: the uncontracted form of the word is not Homeric (first found in Pindar

and Aeschylus). Strikes to the heart are rare in Homer: XII1.442, XV1.481.

[210-12] Whereas in aZ the victims are M, F, F, I's sequence — with the transposition in
209 and the addition of 210-11 —runs M, F, M, F. 212 is then a bridge to make sense of
213, which clearly shows a mouse being killed (and thereby continues the pattern
‘correctly’). Such alternation has Homeric precedent: the first seven casualties in II. IV
alternate perfectly between Trojans and Greeks (IV.457ff.). But it is by no means an
absolute rule in Homer, and there is no reason the BM poet should have felt compelled

to obey it.

214 'Qiuidnyv: from wkipov, ‘basil’, continuing the association between frogs and
vegetables found at 53-5, 161-5, and XevtAaiov 209. Like Peleion in 206, it is impossible
to tell whether it is a genuine patronymic, or merely formed like one. (West preserves the

ambiguity by translating the two names as ‘MacMudd’ and “MacBasil’.)

285



213  amaldoio dU avxévog: here the phrase appears in its appropriate battlefield
context, as at XVII.49 (= XXIL.327, xxii.16). This can almost be seen as a ‘correction’ to 66:
see ad loc.

founte O’ e0OVG: Tpwoev EmPpOag I continues the work of 212 by supplying a
main verb. émipOag (from the post-Classical émipOdvw ‘reach first, attain”) anticipates
the spurious 213a.

evOVG: we might expect the Homeric form i00¢, favoured also by Apollonius,

although a degree of flexibility is suggested by Aratus’ use of e00VG (2x, (00¢ never).

215-221: the death of Costophagus
One of the battle’s two most complex episodes, along with 230-46. aZ read 215, 218-22; 1
lacks 215, but adds 216-17 in its place. S has all eight lines 215-22.

In all MSS a warrior notices Coustophagus fleeing, éumecev down the banks, and
kills him in the water. This must, contra West, be a mouse. ‘Coustophagus’ is
meaningless, but later MSS have Kootodpdyov (from kootdc, either Saussurea lappa or
Calamintha: LS] s.v. kootég, Carnoy 1959 s.v. costos; XZ koo (toc?) fotavn), and
Koaupoddyoc I was probably an attempt to make the name less obscure. dAA” 00d” wg
améAnye(v) in Homer refers to injured warriors who press the attack (VIL263, XI.255);
here the mouse is hampered not by injury but by the pond’s shallows. The obvious
precedent is Achilles, who leaves his spear on the bank of the Scamander (XXI.17) and
charges into the water (a hostile element) in pursuit of the Trojans. éumneoev describes
the mouse’s headlong charge down the bank (cf. XVI.81), but was misunderstood as a
verb of flight by I, which made Koappoddyoc pevywyv its subject. It is not remarkable

that a frog should continue to flee ‘even in the water’.
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The name of the pursuer is missing. In aZ the subject of the verbs in 215-19 is
Ocimides, who is the wrong species. 216-17 solve the problem by introducing Leichenor,
but are not original, being copied almost exactly from XIII1.159-60; Allen blames their
omission on homoeoteleuton (wg 0" évonoe 215 / g &’ évonoe 217), but 217 deliberately
repeats the phrase so the transition to 218 is unaffected. Leichenor was killed at 202-4:
this guarantees nothing in the BM, and if the original line(s) here did have Leichenor, he
would be the first of the poem’s resurrections (Kelly 2009, p. 50). This would be apt in
context, making him both Achilles in the Scamander and Achilles’ foe Lycaon, who ‘rises

from the dead’ at XX1.49-63.

215  é&éomaoev: ékomaw appears 2x in Homer, of a spear pulled from a corpse
(VL65) and a shield (VIL.255). Either is possible here, but the former is more likely: the
line’s subject (Leichenor?), in his haste to pursue Costophagus, leaves his spear in his
previous victim’s body (cf. XX1.17), setting up Aaoe at 219 (see ad loc.)

évavtiov: ‘opposite’. A little unexpected: in Homer it usually has the sense ‘face-
to-face’, of a confrontation or a direct meeting (e.g. XX.257 moiv xaAk@ paxéoaoOat
évavtiov). Homeric usage would suggest that Costophagus is running towards the
subject, but this does not fit with subsequent events (see above). The poet may have
taken cases like 1.534, where the gods all stand up odpov matpog évavtiov, as having a
purely locative sense: the gods stood up in front of Zeus, i.e. where he could see them.
LFGE suggests that the word’s original sense was ‘wer im Gesichtskreis ist” (s.v.
évavtiog), and later Greek uses the word to mean “in the sight of”: cf. X. Cyr. 3.3.345,

where tavavtia twvi are the things a person can see.
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Alternatively, one can follow Allen in punctuating after évavtiov. The word is
then best understood as an adjective with éyxoc, ‘hostile” (cf. e.g. A. Th. 375), giving the
overall sense that the subject did not pull out the spear which had been thrown at him
(and which had lodged in his shield?). The reconstruction of this passage proposed
above makes it much more likely that the spear belongs to the subject of the line, and
although évavtiov is never clause-initial in Homer, I favour punctuation as printed. The
postponement of 0¢ is unusual but acceptable in poetry, and has an obvious metrical
purpose: see Denniston pp. 187-8 for a list of similar postponements, many of which are
even more pronounced.

wg O’ évonoe: see ad 132.

218  Kootodayov: see ad 215-221.

devyovta: only a few individual heroes in the Iliad are described as ¢pevyovta
(as distinct from general retreats): Scamandrius at V.56, Hypsenor at V.80, Phylacus at
VI.36, Deiochus at XV.342, Hippodamas at XX.402. All but Deiochus are Trojan, and all
but Hypsenor are killed by a spear to the back; Hypsenor may have been the model for
Costophagus, as he is pursued by Eurypylus and struck down with a sword. Iliadic
heroes do also retreat with other verbs, e.g. petaotoepOévta (of Thoon at XIII.545).

éumeoev: tumbling into liquid was characteristic of (over)confident mice: Babrius
60 Cawpov xVTon pog éuneowv, Diogenian. 1.72 étL pog 10 Coov Euneowy i v

niiooav, Ael. NA 5.22 g tovg Puktneag étav ol HVeg EUTECWOLY.

219  A&AAX’ 00O ¢ améAnyev: the negation of dmtoAyw in the Iliad usually has an

aggressive sense: cf. XII1.230, XVIL.565, XX.99, XX1.577, plus BM 290 and ad 215-21 above.
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NAaoe O’ avtov: in combat, Homeric jAaoe(v) almost always refers to a close-
range attack, usually with a sword (cf. Saunders 2004, p. 5). The only exception is XX.259,
where Aeneas “drives’ (NAao”) his spear against Achilles’ shield: the subsequent
description makes it clear that the two heroes are still fighting at range, and have not yet
closed with each other. Swords are not mentioned in the arming-sequences at 122ff. and
160ff., but the standard equipment of a Homeric warrior includes one.

avtov is identified by different scholia as Co(u)stophagus (a frog), Troglodytes (a
mouse), and Ocimides (another frog), suggesting that confusion over this passage set in

early.

222 Absent in I, and removed or suspected by many editors: Brandt deleted it, West
printed it in cruces. Yet it is a sophisticated line, and does not have the look of an
interpolation. It is discussed by the scholia, which explain that it describes a frog rolling
around (in his death throes?) on the shore, a meaning ¢rtéovupuL cannot really support.
There is agreement, however, that Costophagus is being referred to. The scholiasts were
confused because in their texts 222 followed 221 avtog d¢ map” MOV’ éEetavvodn, ‘he
was stretched out on the shore’, which forced them to an unnatural interpretation of
é¢mopvuuévou. In fact the difficulty is simple to resolve. We transpose 222 to precede 220,
and for ¢mogvupévov PQYZ adopt the reading of ST (and the majority of the recc.),
é¢mopvopevoc. 222 then refers to the attack made against Costophagus by the mouse who
has pursued him into the shallows: ‘he stabbed him, rushing at his guts and his
glistening flanks’.

Atnagnot: ‘sleek’, ‘shining’, ‘oily’. When used of body parts in Homer, almost

always refers to feet (e.g. I1.44, XIV.241): the exception is xv.332 Atmaol kepaAag kat
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kaAa mpoowTa. Here it proves that the warrior denoted by avtov in 219 is a frog, since
a frog’s flanks do indeed gleam with moisture as if oiled. There is a certain humour in
the appropriation of a grand epic term for smooth, beautiful skin, characteristic of the
feet of heroes and goddesses, to mean ‘slimy like a frog’. Cf. Ar. Ach. 639-40 with Olson
ad loc., where Atmapag is both a flattering epithet for Athens and a description of fish
fried in oil.

Aaydveoowv: Aayav is unknown to early epic, but Aaydveoo(v) became a fairly

common form in later epic: Oppian and Nonnus both use it repeatedly.

220  ovk avévevoev: there may be a play here on the identical aorists of avavevw
‘refuse’ (2x Hom., XV1.250 and 252) and dvavéw, a very rare verb meaning ‘swim up,
surface’. The latter, which must be the intended sense, appears in Greek for the first time
here.

A curious echo of this line occurs at Ael. NA 5.22: ¢ toUg Yuktroag dtav ot Hoeg

EUTECWOLY, AVAVEDOAL KL AVEADELY OV DUVALLEVOL, TAS AAANAWY 0VEAS EVOAKOVTES

elta EPEAKOLOL TOV DEVTEQOV O TTOWTOG KAl O deVTEQOS TOV TEITOV. OUTW HEV OT) KAl
TOUTOVG AAAT|AOLC CLHHAXELY KAl ETkOVEELY 1) cOPWTATH PUOLS Efemaaldevoev. It is
striking that one of the only other uses of dvavéw in Greek literature should concern
mice falling into water, particularly given the military vocabulary (cuppaxetv kot
érucovpety). There is no obvious reason for an allusion here, but Aelian (who reuses
words from the BM elsewhere: see ad 107) may have been writing with this passage in
mind.

épanteto O alpatt Aipvn: water is dyed red with blood in Homer only during

the Scamander episode (see above): XXI.21 ¢pvBaiveto d” aluatt VdwQ. A Persian
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commander at A. Pers. 316, thrown from his ship in the storm, “dyes red” his beard

(Togpuoa Pad).

221 £€etavooOn: used of Hector at *VIL.271, who is flattened by a thrown rock but in
the next line gets back to his feet (i}’ WpOwoev AMOAAwV). It therefore contrasts with
ovk avévevoev 220: we are specifically told that the frog falls and does not rise, and then
his body is described with an Iliadic verb borrowed from a context where a fallen
warrior does rise.'** We can see this as an extension of the whole battle’s play with
resurrection and impermanent death: see ad 230-46. éktaviw is also used of the
wounded Eurypylus at XI1.844, a fallen tree at XVIL.58, and Hector’s corpse at XXIV.18.
na@’ MoVv’: in light of the above, probably ‘by the shore” (but still floating in the

water), rather than West’s ‘on the strand’.

223-229: the death of Tyrophagus, the flight of Calaminthius, the death of Phitraeus
Three relatively simple incidents, each self-contained and syntactically disconnected
from the others. The only significant structural difference between MSS is that I omits
226 and replaces it with 227 Ydpoxaoic 0" émedvev ITtepvodpdyov PaoiAna: instead of
Embasichytrus killing Phitraeus with a stone, it is Hydrocharis who kills Pternophagus.
As at 209-12, we see I's preoccupation with balancing the fortunes of the two armies:
Tyrophagus (M) is killed, Calaminthius (F) flees in terror, Pternophagus (M) is killed,

and then Borborocoites (F) is killed at 230 (see below). 227 is unmetrical, however, and

1490 The same form is used at h.Bacch.38, of the grapes spreading out around the mast.
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we would expect the object to fall before émepvev (see on 209).14! The other variations
between MSS are largely cosmetic and will be discussed below as they arise.

Tyrophagus” death was apparently the second half of a pair. His killer is not
named in 223, and avtow én’ 0xOauc suggests a contrast: if T. was killed ‘on the bank
itself’, presumably another mouse was killed somewhere else. The logical candidate
would be the slayer of Costophagus, who is still in the lake. If Costophagus’ death was
immediately avenged by a frog, perhaps throwing a spear from the bank while the target
was defenceless in the pond, we would have a satisfying correspondence between two
adjacent episodes:

1. A mouse (Leichenor?) kills a frog with his spear on land, then pursues

Costophagus into the pond and kills him too.

2. A frog sees this, hurls a spear to kill ?Leichenor in the pond, and then kills

Tyrophagus avtnow én” ox0aic.
Both sequences, though speculative, would involve a single warrior killing two
opponents in succession, one in each of the poem'’s spheres of action. If correct, at least
one line must have been lost between 221 and 223, perhaps two.

Calaminthius’ retreat is un-Iliadic. Except during general routs (e.g. the Greeks in
Book VIII), retreats in the Iliad occur in two forms: minor warriors who flee before a
rampaging opponent and are immediately killed (e.g. Hippodamas before Achilles at

XX.401-2); or major heroes who are forced to make a tactical withdrawal due to being

141 The presence of ‘King Ham-eater’ is an unwanted complication. Homeric usage permits
multiple BaoiAeic, but the frogs seem to have a single king, Physignathus; the ruler of the mice is
never explicitly identified, but is most likely Troxartes (who is married to the daughter of King
Pternotroctes, perhaps the previous monarch). For an additional mouse king to turn up here and
then die with so little fanfare would be surprising, and the similarity of the name to
*TItegvotoakTov PactAnog at 29 is suggestive.
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outnumbered (Aeneas at V.571-2) or wounded (Diomedes at XI1.396-400, Peneleus and
Leitus at XVIL.597-604). Turning and running from single combat means death, although
in Hector’s case his death is somewhat delayed. Iliadic precedent would demand that if
Calaminthius flees Pternoglyphus, he should at once be struck down from behind, and
yet if the text is complete he gets away unscathed. This provides a note of comedy,
particularly in the classic motif of abandoning the shield (see below ad 225), and
acknowledges the trope of frogs as cowardly (Introduction pp. 38-9) which has already
appeared in Physignathus’ reaction to the water-snake.

The death of Phitraeus is entirely independent from its context, and seems to be
nothing more than a showcase for some impressive Homeric gore; its most direct
inspiration was probably Hector’s killing of Epeigeus at XV1.577-80, as discussed below.
It is worth noting that, in the poem as we have it, Embasichytrus is the only named
warrior to kill multiple opponents (he slew Seutlaeus at 209) — although the
reconstruction proposed above suggests there were originally more — and that his death
is never mentioned. He was also the mouse who carried the declaration of war to the
Frogs at 136ff. The BM is not long enough to allow individual heroes fully to establish
themselves as ‘champions’, but it shows some favour towards those characters who
appeared in the pre-battle narrative: this becomes more relevant with Leichopinax in the

next segment.

223 Since Tyrophagus is a mouse, the subject of é£evdpi€ev cannot be the same as that of
NAaoe 219: keeping 222 in its transmitted position does nothing to resolve the difficulty.
At least one line has dropped out here, naming the frog who kills Tyrophagus, and

perhaps identifying a first victim: see above.
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Tvgodayov: ‘Cheese-eater’; TvpoyAvPov ‘Cheese-nibble’ I. The latter is suspect
given the proximity of ITtegvoyAvdov in the following line. Tyroglyphus is the father of
Embasichytrus at 137; Tyrophagus was the name given in Greek Christianity to a
particular week of fasting during Lent, although the BM is unlikely to have been an
influence there.

e&evagiEev: 8x Homer, occasionally in relevant contexts. At IV.488 it is used of
Simoeisius, whose body is compared to a felled poplar that lies by a river (motapoto
ntae’ 0x0ac); at VI.36 it is used of Melanthius, whose death occurs immediately after
that of Phylacus, killed while fleeing (just as Tyrophagus’ death follows that of a fleeing

combatant). Aiuvriolog I leaves the sentence without a verb.

224  IItepvoyAvdov: ‘Ham-nibble’, hapax.

O¢ 1dwv: O’ €01dwWV aZ occurs twice more in the next fifteen lines (232, 237), and
in each case the MSS are almost unanimous; a very few read émdwv. d¢ 1dwv is Homeric,
but might have been seen as a mistake by scribes with no knowledge of the digamma.
Both of these factors make d¢ dwv lec. diff., and so despite I's generally poor showing in
this section of the poem, we should follow its reading here (although Allen went too far
in correcting the other two uses of &’ é01dwv to d¢ WV as well).

KaAapivOiog: ‘Minty’, from kaAapivOn ‘catmint” (genus Nepeta).

£ poPov NABev: perhaps modelled on *&¢v popov wooe (X1.544, XII1.362).

225 v aomida Qiac: Abandoning one’s shield in battle was both a topos of
cowardice and, at least in Athens, an offence under the law (cf. Lys. 10.1, And. 1.74, Ar.

Pax 1186). The humour here, much like that in Archil. fr. 5, derives from the fact that no
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Homeric hero ever does so: a warrior in the Iliad can be separated from his armour only
by death (or by direct divine intervention, as in the case of Patroclus at XV1.803). This
same phrase appears in Anacreon fr. 36b, aonida olhag otapov kaAAoov TR’
0x0ac. The context is intriguingly similar, and there may have been a more detailed
allusion here which is now lost to us (especially given the BM’s use of mag” 6x0ac at 20

and *106).

226 Absent in I, which has the less satisfactory variant 227 (see above, on 223-9).

®@irpaiov: Embasichytrus’ second victim, after Seutlaeus at 209. The majority of
the vett. have Attoaiov, ‘equivalent to a Aitoa’, which can be either a silver coin, a
measure of weight, or a measure of capacity. None of these has any obvious relevance to
frogs. @itoaiov is the reading of the recc., presumably from the Homeric ¢pitodc ‘wooden
log’. Logs, especially the speckled variety, have some traditional support as a location for
frogs, so this is at least plausible; Q, the oldest member of a, has ®vtoaiov, which would
be a natural mishearing (especially given QQ’s recurring problem with vowel sounds, p.
100). Ayuvaiov, found in one early MS, is also possible. West’s Typaiov ‘Damp’ is an
ingenious conjecture based on Ydpdxa1c in 227, but 226 and 227 are not similar enough
for us to assume they sprang from a single original in this way.

>

O’ aQ’ émedvev: see ad 209.

228  xeopadiw: a distinctively Homeric weapon, very rare elsewhere in Greek
literature (between Homer and the BM, only mentioned by Tyrtaeus and Aeneas
Tacticus). It usually inflicts a non-fatal injury, and the target is either finished off with a

second strike (e.g. V.582-5) or carried away wounded (e.g. VII1.321-34). A blow with a
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xeopadiov is lethal only twice, at XVI.578 and 587: the former was probably the

inspiration here, since Hector hits Epeigeus in the head and shatters his skull.
Boéxpatog: Boéy- is much the more common spelling (and is used at Call. Aet.

fr. 177.28), but Boéx- is Homeric (V.586). Cf. Q. S. 13.155 xati 1ov tig foexnov te kal

gyrédpadov ovvéxeve.

229 Line-final ¢yképaAog 0¢ in Homer is always followed by évdov dmag memdAakto
‘was all spattered inside” (XI.98, XII.185, XX.399). Sens 2006 pp. 232-3 points out that
although here the verb is éotae ‘dripped’, maAdooeto appears immediately afterward,
as though acknowledging the Homeric model. He also notes that temdAaxto is
interpreted by the AbT scholia on XI.98 as a synonym for diefoéxeto ‘soaked, grew wet':
the scholiast seems to have envisaged something like subdural haematoma (¢pnoiv ovv
TOV EyKEPaAoV eumemAnoOat Tov alpatog: oPpryyopuévov yag Tov d0QATog UTIO TOL
00Té0v EEw MEOEADELV elpyeTal TO alua, 0w d¢ émovvAyetal KaBdmeQ €Tl TV
AN Yévtwy AiBw...). It is not clear whether Sens believes the BM poet knew this scholion
(or an equivalent discussion). If so, taA&ooeto could be understood as a kind of
correction to Homer: instead of the brain ‘spattering inside’, an image which clearly
confused some ancient critics, here it more naturally spatters the ground. On the other
hand, the line can equally well be explained by a characteristic concern for expressions
which allude to and yet differ from Homeric models: the debate over the meaning of
memtdAakTo is not crucial to the effect.

The real point lies in the substitution of é¢otae, rather than the removal of
nemtdAakTo. otdlw is used 3x by Homer, always to refer to nectar and ambrosia: XIX.39,

348, and 354. The most significant of these is XIX.39 ot&&e katx gvav (as Sens
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observes). Where Thetis drips nectar into the nostrils of the dead Patroclus to preserve
his corpse, Phitraeus’ brains, in a blackly comic reversal, drip out of his nostrils. There is
also a more general interaction with the theme of live and dead characters: nectar and
ambrosia are the food of the gods, and are only used on mortals twice during the Iliad, in
these two almost consecutive passages — Patroclus (who is dead) and Achilles (who is
alive). Parodically, this could be interpreted as another instance of Homer failing to
distinguish between living and dead characters, making allusion to it in this episode of

the BM especially relevant.

230-46: the death of Leichopinax and the struggle over his corpse
The BM may already have brought one character back from the dead (see ad 218-22), but
here matters are clearer: in most MSS (all the vett. except F) it is Psicharpax who appears
at 234, kills one frog (235-6), injures another (237-42), and is slain by a third (243-6).
There is good reason to see this as deliberate. The BM's battle has several points
in common with Achilles’ rampage at XXI.1-210, which begins with Lycaon ‘rising from
the dead’ (see ad 202-69). The mouse Leichopinax is killed at 230-1, but the other
combatants do not seem to realise this: he is first of all drowned (aménvi&e, 233) in the
pond by Prasseius, vexpov ¢6vta, and then defended (uvv’, 234) by Psicharpax. This
suggests intentional parodic engagement with Homer’s accidental resurrections, e.g.
Pylaimenes (killed at 5.576-79 but alive at 13.658) or Hypsenor (killed by Deiphobus at

XII1.411-12 and then carried off fagéa otevaxovta at 423).#2 The BM acknowledges that

122 Hypsenor’s fate was a notorious crux: Fenik 1968, p. 132, Janko 1992 ad loc., Kelly 2007, pp. 397-
8. Aristarchus read otevaxovte at XII1.423, and two thousand years later we find Ludwich
proposing vekowoavta at BM 232. Cf. also Kelly 2009, p. 48 on ‘the Iliad’s penchant for
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death in Homer is sometimes problematic, and goes out of its way to draw attention to
the problems.

Furthermore, 237-46 correspond unusually closely with a specific Iliadic combat:
IV.517-35. In each case A hurls a rock, shattering B’s right shin (kvrjun(v) de&iteon(v)
IV.519, BM 242); B falls back in the dust (Omttiog év xovinou(v) IV.522, BM 242); C
responds by striking A in the middle of the belly (yaotéoa toge néonv IV.531, tope ...
pnéoonv kata yaotéoa BM 244). This close remodelling is unique in the BM, and makes
obvious the major difference: both passages involve a disembowelment, but in Homer it
is B (Diores) who is disembowelled (¢k 0 dpa maoat | xOvto xapat xoAddeg 525-6),
while in the BM it is A (Psicharpax), xapai d” ékxvvto anavia [ éyxat (see ad 245).
Only five other warriors in the Iliad are disembowelled (XIII.507-8, XIV.517-8, XVIL.314-5,
XX.418, XX1.179-82); the last of these is Asteropaeus, one of Psicharpax” models earlier in
the poem (see ad 24-55) and Achilles” major mortal opponent during the Scamander
episode. Psicharpax’ second appearance ends with the death he should have had before.
Asteropaeus is gutted and left in the water at XX1.179-204: Psicharpax is left in the water

at 99, and then gutted at 245.

230 This line follows exactly the same structure as 226: [acc.] &’ émedpvev dpvpuwv [nom.].
Although we might incline to suspect this in a text as heavily patched and interpolated
as the BM, repetition within a very short passage is Homeric: cf. e.g. VIIL.309-10, which
are almost identical to 300-1. Both lines clearly existed in proximity from an early stage,

as shown by Z, which accidentally swaps the names around.

addressing characters who are already dead’, such as ‘Akhilleus’ final t¢8va0t (22.365) to Hektor
teOvnwta (22.364).
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Aexomivaka &' Enepvev apvpwv Bogpogokoitne: Actyomival 0" éktevev
apvpova BogBogokottny I, perhaps in an attempt to preserve alternation after 227.
Unfortunately this then makes nonsense of 232. Ludwich’s edition reaches its apoapsis
here, and almost breaks free altogether from the gravitational field of the MSS: he adds

two entire lines of his own composition, 230a-b.

231  Tov d¢ okoOTOG 600¢e kKAALVYev: 11x Hom. (Iliad only), never elsewhere in
hexameter epic (although v d¢ etc. appears at h.Ap. 370). Appears also in the spurious

213a (see on 209-14).

232 IIpaooeiog: see ad 206. The name used here and at 235 and 252b must have been
some version of ‘Leeky’, for which I's Tloacoodpdryoc ‘Leek-eater” and IInAovoiov
‘Muddy’ (?) were unimaginative replacements. -00- is necessary metri gratia; the
prevalence of -0- variants may be due to the simplex noun. -aiog is more common as a
suffix for personal names in Homer than -e1o¢ (von Kamptz 1982, pp. 118-20), but -e10g is
better attested (allowing for spelling mistakes) at 232/235; -aiog at 252b was probably an
early attempt to deal with the resurrection, before wilder solutions were introduced in I.

nodog gidkvoe: grabbing at the feet in the Iliad is always done in an attempt to
retrieve a dead body. This may be to rescue an ally (Coon at XI.258), to strip the armour
from an enemy (Idomeneus at XIII.383), or — in a display of unusual brutality — to
mutilate the corpse: Hector tries to drag away Patroclus at XVII.125-7 in order to cut off
his head and throw his body to the dogs.

One trope of Homeric warfare notably absent from the BM is the stripping of

armour. It is not clear why the poet omitted this: although the different equipment used
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by the two sides makes it impossible for a frog to adopt a mouse’s armour or vice versa,
there is no reason armour should not be taken as a trophy. We could read Prasseius’
action as a symbolic ‘claiming’ of the body, akin to Hector’s attempts on Patroclus, but in
this case amémvi&e (233) would not be apt. Nor is there any possibility that Leichopinax
is being ‘finished off’, since we are explicitly told he is a corpse (vekpov). The intended
sense can only be that P. does not realise L. is dead. On its own this would be little more
than a piece of grim slapstick: in context, it feeds significantly into this episode’s overall

theme of uncertain or disputed death.

233 Generally dismissed as interpolation by editors on grounds of sense, but it appears
in all our early MSS with very little difference other than I's améOnke for aménvi€e, and
should be retained: see above.

Kkoatnoag xeol tévovta: ‘holding on to the tendon (tévwv) with his hand’. The
expression is both highly specific and bizarre in context. The obvious Homeric parallel is
XVIL290: Hippothoos drags at Patroclus by the foot (todog éAke) in an attempt to
capture his body for the Trojans, ‘binding the tendons at the ankle (tapax opvov audt
tévovtac) with his shield-strap’. This detail is unique in Homer, although Glaucus was
apparently killed by Ajax in the Aethiopis while attempting the same tactic on the fallen
Achilles.' The BM’s version is more problematic. An individual attempting to drown a
victim holds onto the head, the neck, or even the back. To hold onto the foot would be
pointless unless Prasseius is dangling Leichopinax over the edge of a precipice with his

head in the water, and even then it is obscure why he should be holding onto a single

143 Fenik 1968 p. 233. Our summaries of the Aethiopis specify only that Ajax killed Glaucus while
defending the body of Achilles (first at Apollod. Epit. 5.4): Fenik assumes, plausibly, that the 6t-c.
BC amphora mentioned below illustrates the scene as it happened in that poem.
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tendon: ‘tendons are usually plural unless audw, apdotéow suggest the dual” (Edwards
1991, p. 90).

Either an Iliadic half-line has been very clumsily adapted, which does not align
with the sophistication the poet otherwise displays in his use of Homer, or some other
intertext is at work. I suspect an allusion to the myths surrounding the birth of Achilles.
Although the story of Thetis immersing her infant son in the Styx does not appear until
Statius (Th. 134), the back of the ankle had been Achilles” weak point since much earlier.
Statius’ passing reference to the Styx makes it very unlikely that the motif was his own
invention. A Chalcidian amphora from the first half of the 6t century BC depicts Achilles
dead with an arrow through his heel, and Glaucus tying a strap to his ankle (Pfuhl 1955,
fig. 13); Burgess 2009 sensibly points out that the body also has an arrow buried in its
side, so this Achilles was clearly not invulnerable everywhere but the ankle, but
nonetheless concludes ‘in both early literature and art a lower leg wound to Achilles is
emphasized’ (p. 13; see also Burgess 1995, Heslin 2005 pp. 166-9). There is no evidence
for the tendo calcaneus in the human ankle being called the “Achilles tendon’” in antiquity -
Hp. Fract. 11 calls it simply 0 tévwv 6 0mioO10¢g — but there is only one mythological
context in which it would be significant for a character to be immersed in water while
being held by a single tendon.

The tendo calcaneus and the ankle in general form the centre of a complicated knot
of imagery relating to the life and death of Achilles. His mother holds him by it when
she attempts to make him immortal; Hippothoos tries to drag off his comrade Patroclus
by attaching a strap to his ankle; after he defeats Hector, he pierces the dead man’s ankle
tendons and threads a strap through them (XXII.396-8) in order to mistreat the body;

when he himself is killed, Glaucus again tries to drag him away via tying a strap round
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his ankle. In the darkly comic description of Prasseius ‘drowning’ the dead Leichopinax
koatrjoag xewot tévovta, the BM poet combines all of the above symbolism into a single
surreal image. Both parties represent Achilles at different points in his tale: Prasseius is
the wrathful Achilles defiling the corpse of Hector, while the unfortunate Leichopinax is
both the baby Achilles being dipped in the Styx and the dead Achilles being hauled

away by Glaucus.

234  Wixagnaé: attempts to correct this name appear already in the vett., with F’s
nonsensical Aeixaona&. Modern editors were more inventive: Avxvaona& (Ludwich),
Yowudonag (Bothe 1835), Wnyuaonal (Pierron 1875). On this resurrection as a parodic
strategy, however, see ad 230-46 and Introduction pp. 109-10.

O’ fuuv’ étapov mepi TeBvelwtog: based on XVIIL173 ot pév apuvvopevol

vékvog mépL tebvnawrtog (of Patroclus); meptl here must have the more causal sense ‘on

behalf of’. All the major MSS except Z have étdowv ... teOvewdtwv, which is possible —
Psicharpax could be coming to fight for his dead comrades in general — but if we take
this line as part of the scene’s extended play on the concept of ‘dead’, the singular is
more likely. Leichopinax is killed by Borborocoites (230); Prasseius, apparently not
realising he is dead, kills him again (232); then Psicharpax — who himself should not be
alive — comes to his ‘defence’, as though he is still not dead despite having been killed

twice.

235 IIpaooetov: see ad 232. [ has the variant IInAovoiov, presumably from mnAog;
the fact that at Hdt. 2.141 the mouse horde halts the army of Sennacherib under the walls

of Pelusium (Introduction p. 44 n. 53) is almost certainly coincidence.
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U yaing émipavrta: more vivid and relevant than the space-filling kot
vndvog &g péoov Nmap of IZ, which may have been copied from 203. Presumably
Prasseius dragged Leichopinax partway into the shallows to ‘drown” him. Glei
condemns a’s reading as the work of the hypothetical interpolator from 233, keen to
depict amphibious combat, but given the amount of evidence to suggest that the battle
was always envisaged as taking place on the boundary between land and water
(Physignathus’ strategy at 154-5, the repeated Scamander parallels, the emergence of the
crabs which concludes the poem), there is no reason the original author should not have

included such references himself.

236  mEOOOev: mportdpolO¢e a disrupts the metre.

Puxn O’ Aidoode PBepnker: a hybrid of two Homeric expressions, *ipuxr) 0’
Adoode katnABev (x.560 = xi.65) and *knot dapeic Awwoode PePriket (iii.410 = vi.11).
Nrtop O éktoo0e BePriket lis a peculiar image, since 1)to in Homer and elsewhere is
always the physical organ: not even at the Iliad’s most graphic moments do hearts burst

out of chests. Ppvxn & ék otopartog émtn Z is reused from 208 (see ad loc.).

237-8 The tactic of hurling mud to blind an opponent is not Homeric. The phrasing is
also curious: in all MSS other than Z Crambobates £xowoe his opponent’s face with the
mud. xolw in Homer means “anoint’, almost always referring to the olive oil applied as
part of the bathing process: it is also used of ambrosia 3x (XVI.670, 680, xviii.194) and
once of the poison Odysseus went to Ephyre to seek for his arrows (i.262). This suggests
a careful, deliberate action, whereas here the sense must be more like ‘smear’ or

‘splatter’.
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The most obvious connection between mud and blindness is an unexpected one:
at Ev.Jo. 9:6 Jesus heals a blind man by anointing his eyes with mud, énéxowoev avtov
TOV TNAOV Tt Toug 0PpOaApove. Greek medical literature makes occasional reference to
the practice of anointing with mud: cf. Galen (Kiithn 1826 12.177) toAAoi d¢ kai kvripag
KAl UNEoVS ... kat otégva T MA@ NG YNS TavTng XOWpevoL ocadpws wpeAovvro. If it
was known as a folk cure in the ancient world, the BM and John could be alluding to the
same custom — the joke in the BM being that Crambobates ‘anoints” Psicharpax with mud
as though he were trying to heal him, when in fact the action is aggressive. It is tempting
to speculate that smearing the eyes or face with mud might even have been known as a
cure for blindness, making the use of mud to blind someone in battle particularly ironic.
Alternatively the poet could have been looking for a vivid verb to describe mud
spattering across someone’s face, and the reminiscence of medical vocabulary could be
pure accident. émAn&e Z is unlikely to be correct: not only is it very poorly attested, but it

would be an obvious replacement for lec. diff. £€xowoe.

237  Koappopatng: Glei complains that ‘Cabbage-treader’ is ‘fiir einen Frosch vollig
unpassend’, while ITnAopdtng I (‘Mud-treader’) is ‘ein duflerst treffender Name’ (p. 192),
but this objection is part of a wider attack on Ludwich’s neglect of I and is not in itself a
strong point: given the association between frogs and vegetables at 53-55 (which Glei
regards as interpolated; but see also Ocimides at 214), more or less any name with
‘cabbage’ in would work, and presumably frogs are as prone to climb on cabbages as on
any other plant. ITnAoBatnc is suspect given its proximity to mnAov.

oodxa: doa€ ‘handful’ is a late word, securely attested nowhere before the BM: it

appears in the Corpus Aristotelicum, the Septuagint, and the fragments of Heraclides
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Ponticus, none of which can be dated accurately. Its verb, dpacoopat, dates back to

Homer.

239  wEYioOn: 0pY00eic a. (L)ovvwOn I is probably an error for OupwOn recc.: if
OYMQOOH were miscopied as OYNQOH, as in L, the M could have been added in an
attempt to produce a real Greek word (Kiihn 1883, p. 25).

xewol maxein: *18x Hom., 4x followed immediately by keipevov. The most

obvious debt is to VII.264-5 = XX1.403-4, AtOov eideTo Xe1ol maxeln) / kKelpevov év mediw

HEAava TN XUV Te péyav Te; see below.

240 The complex structure of this line, which chains together several different Homeric
phrases, has been well discussed by Vine 1986; it is not, however, an ‘altogether typical
line” (p. 384), since the density of Homeric echoes is in fact relatively unusual in the BM.
Every single word or phrase appears in the same sedes somewhere in Homer:

((keipevov) (v dartédw)) ((AlBov) 6Poov), ((dxOoc) (dpoveng))
*xi.577 *ix.305 *2x
*16x *3x *3x *5x *8x

The line is a cento — a patchwork of Homeric fragments assembled to give a new sense.
Vine, who deplores ‘speculative claims as to which ‘effects’” a poet may have ‘intended”,
sees this as evidence of the complex imitative technique at work behind the BM as a
whole, but argues that it is irrelevant whether the poet knew what he was doing. If the
poet were participating unconsciously in a highly-developed system of phonetic and

metrical reminiscence, we might expect lines like this to occur more frequently.
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I prefer to see deliberate variation at work here. Three separate duels have been
‘mined’ for inspiration:
- V.297ff. Diomedes vs. Aeneas: xeopadiov A&Be xetol (302) ... T PaAev Atveiao
kat’ loxiov (305) ... éoeloato xewot maxein (309)
- VIL263ff. Ajax vs. Hector: AlOov eideto xewol maxein / kelpevov v mediw (264-5)
. TQ PAAeV (266) ... BAde € ol pida yovvaO’™™ 6 0’ Umttiog e€etavvodn (271)
- XXL403ff. Athene vs. Ares: AlOov elAeTo xelol taxeln / kelpevov v mediw (403-
4) ... ooV dEoLENG (405) ... T BaAe (406) ... éxovioe de xaltag (407)
The significance of these three is demonstrated by the fact that they are the only
occurrences in Homer of the phrase t@ fdAe(v). In each, a warrior is hit and knocked to
the ground by a massive stone, but is subsequently rescued by the intercession of
another party. All three scenes have provided elements to the BM’s hybrid version, but
the poet has taken care not to copy directly: Aeneas is hit in the joint of the hip, Hector in
the knees, Crambobates in the shin; Aeneas drops to one knee, Hector falls but
immediately rises, Crambobates (like Ares) sprawls backwards in the dust. The presence
of these original models in the background of the new text enhances the reader’s
enjoyment. &x0og dpovonc in Homer means ‘a burden on the earth’, in the sense of
something lacking value, rather than simply ‘a weight’ (XVIIL.104, xx.379). Here, it plays
off against *ovpov &poveng at XXI.405. The stone Athene picks up is a boundary-marker,
placed for a specific reason; Psicharpax” weapon is useless —just a stone. This is because
a stone a mouse could lift would be no good for any practical purpose. Psicharpax is
wielding a pebble. &x0oc dpovong works on a surface level as a comically exaggerated
description of a very small object, but on the intertextual level it reminds literate readers

of another, larger rock flung in a similar situation by a much larger combatant. Pace Vine,
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this is not the product of unconscious metrical patterning so much as a careful,
multilayered, and intentional allusion to a model text.

€v damédw: to be preferred over the more Homeric év mediw (*14x Hom.; cf. esp.
VIL.265, XX1.404) as lec. diff., given the BM’s preference for slight adjustment to Homeric
expressions, as well as accentuating the joke: the phrase is used elsewhere in Homer only
at xi.577, of the giant Tityus, who ¢’ évvéa keito méAeOpa. Another separate reference
to enormous size is added to the mix, further widening the gap between Psicharpax’ tiny

stone and the grandiose epic imagery with which it is described.

241 Koappopatnv: see above on 237.
€kAaoOn: used of a leg wound at XI.584, but it is the arrow-shaft (dova€) which

snaps, not the bone.

242 néoe O’ UMTI06 év kovinou: *niéoev mtiog and *Omtiog év kovinot are both

Homeric (4x and 5x respectively), but *néoev Omtiog €v kovinot occurs only at xviii.398,

a passage with some odd coincidences of sense and vocabulary:

Od. xviii.387-98

Eurymachus becomes angry (¢xoAwoarto, 387) and throws an improvised weapon (a
footstool) at Odysseus, who ducks down by the knee (1pog yovva, 395) of
Amphinomus. The stool hits a wine-pourer on the right hand (xeioa | de&iteonv, 396-7);
the wine-jug falls to the ground (mpdxoog d¢ xapai, 397) and the servant falls backwards

into the dust (méoev Umtiog év kovinot, 398).
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BM 239-46

Psicharpax becomes angry (woytoOn, 239) and throws an improvised weapon (a stone)
at Crambobates, who is hit below the knees (00 yoUvata, 241). His right shin is broken
(kvnun delitegn), 242) and he falls backwards into the dust (méoe & Umtiog €v kovino,
242). Craugasides rushes in and stabs P. in the stomach, and P.’s guts pour out onto the

ground (xapat d” ékxvvto, 245).

Although the verbal reminiscences are less explicit than those of the Peirus/Diores
combat discussed above ad 230-46, the patterning is curiously similar. The difference
from IV.517-26 is that Psicharpax, the original attacker, is the one who is disemboweled,
rather than his victim Crambobates. Here Psicharpax again comes off worse than
Homeric precedent would suggest: Eurymachus is not punished for his assault on the
servant (until xxii.82-8, where he is killed by Odysseus and spills food on the ground as
he falls, &0 O eldata xevev épale, perhaps significantly); Psicharpax, his counterpart,

is killed on the spot.

243  Koavyaoidng: ‘son of Croaker’, hapax. As with Peleion at 206, it is unclear
whether this is a genuine patronymic (from Koavyaooc?) or simply formed as such.

av0ic: Stadtmiiller’s iOU¢ has been widely accepted on grounds of sense; we
have not seen Craugasides attack Psicharpax previously. But a001g can mean “in turn’
(not in Homer, but e.g. S. OT 1403), which would be appropriate given that this is the
longest coherent sequence of attacks anywhere in the BM. Compare XVII.312-3: with his
ally Schedius slain by Hector, Alag & av ®ogkvva daipoova Paivomog viov |

InmoBow megBdvta péony katd yaotéoa tue (see note on 244 below).
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244 Modelled on XXI.117, T0e kata kKANOa ap” avxéva, mav d¢ ot elow, of Achilles

executing Lycaon. Yet another strand is added to the interwoven relationships between
the BM battle and the Scamander episode: a literally resurrected character (Psicharpax) is
killed using vocabulary borrowed from a metaphorically resurrected character (Lycaon).

oi: Wolf conjectured pv, based on e.g. XI1.263 vO&e ¢ v kata xeipa péonv. The
mistake is hard to explain textually, and may have arisen from a genuine
misunderstanding: the two lines in Homer in which a warrior is struck ‘in the middle of
the belly” both begin with a dative — t@ 6 ye yaotéoa tOPe péonv IV.531, and InmtoB0ow
nteQavta péonv kata yaotéoa tue XVIL313. In neither case does the dative actually
refer to the victim, but a scholar (or even the poet?) might have believed this to be a

quirk of Homeric syntax.

245  xapai d’ ékxvvro anavrta | Eykart’: a clever reworking of Homer’s éx & doa
niaoat | xovro xapat xoAadeg (IV.525-6, XXI1.180-1). The meaning is identical, but the
prefix is restored to its verb, a different word is used for ‘entrails’ (éyxata rather than
XoAadeg, which consequently changes the gender of mac — although £ykata preserves
the alliteration of k-sounds crucial to the original), and the one repeated word is
positioned in a different sedes. Brilliantly, the Homeric expression is only used twice in
the Iliad, for the deaths of Diores and Asteropaeus — the two scenes on which the second
death of Psicharpax is closely modelled. The clause neatly encapsulates the
sophistication with which the BM poet manipulates both the language and the narrative

tropes of Homer into new configurations.
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246  épeAkopévaw ... Xelol maxeln: épéAkw is used of a spear only once in Homer, at
XII1.597, describing the shaft dragging from Helenus” wounded hand as he retreats from

combat. Here a warrior uses his hand to drag the spear out of his victim.

247-59: the aristeia of Troxartes?

A problematic passage at every level, and incoherent in the paradosis. We may start by
bracketing 247, which occurs é¢n” 0xOnowv motapolo — there is no river in the BM — and
251, which is nonsense (an injured frog emerges from the pond, although the Frogs have
been out of the pond since 133) and probably originated with a mutation of 248. FJZ
attempted to correct the latter so that the frog jumps into the pond, but the results are
unmetrical (and jAAato | is Byzantine). 252b must also be removed or repaired, since it
introduces the Boeotian River Ismenus.

The linchpin of this passage is 250, secure across the MSS, in which Troxartes
personally lands a blow on Physignathus, his son’s “killer’ — a dramatic and effective
climax for the battle. Since 250 involves a foot-wound, it is logical to assume, with
Stadtmiiller and West among others, that 248 depicts its consequence, and that the
okd&Cwv character is Physignathus. This adds a neat Homeric joke (see ad 248). 248
cannot follow 250 directly and no extant line fills the gap, so a lacuna is required. 249
follows well from 248. At 252 a warrior notices another ‘still advancing half-dead’: the
subject is either Prasseius (who died at 236) or Troxartes, while the object appears to be
Physignathus, who is plausibly njuirtvovv but dubiously moomeodvta. If Prasseius is
correct, his target must be a mouse: Kelly 2009, pp. 47-8 sees Prass(ei)us attacking
Physignathus as parodic engagement with the Iliad, since stock names like Melanippus

and Orsilochus appear on both sides of the conflict, but there is little sign of this side-
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swapping causing difficulty or even comment among ancient readers, and for a frog to
attack his own king mid-battle (without narratorial comment!) would have been more
confusing than satirical (Introduction, p. 113). But if Physignathus is not the target, we
are short a replacement, since no other character has been wounded since Crambobates
at 241-2. The best solution is to make Physignathus the half-dead target and Troxartes his
vengeful attacker; but if we follow most editors in deleting 252a-b, Troxartes is left
wielding an 6&voxotvog, which is not a mouse weapon.

The text printed here presents good sense — Troxartes wounds Physignathus,
tries to kill him, but is intercepted by Prasseius and Origanion — and uses only one
lacuna. Its main disadvantage is the need to print most of 252b in cruces: 253 requires a
frog subject, but even if we accept Prasseius’ second coming, he should be nowhere near
the Ismenus. Clearly this passage has fallen victim to centuries of adjustment and
interpolation, and we are unlikely ever to cure it fully; but the crucial narrative points
are that it is King Physignathus who limps away at 248, and his nemesis Troxartes who

comes under attack at 253-7.

250 €6 m0d0g Axov: cf. ¢c modag dkpovg XVI.640, of Sarpedon’s fallen body. The
only character in the Iliad to be wounded in the foot is Diomedes at XI1.377, but there is
obvious relevance to the death of Achilles, particularly given the ‘son of Peleus’
equivalence discussed above (see ad 19-20). t0d0¢ is found only in Z, but majority méda

produces a very harsh hiatus (Introduction, pp. 75-6).

248  oxdalwv éx moAépouv: *X1.811 (Eurypylus’ thigh wound).
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avexaleto: 7x Homer, always of a warrior giving ground against superior force
or numbers: Diomedes (*V.443 and *600), Odysseus (*X1.461), Ajax (XV.728), Patroclus
(*XVI.710), Menelaus (*XVIIL.108), Hector (XVII.129).

teigeto O ailvwe: *V.352 (Aphrodite scratched on the wrist). Already a comic
exaggeration in Homer: Aphrodite has been hurt so slightly that Athene is able to mock
her by suggesting she scratched her wrist on a brooch-pin, tepdvn (V.425). The
cowardly Physignathus, like Aphrodite, flees battle with a minor wound — but he has
been wounded by a household object associated with clothing and female spheres of

activity, a needle, BeAdvn (130).

249  MAaro: the same verb used of the fleeing Calaminthius at 225.

tadEOVG: necessary metri gratia, although tddpoov seems more natural. The word
is always singular in Homer, and in the Iliad always refers to the ditch which helps
defend the Achaean camp; the tragedians seem to have envisaged several separate
trenches (cf. E. Rh. 111, S. Aj. 1279). No such feature has been mentioned in the BM so far
and the Frogs have not constructed any fortifications, so a human-sized ditch is probably
meant. Furthermore, as discussed above, a frog would be more likely to seek out a ditch
full of water as a refuge from aggressive mice. Are we dealing with some sort of network
of trenches for drainage or irrigation? LS]J cites PHal.1.97 and PS16.597.5 (an error for
PSI6.595.7) as examples of the word’s use to mean ‘irrigation-ditch’, but in neither case
are the ditches mentioned specifically for irrigation purposes. Yet it seems a safe
assumption that a Greek would have been happy to call irrigation-ditches tadoot.
Unless the poet has created a system of defensive trenches for the Frogs which he has not

seen fit to mention so far, this is the most likely explanation for the unusual plural: the
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frog jumps into ‘the ditches” as a collective network, much as we could say a fugitive
escaped into ‘the sewers’. tddoov would then have been an obvious correction.

aimtvv 0Ae0gov: *13x Homer; the BM uses it again at 279. The closest match here
is XIV.507 = XV1.283 *6mn) puyor aimvv 0Ae0pov, which may explain the presence of
¢vyorin PY and a few other MSS: the vivid subjunctive (conveying the assumed thought
of Physignathus 6twe pvyw, Schwyzer pp. 670-1, Smyth §2197) is both better

represented and more suitable.

251-70 Greatly abbreviated in I. Two sizeable pieces of text, 253-9 and 264-8, are missing
entirely; 261a-b are imported from 256-7, but with Meridarpax replacing Origanion and
the Mice replacing the Frogs. This probably had its roots in an attempt to simplify the
passage: instead of the confusion over the fate of Physignathus/Troxartes (see above),
Physignathus jumps into the pond and we cut almost at once to the arrival of
Meridarpax. A scribe who felt that 253-9 were “in a most unpromising state of
mutilation” (the judgement of Buckley 1851, p. 346) might have taken drastic action to
restore the thread of the narrative. However, several things have gone badly wrong.
Troxartes rushes at the wounded Physignathus (who is already in the pond), eager to kill
him, and then vanishes; Meridarpax, meanwhile, appears with great fanfare — four lines
are devoted to his introduction — stands rejoicing kata Atpvnv (which seems unlikely),
and then vanishes in his turn, having never struck a blow. The conditional protasis at 269

is isolated, and the sense throughout is extremely dubious.

252  nuinvovv: the first use of this word in extant Greek. It appears next in Galen (2"

c. AD).
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252a  tkai oit: conjunctive kai cannot follow wg €idev in 252, and emphatic kal
(‘rushed at him to0’) is not Homeric in this position.

emédoapev: emuteéxw in the Iliad is often used of a follow-up assault: e.g. IV.524,
V.617, XIV .421.

amokTapeval peveaivwv: not Homeric, but cf. kataxtdpeval peveatvwv (*6x)
and amoktapevat pepdaoty (*XX.165). The latter describes men attempting to kill a
lion, which might have appealed to the poet who elsewhere borrows phrases used of

animals in Homer (cf. ad 204).

253  1NABe dix mEopaxwv: a neat, metrically equivalent replacement for the Homeric
BN 0& dux Q. (9x) or Ovve dux Q. (3x). 1) O& dux TMEOUAXWV always appears in contexts
of a warrior moved by strong emotion: usually anger or sorrow for one or more fallen
comrades (IV.495, V.562, 681, XVIL.3, 87, XVII.124, 592), once fear for a living ally (V.566),
and once inspiration from Apollo (XX.111). This line almost certainly therefore describes
a vengeful attack by a frog, which reinforces the connection with 252.

Kal akovtigev o&voxowvov: cf. IV.490 drovtioev 0EET dovpl, which may have
contributed to (unmetrical) 0&€t oxoivw QT. Homer knows the accusative object as well

as the dative: XXII.265 axovtioav 0éa dova.

254  ovd’ £pEné&e oakog: combines 0VY’ €ponEev xaAkodc (*3x Homer, always in
significant duels: Menelaus vs Paris, Ajax vs Hector, and Menelaus vs Euphorbus) with
ovdE dux 1o | on€e odkog (XXI.164-5, of Achilles” duel with Asteropaeus — NB!). Cf.
also XX.267-8 ovde ... &€yxog | on&e odiog, of Aeneas attacking Achilles. o0d” €gonev

xaAxog I11.348 attracted scholarly comment, since some MSS read xaAkov, as though
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‘bronze’ referred to the shield rather than the spear. Kirk 1985 ad loc. agrees with the AbT
scholia that xaAkdcg is preferable, since xaAk@ in the next line means Menelaus’ spear.
The BM'’s version could perhaps be seen as a correction of the ambiguity: since odkog
can only be the object of £opnEe, the meaning ‘nor did [it] break the shield” is the only
viable interpretation.

This is the first point in the poem in which the armour of either side has proven
of any use, and is followed by the description of the helmet, below.

oxéto: used of shields stopping spears e.g. at VII.248, XX.272.

00VQ0¢ akwkr): *8x Homer, only once in the context of a spear being blocked:

XX.260, where Achilles wards off the spear of Aeneas.

255  tov d": 0VY" aZ means that Origanion misses completely, which deflates the
description of him as “excelling in the melee” at 257; one could construct a surrealist
argument (see above, pp. 109-16) for this as deliberate bathos, but I find the joke
unsatisfactory. ‘Origanion, who was excelling, missed” would have comic point as a
subversion of expectations; ‘Origanion missed, he who was excelling’ just seems
awkward. o0vd” would also be a very natural corruption given *o0d’ in the previous line.
toudaldelav: there are precedents both for a tovpdAeia breaking apart (XIII.577)
and for one resisting a blow (X1.352). However, the only Iliadic helmet to be described in
this much detail (two epithets) during a combat scene — as opposed to an arming scene,
where equipment is typically described at greater length — is the touvpdAeix of Hector at
XI.352, which successfully deflects the spear of Diomedes. When a lesser warrior’s

helmet breaks, it is usually a k6puvg (e.g. IV.459, VI.9) or a xvvén (e.g. XIL1.183, XVII.294).
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apvpova: for inanimate objects being aApvpwv, cf. xxii.442 dpvpovog €okeog,
XV 463 apovpove to&w. Again, it would be strange for an apuvuwv helmet to break in the
next line, but one could adduce i.29 &uvpovog AtyioBoto.

Kal TeETpAxvTEOV: aZ again agree, but the sense is very difficult. “Of four pots’
capacity’ would be vast (see Introduction, pp. 110-12), and ‘made out of four pots’ is
meaningless. Helmets in Homer can be tetoapaAnpoc or tetoddpaiog; in each case it is
hard to see why a hapax legomenon would have replaced a legitimate Homeric word in
the paradosis. West follows Buckley 1851’s suggestion of tetpaAémugov, ‘four shells
thick” (cf. 131), which is plausible but has no textual support at all.

The single closest parallel for this line is Hector at XI1.353: égukake yaQ
tovpdAeia | Tolmtuxog avAwric. This provides some support for the interpretation in
which Troxartes is stunned at 258, but does not help with the adjective: tetpantuyov, an
amusing improvement on Homer’s version and a conceivable source for tetodxvtoov, is
unmetrical.

Beans and pulses were among the types of foodstuff that might be held in a
xVtoa (on which see Sparkes 1962, p. 130), and xVtoat of boiled vegetables or lentils
were sometimes used as cheap religious offerings: cf. Ar. Pax 923-4 with Olson 1998 ad
loc. Could this sense lie behind the BM’s hapax? Homeric wargear is often constructed
out of multiple layers of material, e.g. Hector’s toimttuxog helmet, the five folds of the
shield of Achilles at XVIIL.481. Has this helmet been built using the contents of four
xVUtoa —i.e. with chickpeas stolen from four separate pots? A high-quality piece of
mouse armour might have required the armourer to make multiple foraging trips in
order to gather enough materials, especially since one mouse can only plausibly steal

one chickpea at a time. The sense would be deeply obscure, and hard even for an
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audience more familiar with Greek cookery to parse, but it is the only possible
conclusion without resorting to conjecture. Lycius’ decision to print Tetodxvtoov —a
name, ‘Four-pot’, presumably a greedy mouse — does not help, since it cripples the
syntax: wounoav 258 has an object in avtov, and cannot sustain apvpova ...
Tetodyvtoov as well. Ludwich’s suggestion of printing TovpaAelov dudpova kat

Tetpaxvtoov, as two names, begins to look like carelessness.

256-7 These lines appear after 262 in 1, although in forms altered to fit the new context —
dtog Opryaviwv becomes Mepddoma doxapog, and Patodxoloty becomes pveoowv
(see above ad 251-70). The description is reminiscent of Hector at XV.605ff., who is
likened to Ares and whom Zeus mtAe6veoot pet avdAot povvov E0via / Tipa katl
kUdave. In Hector’s moment of triumph at the end of XII, when he breaks through the
Achaean wall, he is described as shouting ka0” SpuAov (XI1.467), one of only three times
Homer uses this phrase in this sedes. (The other two, XII1.498 and 560, have no obvious
relevance.)

HLpovpevog avtov Agna: ioog Agniis used several times in the Iliad, but in a
text like the BM we may suspect some comic purpose: Ares’ martial record in Homer is,
of course, poor (see ad 277). For a post-Homeric hero to ‘imitate Ares’ is not altogether
commendable. Unfortunately the collapse of the text makes it impossible to determine
Origanion’s eventual fate, but the joke would become obvious if he did in fact fail to

wound Troxartes.

257 This reinforces the impression given in previous lines that the battle is turning

against the Frogs.
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258 cannot follow 257 directly: the attack at 255 has not yet been resolved, and if
258-9 belong together (as they seem to; see below), the avtév who is targeted at 258 must
be a frog, since he flees into the pond. In 257 the attacker is Origanion, so the target is a
mouse (presumably Troxartes). I follow West in printing a lacuna, which leaves open the
question of Troxartes’ fate: does he survive Origanion’s spear-cast? If so, he is probably
also the subject of counoev 258 (he counterattacks the warrior who tried to kill him); if
he is wounded or killed, ®opnoev must refer to another mouse who comes to avenge
him.

If Troxartes is disabled, the narrative suggests a much longer Homeric sequence:
a warrior (Troxartes/Patroclus) charges into battle, disables an enemy champion
(Physignathus/Sarpedon), is himself disabled by another champion (Origanion/Hector),
and is avenged by the coming of the hero who finally routs the foe
(Meridarpax/Achilles). The reminiscences of Hector in 256-7 and 258 provide some
support, and Patroclus’ death is prefigured by a blow to his touvpdAeiax (XV1.794-5). The
praise of Origanion at 257 seems to prepare the way for some impressive exploit. If
Troxartes is not disabled, fewer lines are required to fill the lacuna, and the incompetence
of the Frogs is writ comically large; even their best warrior fails to kill his target — but the
arrival of Meridarpax is less impressive, since the Mice are already dominating the field.
The equivalences between Origanion and Hector are striking (see especially ad 259), and
I suspect that Troxartes was either stunned or killed outright by the spear to his helm,

clearing the field for the dramatic final aristeia of Meridarpax.

258  ovx vmépervev: XIV.488 (Acamas oy Umtepevev éownv / ITnveAéwo dvaxtog,

one of the few points in the Iliad at which a warrior simply runs from his opponent).
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*ovy UTopelvat is used in relation to Hector at XVIL.174 (see above); *o0d” Umtépetve

appears at XVI1.814 and i.410.

259 A frog (presumably Origanion) retreats from combat.

Does this line follow 258 directly? The syntax is certainly acceptable: ‘he did not
stand up to / the mighty heroes’. The problem is that wppnoev 258 does not align well
with fowag kpatepovg 259. If Origanion is being attacked by one opponent, it is strange
to say that he did not withstand the heroes, and wopunoav appears only in a handful of
minor MSS. The metre is also impossible in most versions. £vdv, the solution of Ludwich
and West among others, is never found in extant Greek.

Z and S both have viable solutions, with the minor metrical corrections of
koateQOV for kaptepov and kpateQovg for kKpatatovg respectively. S preserves the
Homeric BévOeot Alpuvng (*XII1.21, 32, of Poseidon’s underwater residences), but Z has
more advantages: it resolves the problem with the number of attackers, aligns with
XIV.488 (above — in both cases it is the ‘force” or ‘onrush’ of a hero which is not resisted),
and has some parodic point. Line-final dvve is paralleled at XVII.194, where Hector
withdraws from combat and dons the armour of Achilles. Even in Homer this passage is
mildly comic: Glaucus angrily accuses Hector of being afraid to face Ajax; Hector retorts
that this is nonsense, orders his men to fight harder, and leaves the battle (&mtéfn ...
dniov ¢k moAéuoto, XVIL.188-9). Here Origanion (painted as a frog Hector, ad 257) also
leaves the battle, but instead of clothing himself in new armour, he clothes himself in
water, by hiding in the depths of the pond. He makes explicit the action which Hector’s

behaviour in II. XVII seems to hint at.
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Some additional support for Z is provided by Oppian of Apamea and Gregory
Nazianzenus, both of whom go on to use *évi févOeot (Opp. C. 3.365, Greg. Naz. 1012.9).
Oppian of Anazarbus uses *¢vi BévOeot Aiuvng, which can be taken as evidence either

way.

260-67: the aristeia of Meridarpax

The emergence of the mouse warrior Meridarpax leads to the rout of the Frogs. This
motif is obviously Iliadic: both Patroclus and Achilles put the opposing army to flight by
joining the battle. The description of his eagerness to storm the Frogs at 264 is
particularly reminiscent of Achilles” battle-lust from II. XIX onwards (e.g. XX.2 paxng
axoprjtov). Wolke objects that Meridarpax” late arrival is unmotivated: “ist weder
ersichtlich ... wieso der grofite Held der Mause bisher nicht am Kampf teilgenommen
hat, hatte doch vorher eine allgemeine Mauseversammlung stattgefunden’ (p. 273), and
Glei ad 262 suggests that this might have been explained in a missing line. The problem
is illusory. We might compare the aristeia of Diomedes in the Iliad: hostilities begin at

IV .446; we are shown a hundred lines of bloody but indecisive fighting, in which Greeks
and Trojans alike are killed; and then V.1 - &v0” av Tvdeidn Atoundel... — introduces both
Diomedes” rampage and the first Greek advance. It would be strange to complain that
Diomedes has not played any part in the fighting so far. Cf. West 1966: ‘Zeus now has
his aristeia. We need not suppose that he had really been abstaining from the fight’ (p.
349), or Mondi 1986: “‘No Homeric commentator discussing Diomedes” extraordinary
actions during his aristeia has ever accused him of laxity during the previous ten years of

combat’ (p. 41).
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260 Four characters in Homer are introduced with the formula 1}v ¢ Ttic, none of them
notably heroic: Dares the Trojan (V.9), Dolon (X.314), Euchenor the son of Polyidus
(XII1.663), and the cruel suitor Ctesippus (xx.287). In all cases except Euchenor 1}v d¢ tig
is followed, as here, by év + dative plural, denoting the group to which the character
belongs (Trojans, suitors). The BM’s use is deliberate: the three Iliadic passages all stress
the relationship between parent and child. Dolon is introduced as the son of a wealthy
father and the only brother to five sisters. Euchenor’s father was a seer, who warned him
that he would die if he went to Troy: this is amusingly reversed by the revelation at 262
that Meridarpax’ father Cnaeson went home but ordered his son to fight.

The cleverest and most complex interaction is with V.9ff. Dares is the first name
mentioned in Diomedes’ aristeia, but is not himself a combatant: he is the father, apopwv
like Cnaeson at 261, and it is his sons who confront Diomedes. His first son, Phegeus, is
killed; the second, Idaeus, flees in terror, and is rescued by Hephaestus wg¢ 0¢ ot un
Ty XL YéowV dkaxnuevog ein (V.24). The BM reverses its model on a succession of
levels. In each case a blameless father has a son or sons skilled in war. In the Iliad,
Diomedes begins his aristeia by killing one of the sons; in the BJ, it is the son who begins
the aristeia. In the Iliad f)v 8¢ t1¢ introduces the father and the victim; in the BM it
introduces the son and the victor. The Iliad passage reminds us of the tragedy of sons
who fail to come home from war, via the poignant detail that Hephaestus rescues Idaeus
for his father’s sake; in the BM the father sends his son to war, and then goes home.
Finally, the defeat of the sons of Dares is immediately followed by a conversation
between Ares and Athene, in which Athene cunningly recommends that they both
distance themselves from the fighting (so that the Greeks can triumph). Meridarpax’

rampage is also followed by a divine council of war, in which Zeus recommends sending
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either Ares or Athene to prevent the Mice from triumphing, and Ares claims that
neither’s strength will be sufficient!

&v puoiv Mepdapnaé: the most obvious problem with IZ is that, once we
remove 261a, the new mouse hero goes unnamed until 274 (or, in [, is never named at
all). Ludwich proposed the hybrid solution év pvoi maic Meowdomnag, which Allen
adopted, but there is no need to alter a’s reading substantially: we need only add the —v
to force the long scansion of , which would otherwise be unusual (Wélke p. 270).

‘Die Langmessung des v hat Generationen von Kritikern in Atem gehalten” (Glei
p. 198). In brief: George Choeroboscus (9t c. AD) refers to a claim made by the
grammarian Herodian (2" c. AD) that pvg, alone of nouns in —ug, keeps long v in the
dative plural; criticising this claim, he points out evptoropev d¢ avTo, pnui o pvotv,
€XOV TO L EkTeTAUéVOV Kal ovveaTaAuévoy &v t) Batoaxopvopayia (p. 139.1-2). At
every other appearance of the dative plural of uvg in the BM — 173, 174, 178, and [100a] —
the v is unambiguously short. As such, Choeroboscus’ comment can be taken as evidence
for long v here. The only real interest in the reference, however, is the fact that
Choeroboscus knew the BM; the text he used may have had lines we are lacking. Nor
does this prove that the text changed between Herodian and Choeroboscus, since
Herodian may simply not have known the poem. a’s reading requires long v; Herodian,
in the 2" c. AD, regarded this as not just acceptable but correct; we would therefore be
wrong to dismiss the reading on such grounds.

avtwv: lec. diff., and probably correct. Homer has é€oxov &AAwv 9x; £é€oxog
avtwv appears only once, at XIV.118 (of Diomedes” grandfather Oineus). avtwv is

grammatically permissible here, since the other Mice have just been mentioned.
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261 Kvaiowvog: Z and a are split between two similar forms, kpaiowvog and
kvaloowvog, but only the latter has any obvious meaning (‘Scratcher’, from kvdw).
Koioowvog could potentially refer to kolootov, “thistle’, but this sounds more like a
frog’s name than a mouse’s. I, interpreting aotemBovAov as a proper name (see below),
imports dyxé-/ ¢éyxéuaxog from 195.

aptemfovAov: ‘preying on bread’. This unique word would serve either as a
name for a mouse (‘Breadthiet’) or as an epithet. Some evidence for the former is
provided by Alciphron 3.3, addressed to AgtemiBuuog ‘Bread-lover’: this would not be
the first time Alciphron had drawn on the BM to inspire a proper name (see ad 100).
West treats agtemifovAov as an epithet of Cnaeson. Wolke recommends taking it as the
name and printing koaiowvog in cruces; however, he objects to ‘Scratcher’ as a name for
a mouse, on the finicky grounds that «vdw is not used of the activities of mice. One
problem with this is that he refers only to biting: ‘kvaw ... wird, soweit ich sehe, nicht
vom Nagen der Maus gebraucht. Das heifst, wie auch in der Batr. zu sehen, d&xvw bzw.
ToWYwW (p. 273). Mice are quite as capable of scratching as of gnawing.

Homer sometimes gives two generations of ancestry in a single line: e.g. I1.704-5
[ToddokNG ... TdpikAov viog moAvurAov PuvAakidao, 846-7 EvPNuog ... viog Teolrpvolo
drotpedpéog Keadao. However, in these cases the oldest generation is always given via a
patronymic adjective (PvAaxkidao, Keddao), which neither Kvailowvog nor
AptemiBovAov can reasonably be. I therefore follow West in taking ‘preying on bread” as
a second epithet: compare Dares at V.9 (see ad 260), who is d¢velog dpvuwv. There may
be a certain humour in the juxtaposition of ‘blameless” with a word meaning literally

‘one who makes plots against bread’.
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262 Absent in [. This line, as has been widely seen, must refer to Cnaeson. It plays on the
relatively common Iliadic trope of the young man who fights at Troy while his father
waits at home for his return (e.g. Xanthus and Thoon at V.152ff.); here a father has
apparently refused to fight, and gone back home instead. See further ad 260. We can only
speculate on Cnaeson’s reasons: most comic would be simple cowardice or laziness, but
the example of Euchenor at XIIL.663ff. raises the possibility that Cnaeson was a mouse
seer, and predicted his son’s success in the same way Polyidus foresaw his son’s death.
Cf. also the famous case of Echepolus (discussed by Arist. Pr. fr. 165), who gave
Agamemnon the horse Aithe as a bribe, so that he would not have to go to Troy himself
(XXITIL296ff.). The change of subject from 261 is violent; like most editors I assume a
lacuna.

iwv: with the previous line missing, the syntax is an open question, but iwv is
more common and textually more probable: iev may have been added at a stage when
the line was already isolated, in a bid to repair it.

é¢xéAevev: we would perhaps expect the aorist, which makes the imperfect
marginally lec. diff., but this is a very weak argument. For the imperfect of keAeVw in a
similar context, cf. XVIIL.13, Achilles of Patroclus: 1) v éxéAevov dnwoduevov drjiov

Q...

263-4 As at 280-4, differing editorial practice has added to the obscurity here. All MSS
except Z have after 262 (261b, in I) some variation on the line avtoc o’ éotnkev
yavpovuevog kata Alpvnv. Z alone has an extra line between 264 and 265, &y yxov &
éotnrev pevealvov Pt paxeobat. Ludwich numbers the former as 263, and the latter as

264a; Glei and West treat both as variants of the same line, 263, and note that in Z 263
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follows 264. This creates the impression of transposition where no transposition has
really occurred. The lines have no more in common with each other than do (for
example) 232 and 237, and ought to be kept separate; if they did originate from a single
line, they have diverged widely enough that it is not helpful to treat 264a as a transposed
variant of 263. Unfortunately, if one keeps Ludwich’s numeration, the BM ends up with
a line 264a but no line 263. Allen simply presents oUtog &vagmnda&at... as 263 and dryxov
0’ €otnkev... as 264, and lists avtog O’ €otnkev... as ‘262a’; this is the best solution, and at
the risk of introducing further confusion into the scholarship I have followed his

example.

[262a] yavo()ovpevog kata Alpvnv is unmetrical and makes little sense: kwato Alpvnv

elsewhere in the poem always means “in the pond” (17, 55, 105) or “into the pond” (267).

263  avagma&ar: in Homer and early epic the verb always has the more literal sense
‘snatch up, carry off’ (LFGE s.v. apndlw), but it appears in a military context meaning
‘take by storm’ as early as Hdt. 8.28.8. See below ad 274.

yevenv: only in Z, but necessary; Yévog cett. is unmetrical.

264 £otnkev is much better after értameidel (clarifying the specific action by which
Meridarpax made manifest his threatening intentions) than after 262 (where éxéAevev

still refers to Cnaeson, making the syntax ambiguous).

263  ayxov: in Homer &yyov is always line-initial and almost always (24 of 28x)

occurs before & and a form of {otnut (lotapévog, -n), which fits well with & €éotnkev.
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peveaivwv idt paxeoBat: cf. V.606 *peveavépev ipt p.

264-8 Absent in I (see above), producing a jump from 263 to 269 which is both
ungrammatical and nonsensical: the Frogs are suddenly shown in flight, without any

further explanation.

265 Lit. ‘breaking the middle ridge (0d&xv) of the nut into two parts’, i.e. breaking the
nutshell along its raised seam, leaving him with the two half-shells. It is not apparent
why Meridarpax needs to improvise new weaponry, nor indeed what he plans to do
with the shells (see ad 267).

Kkagvoto: Ilgen’s correction for kapoio Z and kapvov a, both unmetrical
(although péoonv recc. fixes the problem with a). kapvov is mentioned by Psicharpax as
a mouse foodstuff at 31. It can be almost any kind of nut: LS]J lists walnuts, sweet
chestnuts, filberts, and almonds, although most of these would generally be identified by
an adjective. At 266 Meridarpax puts the half-shells on his fists; walnuts would be rather
large for this purpose on a mouse, but not impossibly so. A walnut kernel is divided into
two very clear halves around a middle seam, but these would not yield the kevopata
required, and 9axic properly means a ridge or raised section. If a walnut is correct, we
may be meant to admire the mouse’s strength: a human would normally require a tool to
crack a walnut, but Meridarpax, like Homeric warriors who lift huge boulders, can do it
with his paws alone.

oaxtv: used only once in Homer (IX.208), of the chine of a pig carved by Achilles
for his guests; there is no obvious significance to this, except perhaps to reinforce the

connection between the two heroes.
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266  $oaydnv: hapax, glossed by the scholia as medpoayuévwe, poaktikaws, vel sim.
Clearly the sense is something to do with protection or defence; to be understood as an
adverbial accusative of manner (Goodwin §1608; cf. Schwyzer II p. 87). Perhaps
surprisingly, given the obscurity of the word, the MSS are almost unanimous, with only
minor variations in spelling: the only alternative offered is ¢podx0nv, which appears as a
graphetai variant in S.

Kevwpaot: ‘empty spaces, hollows’. kévwua is not a Classical word, appearing
tirst in a fragment of Eudemus (4" c. BC; fr. 81). a is visibly confused: Q has the
nonsensical kat évvopoiwot, PY make a guess at kai €v Oppaoi(v). S and the recc. have
variants on kai €v wpowo(t) ‘and on his shoulders’, but there is no real reason

Meridarpax should want to put his hands on his own shoulders.

267 West rightly posits a lacuna before this verse. It is by no means clear in 265-6 what
Meridarpax proposes to do: we need at least another couple of lines of description. Even
the cowardly frogs of fable would be unlikely to flee simply because someone cracked a
nutshell. Z and some of the a MSS have this line after 268, but the syntax is
unsatisfactory — kev + aorist requires a conditional protasis, not ot d¢ ... €Bav.

Editors have generally assumed that Meridarpax aims to use the shells as boxing
gloves or knuckledusters: ‘quasi cestu armatus tanquam pugil ranas aggrediatur’
(Baumeister p. 39), ‘per affrontare uno scontro di pugilato” (Fusillo p. 130). Glei objects
that striking weapons of this kind would be “machtlos” compared to the missile weapons
used in the combat so far, but this is not necessarily true. Much of the fighting has taken

place at close quarters, as in the Iliad, and nutshells could be used like the Mediaeval
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buckler, as a combination weapon — protecting against enemy spears while also allowing
the wielder to deliver devastating punches.

If the knuckleduster interpretation is correct, it is the battle scene’s first major
divergence from the techniques of Iliadic combat: Homer’s warriors fight with their fists
only in sport. Since Meridarpax” aristeia ends the battle proper, we could perhaps see an
allusion to the funeral games at the end of the Iliad, which include a boxing match, but
this is tenuous and there are no verbal or structural parallels to support it. Allusion to
the (lethal) boxing match in A.R. 2 is possible, but again unlikely: the two scenes have
nothing in common beyond the basic device of a character putting something on his
hands. The intention may have been straightforward bathos. Just as the Mice will later
resist a thunderbolt but be driven away by crabs, it is somewhat undignified for the
Frogs to be vanquished in the end by fisticuffs.

Ludwich (ad loc.) offers a more elaborate explanation. He notes the complaint of
Althaus (p. 21) that if the Frogs flee into the pond at 267, there is no need for Zeus to
intervene on their behalf: the Mice cannot follow them anyway. Instead of deleting 267,
he argues that Meridarpax uses the half-shells as flotation devices — allowing him to
assault the Frogs in their own element! This can hardly be right. Meridarpax puts his
hands, xeloag, into the shells: Ludwich acknowledges this, referring to ‘Handkéhne’,
‘hand canoes’. Yet he also sees the mouse using the shells as weapons: “‘Meridarpax
benutzte sie nicht allein als Hiebwaffen, sondern auch wie kleine Kidhne als
Transportmittel” (p. 408). This obliges the unfortunate warrior to perform a single-arm
handstand on an upturned nutshell in the middle of a pond, while punching with the
other arm at the frogs, all of whom have chosen to remain on the surface and be punched

rather than diving to the depths (Physignathus’ instinctive response to danger at 86).
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268-83: the second conference on Olympus

The first of two divine interventions in the battle. Althaus’ objection — that the Frogs
should not be drtoAAvuévoug (270) if they are already kata Alpvnv (267) — may be
dismissed: cf. II. XXI-XXII, where the ongoing Trojan rout is hindered (XX1.6-7) or helped
(XX1.599-611) by partisan gods. 267 means that the Frogs are retreating, not that they
have retreated.

There is a more serious problem with the syntax. At 268-71 and 290-3 an
intervention is introduced via the unfulfilled conditional “x would have happened if y
had not occurred’; the text preserves two conditional protaseis, 269 and 292, with very
similar meanings, but only one apodosis, 268. Glei argues that both passages are separate
versions of the same scene, and that Zeus originally intervened only once (p. 205). Fusillo
sees the duplication of the intervention motif as deliberate and comic (ad 289-93). West
keeps both interventions, but only one conditional. The problem is compounded by 269,
an exact quotation from Homer (VIIL.131), and by 268, which in most of the vett. is
ungrammatical (¢€etéAeo(0)av emel péya(v) wg Oeov Nev).

West's transposition must be right: 268 follows very badly from 267, and very
well from 291. Its subject is therefore pvwv otpatdc 290. The transposition must have
occurred after the corruption of the line’s second half to péya(v) wg 0eov fev, which
cannot refer to a otpatdg but could (if corrected) refer to Meridarpax; since at 291
Meridarpax has not been mentioned for some time, an editor might have pushed the line
back to conclude his aristeia. If uéyoa ot 00évog were original, therefore, the recc. would
not have kept it in this place; any lost copy which preserved péya ot c0évog would have

preserved 268 after 291, where it fits so naturally that at least some MSS would have
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adopted it. péyoa ot 00évog must rather be an intelligent correction for the visibly
impossible péya wg Oeov, which must in its turn have been an early error for some
reading now lost. I consequently print the phrase in cruces. 269 was added to serve as a

protasis for the dislocated 268, since 292 could not be dislodged without crippling 293.

270  wxtepe Kgoviwv: borrowed by Opp. H. 2.674, where mankind destroys itself
with ceaseless warfare elodke patopévnv yeverv wktetpe Kgoviwv: in both cases the

thing pitied is a race suffering the effects of war.

271  xwnoag 0¢ kan: *3x Homer, most notably at XVII.442, where Zeus is moved
by pity — éAénoe Kooviwyv, cf. 292 — for another group of animals: the horses of Achilles.
The horses weeping for Patroclus is one of the only instances in the Iliad of animals
behaving like humans (see Introduction p. 36), and the use of this phrase in a similar
context is almost certainly a deliberate allusion. kaonv (Z and most of a) stems from a
misanalysis of the word as 1t declension. Note that Ludwich’s apparatus mistakenly
claims kwvrjoac to be missing from the original text of Z, and added by a later hand; in

fact Z originally had xtvrjoa, and only the final sigma has been added.

272 £oyov &v a is original (cf. iv.663 @ OTOL, 1] pEya €QYOV VTTEQPLAAWG ETeA€TON):
Oavpa t0d” IZ makes the line wholly Homeric (4x), and hence is more likely to have
found its way into the paradosis. As discussed on pp. 54-5, the BM poet avoids fully

Homeric lines.
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273-4 A difficult pair of lines. 273 is unmetrical and somewhat implausible; Zeus claims
that Meridarpax ‘strikes him not a little’, and the mouse is apparently koo Alpvny,
which is a bad place for a mouse (unless one finds merit in Ludwich’s “hand canoe’
suggestion, above). Allen and Fusillo both remove the line; but this leaves 274 isolated,
which is only possible if one adopts the a reading and treats Apnag as a proper name.
The presence of 273 in all MSS suggests that there was originally a line here, with the
sense ‘I am alarmed by the deeds of Meridarpax’, but that it became mutilated beyond

repair at a very early stage in transmission.

274 Aoma& ev Batodxolow apelPetal a: évalgety Patodxovs PAepeatvov I, -atvel S;
NAace Batpdyovg émameiAwv Z. One of the strangest puzzles in the poem. Most editors
have followed a; but is Apna€ an alternative, shorter form of Mepwdoma&? Or is Zeus
calling the mouse a &omaé, a robber, and if so, why?

There is no trace in Homer of either gods or mortals referring to a hero by an
abbreviated form of his name. Von Kamptz 1982 discusses the case of
Alcimedon/Alcimus (see ad 206), but this is the narrator’s abbreviation, not one in the
mouth of a character; for a true parallel to Meridarpax/Harpax we would need Zeus to
refer to Antilochus as Lochus, or to Diomedes as Medes. Weissenfels 1872 (p. 14) thought
there was humour in Zeus effectively providing an etymological explanation for the
mouse’s name, but this seems contrived. Etymological jokes work by drawing attention
to a feature of the character’s name which might otherwise pass unnoticed, as with
Athene’s play on ‘Odysseus’ at .62, ti v0 ot tooov wdvoao. Given that character names
in the BM depend for their humour on the reader being able to identify their elements

and ‘translate’ the name, having Zeus call ‘Portion-robber” a ‘robber’” seems too laboured
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to be a pun. (Fusillo comments ad loc. ‘forse c’e un gioco ironico da parte di Zeus nel
chiamare Rubabocconi solo con il suffisso verbale Apma&’, but does not expand on what
the point of the joke might be.)

If there is a pun here, it must hinge on an ambiguity in &oma€ or associated
words. A &oma€ can be violent: at Opp. C. 3.304 it and kipiog are given as the common
names for a particularly swift species of wolf, and the sense is clearly that this wolf
dashes in to seize its prey. &omalw can be used in a military context of seizing and
occupying a position (e.g. X.An. 4.6.11), and a few lines ago avaomndlw was used to
mean ‘take by storm, overrun’ (264). I suggest that the line may originally have read
apmalew Batoaxovg emameldwy vel sim. The joke here would be fairly effective: Zeus
claims that Meridarpax, ‘Portion-snatcher’, is threatening to storm the Frogs — taking the
domag part of his name and giving it a more aggressive spin. I’s version would then be a
simple gloss, with évaigewv inserted to explain the (unusual) sense of &omdletv; in a the
verb was misarticulated as &oma€ €v, and then the line was modified to make sense. Z’s
version, which is unmetrical, is both the least satisfactory and the hardest to explain, but

NAaoe may be a relic of another attempt to clarify domaCerv.

275  INaAAdda: in Homer she is always ‘Pallas Athene’; the first secure use of ‘Pallas’
alone as a name for the goddess is h.Dem. 424 (Richardson 1974 ad loc.).

moAepOKkAovov: see ad 4.

1) kai Agrna: Apnyv is an incorrect form of the accusative, discussed by
Hutchinson 1985, p. 49, who finds ‘no evidence for it in literary papyri, or in inscriptions
earlier than the Christian era’: he argues for Agea at [Hes.] Sc. 425. (& dona e J is

unmetrical.
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276  émoxroovot: better in terms of sense than &dmooxrjoovot vel sim. éméxw means
to stop or hinder x from doing y, whereas dméxw generally means to keep x away from y
(e.g. VI.96 at kev Tvdéog viov anooxn TAlov iong). It is too late to keep Meridarpax

away from the battle; the point is to stop him from fighting.

KOATEQOV MeQ €0vta: aZ have kpatepol e é0vtec. This may have been a
simple misunderstanding based on ot ... émioxnoovotL — kpateQol as referring to Athene
and Ares, rather than to Meridarpax — but the presence of unv for puv in QT (and
probably originally in Z) suggests that one version of the narrative may have had this
line describing the Mice in general, rather than specifically Meridarpax. This is
interesting given the é£etéAecoev/-av variation at 268, but the evidence is too confused

for any real conclusions.

277  wg &Q’ épn Koovidng: see ad 177.

Agneg: the sense of Baumeister’s "Hor) is obvious, given that the speaker refers to
‘the strength of Athene or Ares’” at 278. Hera is also a more Homeric counselor for Zeus
(e.g. IV.50ff., XVI.4391f.). Yet aside from T, which omits the word altogether, the MSS are
unanimous. No serious poem could depict Ares warning Zeus that ‘the strength of Ares’
will not be enough, but the BM is not a serious poem. Ares’ performance in the Iliad is
unimpressive: after being wounded by Diomedes and Athene he is harshly criticised by
Zeus as a two-faced whiner (V.889), and he suffers an even more embarrassing defeat at
XXI.403ff. when Athene flattens him with a rock. Cf. Kirk 1990 ad V.890-1: “Ares,
whenever he is most fully personified in II., represents the worst and least heroic side of

warfare’. The BM poet has already used the joke that the gods are alarmed by the
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fighting prowess of the two sides (193-5). It would be both appropriate and amusing to
show the god of war reluctant to stand up to the rampaging Mice.

The use of the third person helps echo the structure of 275, as well as Homeric
lines like XX.358 ovdé k" Apng, 6omep Oeog aupotog, ovdé kK AOTvn... Aside from the
points at which they actually confront each other, Athene and Ares are often
acknowledged as the joint patrons of war: Zeus calls battle the concern of ‘swift Ares and
Athene’ at V.430, and at XII1.127 and XVIL.398 a fight is so fierce that ‘neither Ares nor
Athene could have scorned it’. Here Ares himself acknowledges that the Mice cannot be

stopped by “Ares or Athene’.

278  oUT’ &Q’: all MSS but Z have ov ya, which can hardly begin a remark of this
sort. Cf. V.333 oUt” &o” AOnvain ovte mroAinmopboc Evua.

ovUte Agnog: the hiatus seems to have caused concern across the families. Final -¢
before a form of Agnc in Homer would normally be elided (e.g. V.863, XV.605), but line-
final Agnoc is always scanned with short &, so neither variant is strictly within Homeric
practice. It is possible that the poet was fooled by the hiatus in e.g. iv.87 ovte avag into

thinking this was a Homeric quirk.

279-80 I contracts these lines into the single hybrid ioxVoetL Batod oot donyéuev: 1) to

oov 6mAov, almost certainly through saut du méme au méme (&onyépev > &onyoveq).

279  ioxvoet loxvel Z is an easy error.
apvvépev almuv 0Ae0ov: see above ad 249. Here the model is XVIIL.129

*étdooloty dpvvépev ainv 0Ae0gov, again in the context of a speech advising caution:

334



Thetis warns Achilles not to risk returning to battle until he has new armour. Here Ares
is warning Zeus that a single god will not be enough to stop the mouse assault. al have
apnyéuev, which was probably influenced by &onydveg in the next line; dorjyw + acc. is
rare and not Homeric, though it appears occasionally in the Attic tragedians (e.g. A. Th.

119, E. Tr. 777).

280-4 The second part of Ares’ speech was unnecessarily muddled by Lycius’ edition of
1566. aZ have the following, with minor variations:

AAN” &ye MAVTES lwpeV QN YOVES: T) TO 0OV OTTAOV

KveloBw' oUTw Yy dAwoetat 6g TG AQLOTOog,

g mote kat Kamavna katéktaveg 6Botpov avooa

kat péyav EykeAadov te kal ayowx puAa I'tydvtwv.

I has:

loxVoeL BaTEAXOLOLV AENYEUEV” T) TO OOV OTTAOV
kiveloOw TitavokTovov opouoeoyov (FL; car. |)

@ Titavag médpveg dprotoug Efoxa mavTwy

kat KeAadovta mednjoag " ayowx pvAa I'ydvtwv.

Although I is plainly unsatisfactory, Lycius decided to salvage its version of the
kiveloOw line. He followed some of the recc. in inserting péya after kiveioBw to produce
a hexameter, albeit one lacking a medial caesura, transplanted it into the equivalent
position in aZ (after 1) to cov 6tAov), and numbered it 281; he then moved the correct
version, kiveloOw: o0Tw Yo KTA., to follow &yowx pvAa I'tyavtwv, and numbered it
284. The two lines should never have appeared in the same text: only the MSS of the
Ven.! family have both lines, and in those ‘281" appears between 282 and 283.
Unfortunately, Lycius’ numbering has remained in use, so that kiveloBw* obtw yap KTA.
— which has never been transposed, and remains where aZ correctly placed it — is always
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identified as 284. I have corrected the numeration: in my text the aZ version appears as

281, and the poem simply lacks a line 284. Wolke discusses the same problem on pp. 6-7.

280  A&omnyovea: donywv is used twice in Homer, both times of divine assistance to
mortals (IV.7, V.511), and then never again until the BM. It became popular in later epic,
and is used repeatedly by Oppian and Nonnus, as well as by Gregory Nazianzenus.
Given that all these works show signs elsewhere of drawing on the BM for vocabulary,
our poet may have been responsible for resurrecting the word and making it available to
the later epic tradition. dor)yetv Z is plausible, but by far the easier reading, and hence a

more likely correction.

281  aAwoetat in Homer and elsewhere normally means ‘caught’ rather than
‘defeated’ or ‘killed’, but expressions like AevyaAéw Bavatw ... aAwvar XX1.281 make
the shift an obvious one (cf. LFGE s.v. dA@vaut). The meaning could be that the bolt will
break the mouse assault, and hence allow their best warrior to be taken in battle, but the
following reference to Capaneus seems to suggest that Zeus will shoot to kill (which he
does not in fact do).

0¢ 16 &grotog: *6x Homer. The phrasing is a little awkward: we might expect a
thunderbolt to target one particular mouse (e.g. Meridarpax) rather than “whichever is

the greatest’ (used in Homer when there is doubt over who is meant, e.g. VIL.50, xi.179).

282  Kamavna: one of the Seven against Thebes, slain with a thunderbolt for boasting
that not even Zeus could stop his assault. He is deployed in tragedy as an emblem of

hubris and its punishment (e.g. S. Ant. 127ff., E. Ph. 1172ff.). The reminder of this heroic
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precedent makes it all the funnier when the subsequent thunderbolt does fail to stop the
Mice. His son Sthenelus is the right-hand man of Diomedes in the Iliad, with whom
Meridarpax shares some similarities (see above ad 260-7).

KAaTéKTAVEG: *xxii.29 (the outraged Suitors to Odysseus after the death of
Antinous). The Homeric passage has no obvious relevance here, although ainttg
0Ae0p0c in xxii.28 suggests that the BM poet may have had this passage in mind when
writing Ares” speech.

O6potpov avdpa: nowhere before the BM, the closest equivalent being dvdowv
opoluwv at A. Th. 794, where it describes the Seven. The BM poet is presumably alluding
either to Aeschylus, or to another account of the siege of Thebes which used the same
expression. Quintus went on to make repeated use of this phrase in the Posthomerica (8x,

*5X).

283  xai péyav Eykedadov te kai: KeAadovta mednjoag nd’ I, corrected to 10" in the
recc., is unmetrical. We know of no mythical Celadon whom Zeus bound (although a
River Celadon is mentioned by Nestor at VII.133), and in a discussion of the thunderbolt
it is unclear why binding should be relevant anyway.

The name EyxeAddog is always 27 declension elsewhere in Greek literature, and
Barnes’ EyxeAadov te for codd. EyxeAddovta is certainly right. Enceladus was a giant,
first mentioned by Euripides, who says that Athene defeated him (HF 908-9). In later
accounts he went some way to usurping Typhoeus’ position as leader of the Giants, and
in Callimachus’ Aetia he is apparently buried under Sicily (fr. 1.36 with Harder ad loc.),
the fate traditionally reserved for Typhoeus. LIMC identifies the BM as the first source

for Enceladus as an opponent for Zeus, although dates it too early (4"-3 c. BC): the poet
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may have been drawing on a tradition which already existed, or he may simply have
been inexact. It is worth noting that at E. Cyc. 6-8 Silenus claims to have killed Enceladus
on Dionysus’ behalf, which suggests that the details of the giant’s fate were somewhat
labile.

The link between Mice and Giants has been made before (7, 171), and the
reference here may be a deliberate echo of the proem, producing a kind of ring-
composition: having been told at 7 that the Mice were like the Giants, we finally see
them filling the role of Giants by causing alarm on Olympus. Cf. also Harder 2012 ad
Call. fr. 54c.14: “‘through these reminiscences the mice are raised to the level of mythical
monsters, human or otherwise’, and ad fr. 54c.33, where she sees the trap which crushes
the mouse under a weight as an allusion to the imprisonment of Typhon/Typhoeus
under Aetna.

Kal ayola pvAa I'yavrwv: *vii.206. dyoiax pvAa is used only otherwise by
Homer at XIX.30, where Thetis says she will drive away the &yowx pvAa / pviag; given

the similarity to pvag, there may well be a joke here.

285-303: the end of the conflict

The curious two-stage ending of the poem — in which Zeus’ first intervention fails,

forcing him to adopt a different strategy — is strongly reminiscent of the end of the

Odyssey.
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Od. XXIV.528-48

Odysseus’ party charged at the Ithacans, who would all have been killed [A, 528] if Athene
had not intervened [B, 529-30] by shouting for the battle to stop. The Ithacans were terrified
[C, 533], and fled towards the city. Odysseus continued his assault [D, 538], but Zeus
threw a thunderbolt, and Athene again intervened [E, 541] by telling O. to abandon the

attack. This brought the conflict to an end [F, 545-7].

BM 267-303

The Mice charged at the Frogs, who would all have been killed [A, 268] if Zeus had not
intervened [B, 269/292] by throwing a thunderbolt. The warriors were terrified [C, 289], but
the Mice continued their assault [D, 290-1], so Zeus again intervened [E, 293] by sending the

crabs. This brought the conflict to an end [F, 303].

This commentary cannot risk a diversion into modern scholarship’s bloody and eternal
war over the authenticity of the Odyssey finale; the case for the defence is well
summarised by Heubeck ad xxiii.297 (and pp. 353-4) in Russo et al. 1992, while one of the
best prosecutions is brought by S. West 1989. Aside from the famous discussion of
xxiii.296 as the téAog/mépac of the epic, there is little evidence for ancient criticism of the
last six hundred lines: as Heubeck points out (p. 343), we do not even know whether
Aristarchus and Aristophanes thought the final section was spurious, and if they did, we
do not know why they thought so. Eustathius’ rebuttal is directed at the debate over
xxiii.296, not at attacks on the quality of the final book. The scholia on Od. xxiv are
extremely scanty and offer nothing of use. Many modern scholars have found the action

of xxiv rushed, confusing, and unsatisfactory, but we have no direct evidence that any
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ancient readers shared their concerns. We cannot therefore say with confidence that the
BM “parodies’ the ending of the Odyssey — in other words, that the sequence first
intervention > failure > second intervention is meant to seem ridiculous and hence reflect
critically on the same sequence as it occurs in Homer. That the BM’s ending alludes to the
Odyssey’s seems almost certain, and there is undoubtedly humour in the thunderbolt —
which to a reader of Homer is the ultimate and irresistible expression of the will of Zeus,
the ‘nuclear option” to which gods and men alike must yield — failing to halt a gang of
mice, who are then driven off in terror by crabs. It is not clear, however, that the poet
regarded the end of the Odyssey itself as implausible or ridiculous.

A possible reference to the xxiii.296 controversy does occur in the poem’s final
line, with the duplication of TéAoc-words (teAet ... é€eteAéoOn); but teAetr) does not
properly mean a conclusion, and there are more serious problems here, on which see ad

loc.

285-8 Zeus is depicted hurling a thunderbolt only twice in Homer: VIIL.133-6., at
Diomedes, and xxiv.539-40, at Athene.'* In both cases, as here, he aims to frighten rather
than to harm; and in both cases his overall object is to prevent a military assault from
succeeding. An audience familiar with Od. xxiv, as noted above, would certainly expect
the deployment of a thunderbolt to bring about the end of the poem, and would
probably have been amused by the way the poet subverts this.

The syntax here is tangled. In most of the vett., Zeus throws the bolt (BaAe) at

285, thunders “first” at 286, whirls the bolt and throws it (k” érdwvnoac) at 288. The first

144 There are multiple references in the Odyssey to the thunderbolt with which Zeus destroys
Odysseus’ ship, but these are all focalised through Odysseus.
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problem is that the bolt is thrown twice, and Ludwich consequently adopted d¢ faAwv
(only in Z) and corrected to 6¢ AaPwv. This is hard to explain, since if Aafwv had
become BaAwv —a common enough mistake — there would have been no reason for all
other MSS to modity it further to BaAe. The participle is if anything more natural than
the indicative here. 285 must rather be a summary of an action which is then described in
more detail: ‘then Zeus threw the bolt: (which is to say,) first he thundered, etc.”.

More serious is the second problem: 288 follows very poorly from 286. 1k’
é¢rudwvrjoag should follow a participle (e.g. VIL269, IX.538 Aaav delpac), and after two
main verbs (¢Boovtnoe ... 0 éAéAiEev) we would expect another conjunction. 287 (S,
recc.) is an interpolation designed to fix the problem by inserting a new direct object for
288: it is significant that the entire line is an extended way of saying ‘the lightning bolt’,
and also that it lacks any third-foot caesura. A few MSS read 1) kai for fx’, which is
unmetrical and leaves the sentence without a verb of throwing. Kiihn deleted 286-8
entirely, relegating the hurling of the bolt to a half-line, which works against the comic
effect of the passage — a grandiose description makes it all the funnier when the Mice
stubbornly refuse to flee. Since 286 and 288 are both good lines attested in all MSS, I am
reluctant to delete them, and have fallen back on the unsatisfactory compromise of a
lacuna: the text requires a line with a function very similar to that of 287, but of better
quality. The only other option is to follow Ludwich, adopt AaBwv at 285, and delete 286-
7: ‘taking the bolt, Zeus whirled and threw it’ — but I am not convinced by Ludwich’s
adjustment, and I would rather gain a lacuna than lose a blameless line.

Nearly all MSS have & €BaAe; I read d¢ BaAe (cf. VIIL.313, XV.577) since it
prevents elision at the medial caesura. The BM poet does permit this elsewhere

(Introduction, p. 65), but never with a case where it could be so painlessly avoided.

341



PoAdevta kegavvov: more likely than the dative, given the lack of a specified
target: cf. xxiii.330 vija Oomv éBaAe PpoAdevtt kepavvw, but xxiv.539 (NB) Koovidong
adlet PoAdevta kepavvov. Z's agynta kepavvov (VIIL133) is only possible if one also
reads BaAwv. Aristotle distinguishes between “clear” and “smoky” thunderbolts as two

meteorologically discrete types (Mete. 371a; see also ps.-Arist. Mu. 395a).

286  péyav O’ éAéAEev 'OAvumov: *1.530, of Zeus’ nod. Kelly 2007, pp. 216-17 notes
that in early epic the expression ‘Olympus was shaken’ is thematically linked to the
concept of stasis against Zeus’ rule: 282-3 and the comparisons to Capaneus and
Enceladus show that the Mice have almost taken on the status of theomakhoi by this point,
and hence Zeus acts as if defending Olympus against a direct threat, even though the
Mice are not challenging him personally. Cf. in particular Hes. Th. 842 puéyag meAeuiCet’

‘OAvumog, of Zeus moving to fight Typhoeus.

288 1’ rudwvroac: *VIL.269 = ix.538, of the great rocks thrown by Ajax and
Polyphemus.

éntato xe1pog: another clever allusion to the end of the Odyssey. The expression
‘flew from the hand(s)” is not used of thrown missiles in Homer, but it does appear at
xxiv.534, ék xelpwv émtato tevxea — the weapons of the terrified Ithacans fall from their
hands at Athene’s intervention. Its use here both suggests one of the major Homeric
precedents for the thunderbolt episode, and paves the way for the failure of Zeus’

attempt: a weapon ‘flying from the hand’ is a sign of helplessness, not of violence.

342



289  mavtag pév @’ épopnoe: apparently modelled on *ravrag pév ¢ EAmer (ii.91 =
xiii.380), of Penelope manipulating the Suitors, although there is no obvious contextual
echo. *¢popnoe appears 4x in Homer (X1.173, XII1.300, XV.91, XVI1.583); there may be
significance that in two of these cases animals are being frightened (XI.173, cattle
spooked by a lion; XVI.583, smaller birds scattered by a hawk).

témi tovg 8¢ te poact: found throughout the vett., with very minor variations. A
tew later MSS offer Batoaxouvg te povag te, which looks like an attempt at correction.
The conjectures of subsequent editors have been unconvincing (¢t tovode Kgoviwv
Brandt, émdovg d¢ te pvdpovg Ludwich, etc.); Maittaire offered the hybrid reading
TIAVTAG HéV oo poag épopnoe Paiwv emi tovode, but the sense of this is very weak.
The precedent of Od. xxiv would suggest that only the Frogs should be frightened, as
only the Ithacans are panicked by Athene’s shout, but the poet could equally well have
varied this model; the Greeks and Trojans alike are frightened by thunder at VII.476-81, a
passage which has other connections with the end of the BM (see ad 302-3). With no good
reading in the paradosis and no Homeric original to use as a template, and even the

intended sense uncertain, my preference is to print the second half of the line in cruces.

290  &AAN 000" g AméATYE: see note on 219.

AAA” €t paAAov: *IX.678, *XXI1.305, in both cases of a character’s fury increasing.

291  ieto: the sense “to be eager to do x’ for inutis impeccably Homeric, rarely found
in later Greek, and hence lec. diff. here. In the Iliad it tends to occur in contexts of a

warrior striving to damage the enemy: most relevant is V.434-5, where Diomedes {eto 0’
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atet | Atvelav ktetvat despite Apollo’s opposition, until he is finally warned off. éAmteto
would be a natural gloss, for which émtAeto can only be an error.

noOnoewv: in Homer the verb is always used of places, to mean ‘sack’ (the fields
of the Egyptians, xiv.264, xvii.433; cities and walls, IV.308), but its use of people (to mean
“ruin, kill’) occurs from Aeschylus onwards (e.g. A. Th. 194).

Batoaxwv vévog aixuntawv: I's version is unmetrical, since it requires yévog

to scan as a spondee.

268  kai vy kev égetédeooev: *xi.317, of Otus and Ephialtes attempting to scale
Olympus. Once again the poet activates the image of the Mice as theomakhoi-by-proxy:
their attack on the Frogs is described as though, like the Giants, they were attacking
Olympus directly (cf. ad 286). At xi.318 the Aloeidae are destroyed by Apollo, alerting
the audience to the imminent defeat of the Mice.

otoatog can take the plural, e.g. Pi. P. 2.46, but after singulars at 290-1 we would
expect another here, particularly if fjev is a remnant of the original reading.
¢€etéAeocoav would be a natural error due to the Homeric intertext (Ludwich ad loc.), or
if, following the transposition (see ad 268-83), the verb was taken to follow from mavteg

267.

292 ¢€Aénoe: Zeus pities the plight of mortals 4x in the Iliad, always with éAénoe:
XV.12 (Hector injured by Ajax), XV1.431 (Sarpedon), XVII.441 (the horses of Achilles),
XIX.340 (the Achaeans mourning Patroclus). Cf. also XV.44. @ktelpe must have been

influenced by the very similar second half of 270.
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293  O¢ 0 pOerpopévorarv: not represented exactly in any MS, but necessary: 6 oa
tote Patodxoloty is unmetrical, while the tic in both 6¢ Tig Toig Pato- and 6¢ Tic
$Oeopévoloy disrupts the syntax. fatoaxolowy is also unwelcome after fatodyovg in

the previous line.'#

294-8 The poem concludes with a spectacular last-minute divergence from Homeric
style: a riddling five-line description of the crabs which Zeus sends to drive away the
Mice. Glei pp. 206-7 draws attention to Thersites at I1.217-19, who is given an unusually
detailed physical description spanning three lines, but this piling up of adjectives in
asyndeton is quite alien to Homer. The early 1% c. AD (?) epigrammatist Statilius Flaccus
imitated it in his own very similar description of a crab: see Introduction, p. 12.

On Greek kennings see Weern 1951, especially pp. 38-46 on denominative
kennings and their use to describe animals (e.g. Hes. WD 571 ¢epéoucog, A. Pers. 612
avOepoveyoq): she concludes that ‘the original home of this type of kenning is the folk
tale and the fable’ (p. 46), so the BM’s final spree of kennings could be interpreted as a
last tribute to its fabular origins. Alternatively, the point may be a humorous one. Waern
draws attention to a fragment of Antiphanes (fr. 55) in which one character repeatedly
criticises another for using florid descriptive language packed with kennings, and urges
him to speak simply, which proves that kenning-rich language was perceived as a target

for parody: Weern even suggests (p. 103) that the passage may be a specific parody of

145 Ludwich and Allen differ here: both agree that a certain group of MSS have ¢pOetgopévolowy,
but Allen lists them as reading 0a $6-., Ludwich as reading tic ¢O-. I have not confirmed this via
autopsy, but I suspect Ludwich is correct: not only is his app. generally more detailed, but Allen
totally ignores the tic reading. It is more likely that Allen would have accidentally elided a
minority reading with a majority than that Ludwich would have inserted a reading which does
not in fact exist in the MSS. One of the special pleasures of studying the BM is the occasional
necessity of performing textual criticism on its textual criticism.
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Timotheus. The sheer number and concentration of kennings in BM 294-8, concluding
with the grandiose ot d¢ kaAevvtal | kagkivol, may be a final flourish of the poem’s
epicising technique: just as the frog king is Aquvoxaonc moAvdnuoc and Psicharpax
introduces himself in the manner of a Homeric hero, the crabs are given a comically
over-solemn introduction. (Weern, oddly, never mentions the BM: she may have
considered it too late a work to fall within the bounds of her study.)

Crabs themselves are relatively uncommon as actors in fable. Four fables listed in
Perry 1965 have crabs in a major role: Babrius 39 (a crab is too insignificant to intervene
in the disagreement between the dolphins and the whales); Babrius 109 (a young crab
will learn to walk in a straight line only when his mother shows him how); Perry 116 (a
crab is punished for leaving his native element, the water, when a fox eats him); and
Perry 196 (a crab kills a snake for being treacherous). None of these are particularly
significant for the passage at issue, although it is interesting that Babrius 39 involves a
crab attempting to mediate a conflict between two rival tribes.

The only association between crabs and mice in ancient literature is Arat. 1132-41,
where both animals are listed as weather-forecasters: mice are energetic in good weather
(1132-3) but rest when rain is on the way (1140-1), and crabs emerge from the water
when a storm is imminent (1138-9). Fittingly for a passage with some potential relevance
to the BM, it is textually uncertain: 1137-41 have sometimes been deleted by editors as a
later interpolation. Kidd 1997 outlines the problem ad loc., and discusses the possibility
of transposing 1140-1 to follow 1137, so that the lines relating to mice are grouped
together: ‘this would leave the crab couplet as a surprise conclusion’ (p. 571). He
concludes, however, that the evidence is in favour of leaving the line order intact. If the

crab couplet did conclude the passage, there would be good grounds for suspecting a
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deliberate reference by the BM poet, but no such order is ever found in the paradosis.
Either way, the joke is obvious: Zeus sends a thunderbolt from heaven; although this in
itself does not stop the Mice, it brings crabs out of the water in the expectation of an
approaching storm! Such an interpretation does not require the poet to have read Aratus,
merely to be aware of the folklore, but we would expect a scholarly 2n-c. BC author
familiar with Callimachus to know the Phaenomena as well.

It is worth noting that Aristophanes” Wasps concludes with the arrival of some
dancing crabs, but the joke is a topical one, directed at the tragedian Carcinus and his
three sons (Sommerstein 1983, p. 246). It is hard to see why the poet would have decided
to allude to the ending of this particular comedy, with which the BM has no other
connection except for the mention of the pvg kat yaAn at 1182; a reference to the folk-
wisdom about crabs and storms seems much more plausible. A final possibility, of
course, is that the poet just wanted some suitably terrifying monsters on a mouse’s scale:
cf. Petersen 2007, in which warrior mice again confront monstrous crabs.

Further complicating the question of whether the Mice are the poem’s Greeks or
its Trojans, the coming of the crabs can, like the aristeia of Meridarpax, be seen as
Achillean: the Frogs are driven back to a body of water, but at the last minute a
devastating force clad in impenetrable armour emerges and puts the attackers to flight.
Alternatively one could see the crabs as equivalent to the Scamander, an overpowering
(and aquatic) divine presence immune to conventional military valour; the poet seems to
be playing with the Iliad’s various reversals and routs, denying his readers any fully
secure identification between model and adaptation. Much as he refuses to co-opt entire
lines or phrases from Homer (Introduction, pp. 54-5), he avoids the temptation to

reproduce any motif from the plot in its entirety. Another parallel, as 301 proves, is
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Achilles” account of the failed revolution on Olympus at 1.400-6. In the Iliad, a hundred-
handed monster suppresses a revolt against Zeus” authority; in the BM, a race of eight-
legged monsters successfully terrifies and routs an army that has so far defied even

Zeus’ thunderbolt.

294  1nAOov O’ éEaidvnc: almost comically abrupt (‘suddenly crabs appeared’).
Presumably the crabs, like the Frogs, emerged from the pond. Freshwater crabs are
characteristic of tropical and subtropical regions (Yeo et al. 2008), but members of the
family Potamidae are found around the Mediterranean, and Potamon fluviatile especially
is common in mainland Greece (Maurakis et al. 2004).

vwrtakpoveg: ‘anvil-backed’, hapax, referring to the broad, hard upper shell of a
crab.

ayrvAoxnAat: at XVI1.428 and xxii.302 vultures are described as yappavuyxeg
aykvAoxeidat, ‘with hooked claws and curved beaks’. At Ar. Eq. 197 a mock-epic oracle
refers to the Bugoaietoc &dykvAoxnAng, the ‘leather-eagle with curved claws’. In both
cases the MSS are divided between -xetA- and -xnA-, but the original texts are clear:
Homer requires -xelA- to prevent tautology, and in Eq. Demosthenes goes on to explain
that the eagle is drykvAoxnAng because aykVAaLS tais xepotv apmalwv Gpéget (205).
Here, the sense clearly requires the minority reading dyxvAoxnAat: crabs are not notable
for curved mouthparts of any kind. The confusion over the two words, however, means

it is quite plausible that even the BM poet used the wrong form.

295 AofoParar: ‘skewed-walking’, found only elsewhere at Sibylline Oracles 13.169

Ao&oBatnv te Todyov. However, Gregory Nazianzenus’ description of a crab, 1) kai
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AofoBapolot kal Oktamodeoot ayovols (576.11), is certainly indebted to this line and
to 298. Cf. also Babrius 109.1 pr) Ao&x Patverv.

oteePAoti: ‘crooked’. It is not clear exactly which quality of the crabs is being
described here: their sideways gait was covered by AooBdatat. The reference may be to
their segmented legs, to the “wrinkled” appearance of the shell in some species, or to
something else entirely.

PaAdoatopot: ‘scissor-mouthed’, hapax, from PaAic ‘clippers, scissors’ (first at
S. fr. 407a). Crab mouthparts are not noticeably scissor-like, and are in fact largely
invisible. The poet may have been thinking of lobsters, which have more prominent
mandibles that do resemble scissors.

00toak0deguot: ‘shell-skinned’, very common in scientific writers as a term for

crustaceans; rare elsewhere.

296 Absent in I.

ootoduveic: ‘bony’. Technically inaccurate, since crabs are invertebrates, but the
Greeks do not seem to have distinguished between bone and chitin.

nAatvvwrot: ‘wide-backed’, used in Archestratus fr. 46 to describe a fish called
the AewoBatoc (apparently a kind of ray). The word goes on to have a surprising future
in epithet-lists of this sort: Gregory Nazianzenus’ use of it in the first line of an epigram
(Anth. Gr. 8.172) was probably inspired by the BM, but it also appears catalogued as a
desirable quality in various types of animal (Armenian horse, Hippiatr. 1.2; heifer, Gp.
17.2.1.6; ram, Gp. 18.1.3.4).

amnootiAPovrec: ‘gleaming’, one of the only Homeric words in the passage

(iii.408).
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297  BAawoot: ‘splay-footed, bandy-legged’, first at X. Eq. 1.3.8.
xepotévovreg: xeldlotévovreg IZ. Either word would be a hapax, but the sense
of a’s is much better: crabs visibly reach out with their arms, but not with their mouths.
Amo otéevwv 0QowvTee: found only in S, of the early MSS, but I follow West in
reading it. (I has the unmetrical 6pwvtec.) éoopwvteg vel sim. aZ is unexpected, since
even when it lacks a direct object elocogaw usually means ‘look at, behold, watch
(something)’ rather than simply ‘look’: e.g. IV.9, XI.73. Homer always uses the

uncontracted form of the participle: eilcogowvtec 9x, *8x, simplex 6pdwvTeS 5x, *2x.

298  oxtamodec: again, technically inaccurate: crabs are classed as decapods.
However, to a Greek who saw the claws as the crab’s ‘hands’ (see above on 297), there
would appear to be four pairs of ‘legs’.

Owkagnvot: crabs are not two-headed, but it is possible that, as Maittaire and
Ludwich both argue ad loc., the poet had in mind the two eye-stalks which are visible on
many species of crab. Since a crab’s body lacks any obviously separate ‘head’, it is very
likely that a Greek might have assumed the two small mobile stalks to be its “heads’.
Clarke’s emendation to ducépaiol, followed by West, is unnecessary.

Ateléec: dixelpéeg codd. is ‘formal und inhaltlich bedenklich’” (Glei p. 209): the
-éeg ending is peculiar, and the crabs were xewpotévovtec in the previous line. Nauck
proposed atepéeg, to which Glei objects on the grounds that it would be the only
epithet not to refer to the crabs’ physical appearance; but in Homer &teior|g is used of
concrete objects (V.292, XIV .25, etc.), and if we take the word to mean ‘impenetrable’
rather than “untiring’ it is a logical conclusion to the list (since it proves that the Mice will

be powerless against such heavily-armoured foes). The presence of dteipéeg twice in
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Gregory Nazianzenus (440.6, 1239.2) and once in Quintus Smyrnaeus (3.717) — always in
this sedes — provides additional support for the reading.

oi ¢ kadevvrtan | kagrivor: as commonly with kennings (Weern 1951 pp. 49-
51), the list of epithets concludes with a “solution’. The phrasing here is grand, and
reminiscent of 1.403-4 (see ad 294-303 and 301), where Achilles specifies that the
Hundred-Hander has different names among gods and mortals: 0v Boidgewv kaAéovat
O¢eol, avdpeg dé te mavteg | Atyaiwv'. There may be a suggestion that crabs, too, are

called something different on Olympus.

299 In keeping with the bathos of the poem’s ending — an army which stood up to a
thunderbolt is driven off by crabs — we drop instantly out of Homeric battle-narrative
into something much more straightforwardly comic. The crabs do not kill or seriously
injure the Mice: we are not given gory Iliadic descriptions of mouse warriors impaled on
claws or torn limb from limb. Instead, they nip at the tails and paws of the Mice and
scare them into flight. The image of the advancing mouse horde with its spears and
shields is replaced with one of a gaggle of very ordinary mice scampering away back to
their holes, a dénouement that would not appear out of place in a picture-book for

modern children.

300 mOdag kal xeigag: there may be a joke here, given that Carcinus, the
mythological crab who was transformed into the constellation Cancer, was sent by Hera
to distract Heracles during his battle with the Lernaean Hydra: it bit the hero on his foot,
but was immediately kicked away or crushed. The story was an old one: the crab is

already present in the version of the Hydra battle shown on a Boeotian bronze fibula
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from c. 700 BC (London, BM 3205; LIMC Herakles 2019). [Eratosth.] Cat. 11 records that
Panyassis included it in his Heracleia (Davies EGF p. 116). See also Hyg. Astr. 2.23.1,
Hellan. FGrH 4 F 103, Sen. Herc. Oet. 67.

aveyvapmntovto: more correct than the majority reading dveyvamnt-. Spears are
bent back (aveyvdudOn) three times in the Iliad: 111.348, VII.259, XVIL.44. In each case the

wielder goes on to lose the fight.

301 Modelled on 1.406 Tov kat Omédeioav pakages Oeol ovd” " Ednoav (see above).
The most extreme development of the running joke in the BM whereby the Mice are
compared to great or powerful entities: here the Mice are the gods themselves (deiAot
pveg filling the same position in the line as paxkagec Oeot), but the gods quelled by Zeus’

final statement of authority.

302-3 Nightfall was used several times by the Alexandrian editors of Homer as a
convenient place for a book-division: in particular, I, VII, and i end at or around a
reference to the sun setting, although only in iii is sunset the last line of the book.
Argonautica 3 also ends with a sunset, and the BM poet may have had it in mind: the final
event it describes is of course the battle with the ynyeveig, the Earthborn Men. The
Spartoi on Colchis are not the same as the ynyevéwv avdowv referred to at BM 7, the
Giants, but Apollonius calls them ynyevéwv avdowv 3x (3.1048, 1338, 1347). Jason’s
massacre of the Spartoi is compared to a farmer who panics when war breaks out
between two neighbouring tribes (the plot of the BM), fearing ur] ot mpotdpwvtat
apovpag — devastation of crops being associated with mice, see Introduction p. 47 —and

sets about his harvest with a curved sickle, &omnv evkaumnr), suggestive of the curved
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claws of the &yrxvAoxnAai crabs. The parallel is a loose one, but the presence of an army
of ‘earth-born’, a threat to crops, and a curved blade or blades in the same passage is
highly suggestive, especially given that both sequences end with a sunset. é£eteAéo0n in
BM 303 could then echo teteAeopévog in 3.1407.

moA€pov teAetn) povorpepog in 303, lit. ‘the one-day festival of war’, is a striking
expression unparalleled in Greek: we never hear elsewhere of war as a teAetn, or indeed
of a teAet as povonuepoc. The reference could be once again to Apollonius, who calls
Jason’s struggle for the Fleece an &eOAog (3.1407); but this is perfectly apt, since the
challenges of Aeetes are an arranged test rather than a genuine battle. Calling a war of
vengeance a teAetr), the word normally used of mystery rites and by extension of
festivals involving such rites, is much harder to justify. Glei suggests ad loc. that TeAetr
might have been a mistaken formation from téAoc — one manuscript has the unmetrical
teAevtn — and some scholia agree with him: X MB gloss teAetn as kat téAog, L bIT* as 1)
teAelwolg (contrast the other scholia which gloss 1jyouvv 1) €éoptr] or mavryvolg, or
simply 1] évépgyewa ‘activity’). Even aside from the tautology, this would hardly agree
with povornuegoc: ‘the one-day conclusion to the war was concluded’. More likely is
Glei’s other proposal, that TeAet] is intentionally comic: he compares XVII.228 toAéuov
0apLoTUG, ‘the conversation of battle’, a similarly startling juxtaposition.

povonuepog, meanwhile, is a rare word, never found before this in Greek. It
appears in the Septuagint (Wi. 5:14) referring to a guest (kataAvtnc) who stays for a
single day, and then largely in medical and alchemical texts: in Galen it describes a type
of eye-salve (e.g. p. 712 1. 18), in Zosimus it seems to specify a method of distillation (p.

140 1. 13). In Eustathius” commentary on the Iliad, however, we find it referring to the
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construction of the Achaean wall in II. VII: €&vOa 6oa kat w¢ povonuéw €Qyw olkelov
10 ‘dV0eTO T NéALoG, TeTéAeoTo d¢ égyov’ (VIL.465).

It is a very strange coincidence that the one instance of povorjuepog in a context
relevant to Homer should be describing a line which is so similar to BM 302-3. But
Eustathius was writing in the 12t c. AD. There are two possibilities:

1. Eustathius was drawing on extant discussions of the Achaean wall, which
already used the word povorjuegog. The BM poet knew a version of this
commentary, current already in the 274 c. BC, and therefore associated
povorjuepog with VIL465. BM 303 would then be, appropriately for the
poem’s final line, a final allusion to issues of Homeric scholarship and
interpretation.

2. 303 is not original. This would leave 302 ¢dveto & 1jAL0G 1101 as the end of the
poem: abrupt, but possible (for 10n at sentence-end cf. xii.393, xx.53, 90).

Of these I favour the first option. povorjuepog amusingly emphasises the brevity of the
whole conflict, compared to the ten years of the Trojan War. teAetr is strange, but it is
not impossible that the poet should have coined the expression ‘festival of battle” to refer
to a poem which combines Iliadic gore and violence with a fundamentally playful
premise; and the line is found in all our MSS. If our poet knew a scholarly discussion of
1. VII which remarked (for example) on the phenomenal speed with which the Achaeans
build a wall big enough to annoy Poseidon, and called it a povorjpepov éoyov vel sim.,
he might have decided to allude to this by referring to his comic war of mice and frogs —

a conflict mighty enough to alarm the gods, yet over by sunset — as a teAetn

LLOVOT|LLEQOG.
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Word count: 99,663
(NB: the word count has been calculated from the Introduction and Commentary
sections only, with all their quotations and footnotes. It does not include the text and

apparatus, the translation, or the bibliography.)
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APPENDIX A: IMAGES

[This image has been removed from the digital archive version of the thesis for
copyright reasons; Reuters Pictures would not grant permission for its free use. You
can see it by following the hyperlink below.]

IMAGE 1: A mouse riding on a frog’s back to escape floodwater in Lucknow, India, July

2006. Source: Reuters (Pawan Kumar), taken from

http://news.nationalgeographic.co.uk/news/2006/07/060705-mouse-frog.html

IMAGE 2: A specimen of the Balkan Water Frog, Pelophylax kurtmuelleri, photographed
in the Peloponnese in June 2011. The pale underbelly, slightly visible here, is described at
BM 81. Source: Benny Trapp, taken from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balkan frog
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IMAGE 3: One of Beatrix Potter’s illustrations for The Tale of Two Bad Mice (London,
1904). Reproduced here to demonstrate that a mouse on hind paws lacks any clearly
defined ‘shins’, meaning that mouse greaves would indeed be attached to the “thighs’

(BM 124). Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Tale of Two Bad Mice
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APPENDIX B: LINES OMITTED AND RETAINED IN THE PRINCIPAL MSS

a I S Z
22-23 car. hab. hab. car.
26 car. hab. hab. car.
42-52 car. hab. hab. car.
61 hab. car. hab. hab.
72 hab. car. hab. hab.
76 hab. hab. hab. hab.
77 hab. car. hab. hab.
97a hab. car. hab. hab.
100a hab. car. car. hab.
101 hab. hab. hab. car.
121 car. hab. hab. car.
122 hab. hab. hab. hab.
123 car. hab. hab. car.
170a car. hab. hab. car.
170b car. hab. car. car.
171 hab. hab. car. hab.
184a hab. car. hab. car.
194 hab. hab. hab. car.
194a car. hab. hab. hab.
198a car. hab. hab. car.
205 car. hab. hab. car.
209a car. car. car. hab.
210-12  car. hab. hab. car.
214 hab. car. hab. car.
214a hab. car. hab. hab.
213 hab. hab. hab. hab.
215 hab. car. hab. hab.
216-17  car. hab. hab. car.
219 hab. hab. hab. hab.
222 hab. car. hab. hab.
226 hab. car. hab. hab.
227 car. hab. hab. car.
252 hab. hab. hab. hab.
252a car. hab. car. hab.
252b car. car. car. hab.
253-59  hab. car. hab. hab.
261a car. hab. hab. car.
261b car. hab. car. car.
262 hab. car. hab. hab.
262a car. hab. hab. hab.
263 hab. car. hab. hab.
264 car. car. car. hab.
265-68  hab. car. hab. hab.
280a car. hab. hab. car.
280b car. hab. hab. car.
281 car. hab. hab. car.
282 hab. car. hab. hab.
287 car. car. hab. car.
268 hab. car. hab. hab.

296 hab. car. car. hab.









