FrOM LIMPING IAMBS TO EPIC HEXAMETERS: BABRIUS TRANSFIGURED

The Byzantine lexicon known as the Suda oftentimes cites fables in hexameter verse under the
title of Mythoi or Mythica.' For the most part, they appear to be based directly on the collection
of fables in choliambics by Babrius, the first Greek poet to have composed a fable book in
verse some time in the first or second century of the Common Era.? The Suda also quotes three
times from a version in elegiac couplets under the same title. Babrius had many later imitators
and paraphrasts,® but the author of the Mythica was likely a contemporary of his to judge from
Babrius’ apparent allusion to him in the prologue to his second book.* The work was clearly
popular enough to have survived to Byzantine times. It was probably transmitted in a codex
containing the poems of Babrius and possibly other imitators, which would explain why the
Suda (¢ 3268 = fr. 10) once mistakenly ascribes a hexameter citation to Babrius himself.> There
are some possible indications that it was still known to Maximus Planudes in the late thirteenth
or early fourteenth century.b

The last scholar to edit the fragments of the Mythica was Otto Crusius in an appendix
to his Teubner edition of Babrius.” Crusius, however, following Bergk, also included a great
number of anonymous hexameter fragments from the Suda that are now attributed to
Callimachus’ Hecale,® and he does not number fragments from the same fable separately. Both
features complicate using his appendix as a reference text. Now a third-century papyrus of the
Mpythica from Oxyrhynchus has come to light (P.Oxy. LXXXVIII 5644), which adds several
new fragments of this work, some of them overlapping with the quotations in the Suda. It seems
useful therefore to present a new edition and study of all the fragments of the Mythica together
and without the encumbrance of the fragments now securely assigned to the Hecale. At the risk
of rendering the destitute Hecale even poorer, I will nevertheless make a case for reclaiming
three fragments currently attributed to the Hecale for the hexameter fables.” The new edition
of the fragments is a good opportunity to analyse the language, style, and metre of this little-

This article was written within the framework of the project ‘Hexameters Beyond the Canon: New Poetry on
Papyri from Roman and Byzantine Egypt’ funded by the UK Arts and Humanities Research Council (ref.
AH/WO003554/1; PI L. Prauscello). I thank W. Benjamin Henry and Lucia Prauscello for reading a draft.

! For the common use of the word pbOoc vel sim. to designate fables, see van Dijk (1997) 84-8.

2 For an orientation on Babrius and his Mythiambi, see Holzberg (2019) 946, with further bibliography on pp.
220-22. His date remains uncertain, but it preceded the turn of the third century. Morgan (2007) 326-30 plausibly
revives the identification of the king Alexander whose son is addressed in the second prologue with the client king
of Cilicia Trachea appointed by Vespasian in the 70s. More sceptical about drawing any biographical inferences
from the prologues is Spiclhofer (2021).

3 For a list of these, see Vaio (2001) xxiii—xxv.

4 See below, Section II.

3 So Crusius (1892) 89 and (1896) 2660.

6 See below, Section 111

7 Crusius (1897) 215-22. Earlier collections include: Knoche (1835) 202-5; Knochius (1838) 4-14; Lachmann
(1845) vii—viii; Bergk (1868) xx—xxii, 171-5; Eberhard (1875) 96—7; Rutherford (1883) xxi n. 1; cf. also Gitlbauer
(1882) 147-9.

8 Namely his fir. 1.1 (Hec. fr. 58 Hollis = 310 Pfeiffer), 7.9-10 (Hec. fr. 44 H. = 376 Pf.), 9.12 (Hec. fr. 120 H. =
312 Pf), 9.13 (Hec. fr. 74.1 H. = 346 Pf.), 9.18-19 (Hec. fr. 72 H. = 374 Pf.), 9.20 (Hec. fr. 126 H. = 320 Pf.),
10.26 (Hec. fr. 63 H. = 256 Pf.), 14.36-8 (Hec. fr. 119 H. = 309 Pf.), 14.39-40 (Hec. fr. 149 H. =363 Pf.), 15.41
(Hec. fr. 94 H. = 344 Pf), 16.42 (Hec. fr. 129 H. = 324 Pf.), 17.43-5 (Hec. fr. 145 H. =358 Pf.), 18.46—7 (adesp.
SH 1012 + Call. Hec. fr. 137 H. = 340 Pf.). For ‘Hecker’s Law’ and the attribution of these fragments to the
Hecale, see Hollis (1990) 41—4 and cf. Hecker (1842) 79-148.

° Hec. ftr. 94, 119, 149 Hollis = fir. 18, 19, 20 below.



known work and to assess its place in the landscape of Imperial hexameter poetry. The first
section accordingly presents a new text of the fragments, with critical apparatus, translation,
and a brief commentary. The second and third sections analyse the broad relationship between
the Mythica and Babrius’ Mythiambi and the prose Aesopica respectively. In the fourth section,
I look more closely at how the hexameter poet translated his choliambic model to the epic mode
by focusing on his adaptation of Babr. 95. The fifth section gives an overview of the work’s
lexicon, intertexts, and metrical style. Some reflections on the poet’s broader project and the
possible literary motivations behind his adaptation will be offered by way of a conclusion. A
brief appendix presents the three fragments from the elegiac version of the Mythiambi.'°

Babrius’ text is cited from Luzzatto and La Penna (1986). Prose fables are cited from
Hausrath and Hunger (1959, 1970) (= CFA), which usefully includes the text of all three main
recensions of the fables. Where appropriate, the equivalent number in Perry (1952) (= Aes.),
which provides a superior text of the first recension (known as the collectio Augustana), is
given.'! With a few minor exceptions, the text of the Suda, including the manuscript sigla and
apparatus, is based on Adler (1928-38), but I also incorporate or report some emendations not
cited in her edition.!? The text of P.Oxy. 5644 and most of the commentary on the fragments
preserved by this papyrus are taken from my editio princeps, to which I refer the reader for a
fuller description of the papyrus and technical details. Supplements due to me are marked with
‘B.” in the apparatus, those due to W. Benjamin Henry with ‘H.’

10 Strictly speaking, it is not impossible that some of the citations of single hexameters in the Suda belonged to
the elegiac version, but for practical purposes they will be considered as part of the more frequently cited
hexameter work in this article.

! For a succinct overview of the different recensions of the Aesopic fables and their complicated editorial history,
see Holzberg (1993) 5-7, 80—81, 104-5 =(2002) 3—7, 734, 94 and Jedrkiwicz (1989) 16-21. For a more detailed
discussion of the three main recensions, see Perry (1936) 71-230.

12 Most of these are recorded by Crusius. Emendations to the following lines are not reported by either Crusius or
Adler: fir. 10.3 (81péped’); 12.14 (¢nl); 20 (Béckero); fit. eleg. 1.1 (Epicev); 3 (mhdlev du’). The emendation to fr.
19.1 (mocci 8 GveAdely) is recorded by Adler (1938) 2 in the ‘addenda et corrigenda’ section.



Fr. 1

10

I. The Fragments of the Mythica

Fable 3: The Goat and the Goatherd

[ —= Jvyvaurtov xey[dpov
[ —= ]\ not’ dvaktt ko[

[ =~ 1.mevadraporov [
[\ & ein]ev kpatepde: “kai [

[ —~ ]xépac 8 kai oOA [

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 41 (c).3-7, ii (b).1-5

1 émienk]ov ex.gr. H. dmm[v]nc dub. H. 5 Bdake] H.

9 [1} & eln]ev H.
H.

Cf. Babr. 3:

10

9-10 [rndc kpOyw; T6 ye dAkov] | [ract] H.

7 s 3 7 S 7 ’
alyde mot’ glc EMOvAY almoOAoC KAElC®V
9\ \ o [ 3 e oy
EML CNKOV MYEV: ol LeV NABov, ol 8’ oUmw.
wiic 8” drelbode &v eapayyt tpayodence
KONV yAvketay aiyihov € kol cyivov

/ \ / / 4 /
Katéa&e TO KEpac pakpobev Albg minéoc.

A\ s e 7 ITIA ’ /

mv &’ IKETeve: “pUn, yipopo covoovAn,
npoc 1od ce IMavde, 6¢ vimac érontedet,
@0 decmdtn, yipopa, ufi pe unvdene:
dxmv yap noctdynca Tov Abov plyac.”

N & gime “kol ndC Epyov EUPovEC KpOY®;
kékpaye 1O képuc kv &y® clomTic®.”

Jov [ Inc
] 7O decpudn
Jwv €Totpov
Jvov

] métpov

6 xew[dpov B.
10 ex.gr. o0 Ad[yoc nuétepde ce kabopel]

1. ydpov

7 [elne 8¢] H.

‘... cruel (?) ... under a halter ... ready ... (he) [threw] a stone ... (broke) the curved
(horn) of the she-goat ... “do not ... to the master ... but he (the master will) ... him ...” [And

she replied] sternly ... “it is the (broken) horn, not [my speech, which condemns you].

999

1 If dmn[v]nc can be read, it would refer to the cruel goatherd at the beginning of the
fable. There may not be enough space in the gap, however, for the nu and most of the two etas

on either side.

2 Um0 decpdt = Od. 22.200 (v.1.), Opp. H. 1.193, 415, 4.79, Nonn. D. 45.270. Of a goat
halter (cf. 7Z. 6.507)?
5 nétpov. Presumably the stone of Babr. 3.5 Ao nAn&ac.



6 yvaumtdv. The curved horn (képac) of the goat broken by the stone; cf. Q.S. 9.396
yvaumroicw ... kepdecet, 11.102 amd yvaumtoio kepdatoc, Nonn. D. 12.184 yvountic ...
Kepainc.

7 un mot’ dvaktt ko ~ Babr. 3.8 1@ decmdn, xipoupa, un pe pnvoene.

8 avtap 0 Tov [. The apprehensive goatherd presumably states what the master (0) will
do to the one (tév) who harmed his goat.

9 [} & ein]ev kpatepdc. If the supplement is correct, L. Prauscello compares /7. 9.431
udda yap kpatep@dc anéeney (similarly implying reproach) and /7. 1.25, 326, etc. kpotepov 8’
gml udbov Eredde.

10 képac 8¢ kol o0 Ad[yoc nuétepdc ce kabarpel] ~ Babr. 3.11.

Fable 36: The Oak and the Reeds
Fr.2
nynelc £tdavocce Bodav Tpokdpnvov ditne

Suda 7 2460: Tpokdpnvoc: émi ke@aAiny. &v Mvboic: aynsic—ane.

Cf. Babr. 36.1-2: 5pdv avtdpilov dvepoc £& dpovc dpac | Edwke ToTOUd.
‘A roaring wind threw (an oak tree) headlong and laid it low.’

nynewc. A dis legomenon in Homer: Il. 1.157 0dlaccd te nynecca, Od. 4.72 xato
ddpora nynevta. Only here with dntnc. The verse is framed by the epithet and its noun: on
this pattern, see below, p. # n. 63.

npokdpnvov. First in AP 7.632.3, which was included in the Garland of Philip and
therefore dates from before the mid first century CE. It is assigned to a certain Diodorus in the
manuscript, but it is uncertain how reliable this ascription is or which of the several
epigrammatists of this name is meant (see Gow—Page (1968) II 264, 269). The adjective is
otherwise rare before Nonnus, who uses it frequently; cf. also Mus. 341 and AP 9.533.2.
gtdvucce ... mpokdpnvov recalls 1. 23.25 wpnvéa ... Taviccac, said of Achilles laying down
the body of Hector beside Patroclus’ bier.

Fr.3
gctacav 00d¢ kOpat yoeaph pepiovto kovin
Suda y 31: yagapii- (...) kai adbic &v Mbbotc: Ectocav—icovin.

kOpat S, Valckenaer : kéuoc plerique codd.  wogpapsl A peplovro Valckenaer : éuiovto Portus : piavto
codd.

Cf. Babr. 36.4: moAdc 8¢ kdlapoc Ekatépmbey gicTAKeL.



‘(The reeds) stood firm, and their hair was not defiled by the sandy dust.’

o0d¢ KOpaL yagapti pepiavto kovin. An expansion of Babrius’ simple gictrikel based
on 7I. 16.795-6 mdvOncov 8¢ €0epon | aipott kol kovinet; cf. also 11, 23.732 wmdvOncav 8¢
kovin. The former passage supports the choice of kOpat over kduac (accusative of the part).

yoaeopf ... kovin. The phrase is modelled on Euph. fr. 50.3 Powell = 70 Lightfoot
yaeopf ... T€epn (in the same position), while the noun-epithet combination is based on AP
7.315.1 (Zenodotus or Rhianus) yoaeapn kdvi. The adjective first appears in Aesch. Th. 323
YoQapQ CTod®.

Fable 64: The Fir Tree and the Bramble
Fr.4

2 \ ) ’ b4 b4 Y ’
aImELVNV EAATNV EPLC MPOPEV acVAN PacHot

Suda o1 269: ainewvir YynAf. airewvnv—edcebat. kal airewvoic, Vyniaic, pokpaic. &v Mbdboic: ainevaic—
tehéewv (appendix fr. eleg. 1).  Suda at 339: aicviar Tapdvopa, ddika. &v Mobotc: ainsviiv—aedcoo.

dpopev V M (Suda ar 269) F (Suda at 339) : Spwpev F (Suda a1 269) G T V M (Suda o1 339)

Cf. Babr. 64.1-2: fipilov éAdtn kol Bdtoc mpoc dAAac. | Adne 8 favtny ToAhoyde Eravodenc.
‘A quarrel drove a lofty fir tree to utter unseemly words.’

aimewvnyv éxdny. Cf. 71 5.560 éhdnciv ... Dynifict, A.R. 3.968 pakpficty ... Eéldtncuy,
Nic. Th. 472 éMdtnct pokedvaic. This is the first known application of the epithet ainewvdc to a
tree; cf. later Q.S. 7.409 mredénct ... ainewiicy. aimewvdc never appears at the beginning of the
verse in Homer (first in Theoc. 15.101 ainewav ©° "Epuka, A.R. 4.573 ainewvnv 1€ Kepwccdv).
The prominently placed adjective has a particular relevance here, as the tree will proceed to
boast of her height; cf. Babr. 64.34, 7.

afcvla pdcOar. A variation of oicvAa pvOncacOar in 77. 20.202, 433, also at line-end.

Fable 67: The Wild Ass and the Lion
Fr.5
gc Blotov kowvwvoc Sve yéver” mpoPdpoc Alc
Suda A 598: Aic 0 Aéwv. pdboc: dc—Aic.
kowavoce Reinesius : kowvoe codd.  yévour’ F - @poBdpoc ed. pr. : duofdpoc codd.

Cf. Babr. 67.1: Ohpnc Svaypoc kol Mmv ékovadvouy.

‘A flesh-eating lion became a partner with an ass for their sustenance.’



kowvawvdc. Post-homeric, first in tragedy.

opoPdpoc Aic. A variation on Theoc. 13.62 opogdyoc Alc in the same sedes. The poet
substitutes the Homeric opo@dyoc with opopdpoc, a less common epithet taken from A.R.
1.636, where it is said of the Thyades; cf. also Soph. fr. 10g, 13(b).3 Radt ®vé?]ctnc
opopoploc, Nic. Th. 739 conki ... opoPopiii. The adjective recurs in later poetry ([Opp.],
Q.S., Man., Nonn.) and prose; note especially Orac. Sib. 11.215 opopdpoc 0Mp at verse-end,
said of a lion.

Fr. 6

70070 UEV 0DV TPATOV AdYOC OlCopoL
Suda A 170: Adyoc: poipa. (...) kol avdic &v Mvoic: todro—oicopar.

Adyoc pépoc codd., pépoc del. ed. pr.

7

Cf. Babr. 67.5: kol “tnv pév adtoc” enel “AMyopar tpdtoc” (rpdnv Eberhard).
‘(The lion said:) “I will therefore take this first share.””

Adyoc. The word is post-Homeric (first in Thgn. 592, then in Pindar and tragedy). The
manuscripts’ unmetrical pépoc is an intrusive gloss. Ruhnken (1789) 173 suspected the same
in Pl. Leg. 745d émovopdcon kol kabiepdeot T0 Aayov pépoc £kdctm Té 0ed.

Fable 77: The Fox and the Crow (?)
Fr.7

t[up- (?)

icy[avémca GADTNE]
o

T0[

5 owo[
og[
ctn[0-
ow [

e [

10 o[
¢ [
o&y|
w0 [
opv[

15 ov [
£co[



P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 2 ii 12-27

1,2, 7suppl. H. 16 e.g. &c0°, 8cO[\-, EcO[ev vel sim. B.

‘... cheese (?) ... the [fox] craving ... sharp(ly) ... chest ... thus ... shrilly ... bird ...

b

not ...

Henry has perceptively noted that these line beginnings probably correspond to Babr.
77: 1 1[vp- ~ Babr. 1. 1 topdv, 2 icy[avdwca ... GAdRNE] ~ Babr. 1. 2 dAdnng i(c)yavdca, 6 O&-
~ Babr. 1. 4 6&én yAvn, 7 ctn[0- ~ Babr. 1. 5 ctépvov aietod gaivele, 11 ¢ in a speech-closing
formula (?), 12 3&% ~ Babr. 1. 9 éxekpdyet, 14 dpv[- ‘bird’, 15 o0 [ ~ Babr. 1. 11 odx Nch’
dpmvoc (the beginning of the fox’s closing speech).

Fable 95: The Lion, the Fox, and the Deer

Fr. 8

I |

L. Jew v [ émi moinc]
ckaipovcav parox[fic, kai pv Tpoc udbov Eeuev:]
“xaipe, eiAn, kai poft
5 ddpov £ot Tapa celfo
yewmekele 6t dn[pov
gctL AMéwv Oc Onp[civ dpeck@oricty avdceet]
Kelvov vodeoc Epfapye
gyy0bev vetatein [
10 OnpdV & ke Mmn [
Kol 0l TOPELPEOVLTL SLAKPIBOV AUPIC EKOCTOL,
dpkroc pev vodn[c
00d¢ 01 008’ atbwv ((Ade TOpSalic ovveka OVpOD,
gumein, 10 8& TOALLOV dyfvopa LEUPETO TlypLv. .
15 Kotpavine 8¢ ¢ g[nct
ovvekev eluept|
yobvact Onnn [
gpmnetol Tpouéo|
OpdV 1 Tdxa Tic |

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 1 11 = Suda n 2097: mopedpn- Tapdcentot. kol &v Mubkoic: kai—ekacta.  13-14 =
Suda o 433: 83ev- fipeckev. &v Mvboic: o0dé—dumiein. 14 = Suda ©t 1920: woAldv: ¢ €mi 10 mALicToV.
&v MoBotc- to—lypwv.  versus in Suda o 433 et © 1920 citatos coniunxit Tyrwhitt.

2 émimoinc] H. 3 podox[Aic B.  «ai pwv mpoc pdbov emev] H. 4 po[t H. 5ceffloB.  ex.gr
Adyovc xpnetove diovenc] H. 6 dn[pov B. L ywaockeie 7 Onplciv B, dpeckdorcv Gvdceeet] H.
8 Eu[apye B. 9 1. detozin 11 moppupéov[tt pap. : mopevpovtt Suda 12 vobn[c B. ex.gr.
avepaivero, ¢de & dvonuwmv] H. 14 16 pap. Suda : 6 Toup péupetor G 15 @[nect B. ex.gr.
growotdtny émiPaivev] H. 16 ex.gr. giuept[ov dépac, 0vdé Tt yhipac Ensicv] H. 1. pept[ 17



interpunxit pap.  ex.gr. [kepoAn képacty, td te mdvtec] H. 18 tpopéo[vrat, tpopéofuct, tpopéo[viece B.
19 ex.gr. tic [cg, @iAn, ericet Paciieiav] H.

Cf. Babr. 95.10-23:

10 AniAOe kepdm, v & V1’ dyplatc VAoie
ckiptdcay gvpe porbakiic vmep moinc.
genve 8 adv Tp@dtov, eita Kol yoipev
TPOCEnE, YpNcT®V T° dyyshoc Adymv fikety.
T34 4 9 w7 ” ’

0 Mov” Epackev, “oicbac, Ectt pot yeltwv,

15 Exel 8¢ pavAmc, kayyvc £ctt Tod Bvnekety.
tic 00V pet’ avtov Onpiov Tupavvicet
dieckomettor ¢de pév ctv dyvouwmy,
dpkroc 8¢ vobne, dpdaiic 8¢ Boumdne,
tiypic 8 dhalwv kai t0 wdv Epnuain.

20 Ehopov Tupavvelv dEloTdny Kpiver

7 \ 3 \ s 3 ¥ ’
yovpn pev gidoc, modra &’ gic £ {oet,
képac 8¢ poPepov nacty Epmetoic Pvet,
dévdpoic Suotov, kody Omolo T@V Tadp@V.

‘... (the fox found the deer) skipping over the soft [grass and addressed a word to her:]
“Greetings, friend, and may I receive a reward from you ... [when you hear my good news].
You know that [for a long time] ... there is a lion who [rules over the mountain-dwelling]
beasts. An illness has seized him ... his end is near ... (he has been considering) to whom he
would leave (his kingship) over the animals, and as he pondered each point separately, the bear
[appeared to him] sluggish ..., nor did the sleek leopard please him because he is filled with
anger, and he criticised the tiger as arrogant for the most part. He says that you [are the most
ready to succeed] to the throne, because [your body is] lovely [and old age does not attack]
your knees. Wondrous [is your head for its horns, before which all] creeping beasts tremble.
Soon indeed, [friend], everyone [will call you the queen] of the beasts ...””

For further discussion of the hexameter poet’s adaptation of this part of the fable, see
below, Section IV.

2-3 ¢mi moinc] | cxaipovcav porak[fic ~ Babr. 95.10-11 v 8 v’ dypioic Vrauc |
ckiptdcay evpe podbakic (Boissonade, pokakiic A) drgp moinc. Restoring pokak[fc éml moine
would violate Naeke’s Law and would not leave sufficient space for a speech-opening formula.

4 yaipe, pidn ~ Babr. 95.12—13 gita kol yoipew | mpoceine. The wording here is closer
to the farewell near the end of the fox’s speech in Babrius (1. 28): dAla yaipe, @iitdn.

5 For the sentiment, cf. Babr. 95.26-7 161’ &v (A: ovv Haupt, ad Seidler) yévotro tiic
alonekoc pvnun, | déemowva, Tthc cot Todto mpdTov eimovene. The hexameter version would
seem to support the emendation to an optative of wish in Babrius.

nopa celfo = I1. 24.502, Od. 15.158 (in the same sedes). For Henry’s suggested Aoyovc
ypnetove diovence], cf. Babr. 95.13 ypnetdv T° dyyehoc Aoywv HKely.

6 yewdcekele 6t ~ Babr. 95.14 oicoc.

7 &ct Mov O¢ Onp[civ dpeckdorcty dvdccet] ~ Babr. 95.14 “6 Mov” Epackev, “oichac,
gcti pot yeitwv”, 25 (in reference to the deer) péAdeic v’ avdecey Onpiwv dperpoitmv.



8-9 kelvov vodeoc Eufapye ... ]| &yydBev vetatein [ ~ Babr. 95.15 &yl 8¢ paviwme,
Kayybc €cti tod OBvicketv; cf. also 1 Aéwv vocncac. For the first phrase, cf. IG VII 2539.7
(Boeotia; 3" ¢.) dAMG € vodeoc Epapye koxn kai poipa [Blapeio, CIRB 126.5 (Panticapacum;
second half of 1%t ¢. BC) &i 8¢ ce vobdcoc &ua[p]ye. For similar subjects with this verb, cf. /1.
23.62 tov Yrvoc Epapmre, [Hes.] Sc. 245 yApdce te péuapmey.

9 &yyvbev vetatein. The adjective is probably used as a substantive to refer to the lion’s
imminent death (‘his end is near’), as in Q.S. 10.102, 14.315 £¢’ vetozin Pidroro. Alternatively,
L. Prauscello suggests understanding vctatin sc. nuépa, ‘last day’, in both cases.

10 Onpdv & ke Amn [. The object will be some expression for kingship; cf. Babr. 95.16—
17 tic 00V pet’ ooV Onplov tupavviicet, | Steckomelro.

11 dwakpdov aueic €kocta. The second half of the verse is based on A.R. 1.498
diékpifev apeic €kacta. For Swaxpdov aupeic, cf. Opp. 1.498 xail Oardpovc drdyxovc 1€
dakp1dov apeic &ovct (with a spatial sense).

12 dpxtoc pev vobi[c ~ Babr. 95.18 dpktoc 8¢ vodric. The heavy spondaic rhythm is
expressive. The adjective is a Homeric hapax in 11. 11.559, said of a donkey.

13-14 ~ Babr. 95.18-19 ndpdoiic 8¢ Bupddne, | tiypic & dAalov kol to wav Epnuoain.

15 kopavine 8¢ c€ p[nct ~ Babr. 95.20 &Logov tupavvelv AEiotdny kpivel. Kopavine
is probably dependent on tvyely, kvpely, or émiPaiverv in some tense; cf. Q.S. 5.552 ov céo
kotpavine émPncetat. The abstract noun, based on moAvkopavin in 11, 2.204, is first attested
in AP 6.171.8, an anonymous epigram of the early Hellenistic period (see Gow—Page (1965) 11
588-9), and becomes current in later Imperial poetry; cf. also D.P. 464 in the same sedes.

1617 ovvekev gipept| ... | | yoovact. Knees are not mentioned in Babrius, but these
lines presumably paraphrase Babr. 95.21 yapn pgv eidoc, moAko 8’ eic €m {det. For Henry’s
supplement and the connection of weak knees to old age, cf. Sappho fr. 58¢.6—7 Neri yovo. &’
oV épotct | Ta dn mota Aaiymp’ ov Spyncd’ Tca vePpiotciy.

17-18 Ot ... Eprnctal tpopéof ~ Babr. 95.22 képac 8¢ poPepov macty £pmetoic QUEL.
For the adjective, cf. Babr. 77.5 Oentoc avynv, likewise in disingenuous flattery. For £éprnctiic
as a synonym of &pmetov, cf. Nic. Th. 9, etc., Antiphil. AP 9.86 (of a mouse), Androm. 101.

19 Onpdv 1 tdya Tic [ ~ Babr. 9525 péhkeic T dvdecey Onplov dpewpoitmv. Tic
probably has the sense of ‘everyone’: see LSJ s.v. A.IL.2.

Fr.9

képdect pniwOeica Oon kepde, &yyvo1 & gctn
nredavoio Aéovtoc

Suda ¢ 266: eniodv- dratav. (...) kol eniodeico, dvti Tod &Eanatndeica. dv Mbboic: képdect—rendc.
Suda 1 420: Amedovic: dcbevnie. &v MbB@- &yydbi—Afovtoc.  fragmenta coniunxit Lachmann.

kepdol Lachmann obloquente Crusio
Cf. Babr. 95.36-8: Tfic 8’ 6 vodc &xauvddn | Adyotct momroicty, A0 8° gic kotAnv | criivyyo Onpdc.

‘The swift deer, deceived by (the fox’s) wiles, ... and stood near the weakly lion.’



1 enAwOeica. This uncommon verb first appears in Aesch. Ag. 492 and is used in
hexameters by A.R. 3.983 and Man. 6.183 (dndtnctv ... pnimOeicor).

kepde. A Homeric hapax at Il. 10.361 redeployed in Hellenistic and Imperial poetry:
see Adorjani (2021) on Call. Dian. 112. For the epithet, c¢f. Q.S. 6.140 0o ... keppde, 223
KEUUAC ... Oon.

2 nuedavoto Aéovtoc. The epithet is a Homeric dis legomenon at I1. 8.104 and Od. 8.311
(also h.Ap. 316) and recurs in Hellenistic and Imperial poetry (A.R., Euph., Opp., Man., Orph.
L.).

Fable 108: The Country Mouse and the City Mouse
Fr. 10

0évto pet’ arnloicty Etarpeiny pie doww,

o0 ko’ opa {movtee: O UEV KaTo VELOV EpAUNY

b} 3 PR \ 7 ) 3 ~ ’ s 3 A~
ETPEPED’, OC OE OOLOICIY EV APVELDY TPEPET” AVOPDV.

Suda & 3268: étaipeio- 1| coviBne dpdvota, kol eikio. Bdppioc: 04vio—avdpdv.

1 dAAqdouv Cobet 2 velov kot’ épiunv Bernhardy 3 étpéped’ Knoche : &tpépet’ codd. : Ectpéped’
Bergk

Cf. Babr. 108.1-3: podv 6 pév tic Plov xwv dpovpaiov, | 6 8 &v taueioic movcioct poiedav, | E0evto
Kowov tov Blov Tpodc dAniovc.

“Two mice established a friendship with each other, although they did not live in the
same way: one was reared in an empty field, the other in the houses of rich men.’

1 per’ aGAMnrotcy. The phrase recurs in the same sedes in Opp. 1.482; cf. in other
positions Thgn. 763, Opp. 4.40, 69, [Orph.] L. 722. For Cobet’s emendation, cf. below, p. # n.
76.

gtoupeinv. First in poetry apparently in Sim. Ep. 49.2 Sider (= 82 FGE) and tragedy,
and otherwise rare in hexameters (Opp. 2.321, Nonn. D. 11.119).

woe dowd. Cf. at verse-end A.R. 1.735, 2.426 vide dowd, 4.1483 vié 1€ do1.

2 o0 kb’ oud ~ [Hes.] Sc. 50 o0 kof’ (Dobree : o0kéD” MSS) oua gpovéovte, Call.
Aet. fr. 1.26 £tépwv Tyvio, un kad’ opd | [dippov EX]av.

2-3 kato velov Epnuny | €tpéeed’. The enjambement echoes Hes. Op. 130-31 mapa
untépt kedvii | Erpéoet’; cf. also Theoc. 24.104. kot veldv is an Apollonian phrase (3.411,
754, 778), always occurring in the same position and referring to the field of Ares in Colchis.

Note the subtle and consistent verbal variations in the description of the two mice: 6 ~
dc, &tpéped’ ~ tpéeet’, KaTa VeV EpRunV ~ OUoICY &V APVEILDY ... AVEPAOV.

Fr. 11
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] vopov [
] pehony]
Jvov
ét]aipov:
5 “ dJeavp [
Eduevat] adnv
Jo véecOon
&v0’ va, pot Bloc €ctiv, Apardeine kép.ac atyde.”
aypo]vopoc poe
10 ] A\0e kaket[1v]
Ju Tpaice
18 dpa cepo [
om]dpot
1p dnwmroi
15 av o

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 3 8 = Suda a 1478: Apoifeiac képac: &ml @V deBovac (dviav kal edOnvodviey
(e08vvodvtmv Adler) kol edmpayodviov. &v Mbboic: EvO’—aiydc.

1 dyplovopov u[ovl H.cl. 9 3 dupwrélvwv H. 4 ex.gr. npocéewney ét]aipov H. 5 dJoavp [B. 6
Euevar] B. 8 &0’ Kidd Aparbeinc A G1:Auoddeioac T S : Auoldioac FM 9 dypolvéuoc B. 10
nABe vel eic]il@e B.  wkode[iv] H.  Lwoduiv 11 8&v]iH. 12 cepdc, ceipdv, cepoi, celpoilc] possis
l.cip- 13 dm]@pon H.

Cf. Babr. 108.16-18:

poOynV 8 dpatdc kai Stufpdyovc citov
piCac, peraivn copmepuppévac BOAm,
“woppmioc” ire “Ciic plov Tahamdpov,
gv mubuéev yiic kpipvo Aemta PiBpodckav.

10 guol 8 ddpyel moALQ Kkai wepiceevEL
70 Képac Kotok®d pdc cé thic Apaideine.
&1 pot cuvélBorc, dc BéLelc dewTeden,
nopeic Opvece depdratt Ty ydpny.”
amiiye TOV udv Tov yenmdvov meicoc

15 gic olkov L0glv Vd Te ToTyoV GVOPOTOL.
Ede1ée 8 adT@, Tod uev dApitev TARON,
mod 8’ demplov My copdc A mihot chkwv
ctduvot te pédtoc capakol te powvikav.

‘... black ... lurking (?) ... [he addressed] his friend ... light (fare) ... [to eat] your fill
... to go there where I have my livelihood, the horn of the Amalthean goat ...” the country-
dwelling mouse ... he came to his hut ... [in (?)] bags ... grain-pit(s) ... fruits ... eyes ...’

2 ] pehouwv[ ~ Babr. 108.7 pehoivn ... POrm?

3 Jvov. For Henry’s suggested éuporé]uvav, cf. poiévwv in Babr. 108.2. pJudv is
impossible in view of the short upsilon. gwAedw is prosaic in origin but is found in some

11



Hellenistic poets (Theoc. 24.85, Nic. Th. 394, Al. 523) and later in Triph. 394 and Nonn. Par.
20.86.

4 gt]aipov. Cf. fr. 10.1 éronpeinv.

5 d]eavp [ ~ Babr. 108.9 xpwuva Aemto Bippodckav; cf. DGE s.v. dpavpde 3: ‘de
alimentos poco nutritivo, ligero citio. Hp. Mul. 1.67.

6 &dpevon] adnv = I1. 5.203; cf. Babr. 108.12 oc 0éAeic dcoteben.

7 Jo. véecOon ~ Babr. 108.12 &1 pot covélBoic? Other possibilities such as 0]avéecOon
seem out of place in this context.

8 &vB’ va pot Bloc éctiv, Apardeine képac atydc ~ Babr. 108.10 10 képac katokd
mpdc cg thc Apardeine. For ploc, cf. also 8 “wdpunkoc” eine “Cic Blov tohammdpov”. The
hexameter poet has reversed the order of the invitation and the description of the city mouse’s
house as a horn of plenty in Babrius. On the horn of Amalthea, the goat that suckled the baby
Zeus, as a symbol of abundance, see Wernicke (1894).

9 dypo]vépoc ude. Cf. Nonn. D. 1.194 dypovdpoc Bodc in the same sedes. The adjective
occurs only once in Homer at Od. 6.106 viugat ... | dypovopot. In Babr. 108.14, the country
mouse is referred to as tOv udv Tov yenmdévov and in 1. 27 as udc ... apovpitne. Henry notes
that pdc at line-end recalls Virgil’s exiguus mus at G. 1.181, imitated by Horace A.P. 139
ridiculus mus (cf. Quintilian 8.3.20): perhaps there was a Hellenistic precedent. For some
Hellenistic poets’ predilection for monosyllables at verse-end, see West (1982) 156.

10 A\0e koAe[fiv] ~ Babr. 108.14—16 drfiye tov pudv 1oV yenmdvov meicac | sic oikov
ENOETy.

11 Ju mpauc. A bag containing foodstuffs. Lachmann emended nAripn in Babr. 108.16
700 pev aleitov mnpn (A) to Tnpn. The hexameter adaptation supports this emendation over
A 0On (Fix), favoured in most editions.

13 om]@pon ~ Babr. 108.17 wiBot coxkmv, 18 copaxol 1€ powvikwv. A version of the fable
in Byzantine dodecasyllables has @oivikac dpo, topdv, pé, omopac (245a.10 Chambry, p.
397).

Fable 115: The Eagle and the Tortoise
Fr. 12

Jo xe[Aovn]
] ot [
Ivow[
] mer [
5 aietoc NelpbdPol[toc
dyl mopafctde:]
Cetic yap gupoi céo ueboc éndéloc, fiv c.e 3184E .
LOYoD vrep TdVTOl0 petaypoviny miotéechor;
olnmdea xEpcw
10 ] dApnc.”
] ¢ dvdyeccwy aeipac
Myaye Alpuvne
] ke pépechHar

12



e/ ~ 3\ ~
L001 CTVPELDV, EML TAELPOV
15 LOCTpaKdOEVTA Te V@TO Kol dykv.Aa yulo kedeOn
] ca xehovn:
] v OAéOpmL
b4 ’ b / 2 foo / b4
LOVTL SIKNC amavevhev aekKeT dd VOO O1T®
] &rdeto Tape®dv
20 ] yoOvora vouay.”

(13

P.Oxy. 5644 fr.216-25  7-8 = Suda p 748: uetaypovio- 1 eic Byoc pepouévn. tic—motéecOor;  14-15
= Suda ¢ 1265: ctvpehicpote: (...) kai &v MuBucoic: 80—kedeon. 18 = Suda ot 188: oitoc: 6 udpoc. &v
MvBukoic: obt—oito.

1 xe[Ad>vn] B. 2 Md]potcy B, 3 €lbg yelvoipu[nv] H. 4 meto[iunv] B. 5 aietoc nelpdooi[toc H.
6 dylx mapafctdc] B. 9 0lnméca B. 11 -olic H. 14 ] éni mhevp®v pap. : ano (émt Bentley (1697)
140) metp®dv Suda 15 te add. Bentley 16 ékyOyoluca H. 18 Oduvapor AF 19 ex.gr. [00 ydp pot
VEPEL®V, 00 pot xpéo]c Emheto Tapcdv H.

Cf. Babr. 115:

\ ’ ’ s 9 ’
vodnc xehovn Mpvacty ot aibuloic
Mdpote te kal KRvéw einev dypdctoie:
“kaue mrepomyv £10e TIc TENOMKEL”
A oy /, b B \ ~
T & €k Toync EAeéev aletoc TodTar
5 “mdcov, yéhouva, uicbov aietd docele,
detic ¢’ Ehagpny kai petdpeilov Ocw;”
W\ A~ ~ ’ ~ 7 ’ 'Y
ta thc Epubpfic mdvta ddpa cot dmcm.
113 \ / EL] 7 € 7 s 7
Totyap SAED” enctv. vITiNV 8’ Apoc
Ekpoye vépecty, Evbev gic Spoc plyac
10 fipa&ev adthc ovAov SeTpakov VAToV.
¢ s 3 5 / N\ 7 /
N &’ enev exyivyovca “cuv dikmn Bviickm:
i yap vepdv pot, kai tic nv ntepdv ypein,
Th kol yaudle duckdrme TpoPavoden;”

‘... tortoise ... an air-wandering [eagle], standing near, (said): “What worthy pay will
I receive from you if I teach you to fly high in the air over the sea?” ... (the tortoise replied:)
“(I will give you) as much as there is on land (and) ... of the (Erythracan?) sea” ... having
lifted him with his claws ... (the eagle) carried (the tortoise) (high above?) the sea ... (and) let
go of him to be carried ... where on the hard flank (of the mountain or shore?) his shelly back
and bent limbs were shattered ... the tortoise (said) ... “I am destroyed by a shameful fate and
not without justice ... [I had no need of] wings ... knees to move.”’

1 Jo xe[Advn] ~ Babr. 115.1 vodnc yehovn; cf. 16 ] ca xekown.

2 Perhaps Ad]potcty; cf. Babr. 115.2 Adpotc te kai kvéw ginev dypdertaic.

4] met [. Probably some form of nétopan (e.g. meto[iunv]) or a cognate word; cf. Babr.
115.3 kdpe nrepotny £10e TIc TETOMKEL.

5 aietoc Nelpdeoltoc = Nonn. D. 40.524 (at the beginning of the verse). Homer has
nepogotric, said of Erinys (71. 9.571, 19.87); nepdeortoc otherwise first appears in Opp. 3.166,
Max. 485, etc.

13



6 dylx mapafctdc]. Often at verse-end in Homer; in a speech-introducing formula at /1.
23.304, Od. 9.345, etc.

7-8 ~ Babr. 115.4-6. The adapter’s d13d&w corresponds to the prose fable in CFA 259
I = Aes. 230 mpocelfodca 8¢ Todtov mapekdiet £¢° @ Bovreton pcdd SiddEot oty (similarly
in versions II and III); cf. also the eagle’s reply in Babr. 115.8 totyap d18déw. For a discussion
of the relationship between the Mythica and the prose Aesopica, see below, Section III.

7 mchoc éndéroc. CE. Babr. 107.16 éndé&iov dove picHdv. The adjective is post-Homeric
(Pind., tragedy, A.R. 1.150) and common in Imperial hexameters.

8 Lyod vrEp movTolo petaypoviny motéecHar. This verse recalls several Apollonian
phrases: 2.587 vyod 8¢ petoypovin, 3.1151 petoypovin nemdtnro, 4.952 Uyt petaypoviny,
4.1269 &k TOVTO10 peTaypoviny.

9-10 6]mmdca yépew | [ ... ] Giunc ~ Babr. 115.7 1a tiic ’EpuBpfic mdvta d@dpd cot
ddew.

11 ] c dviyeccwy deipac ~ Babr. 115.8 vrtinv 8” dpac. Cf. Hes. Op. 204 Gyt pdd’ év
vepéecct pépav oviyecet pepaprmc (notably in a fable), Nonn. D. 11.137 dadpdmroictv £oic
dviyeccwy detpwv. The preceding word is possibly an adjective agreeing with dviyeccv (-o]ic).
For oviyeccy, cf. dvo&wv in CFA 259 111

12 Myaye AMpvne. Cf. Babr. 115.1 Auvdcwy. In Babrius, the word refers to a marsh, but
the hexameter poet perhaps intends the sea, as often in Homer and tragedy; cf. 8 Onép m6vtot0.

13 ] fixe pépecHar ~ Babr. 115.9 &vlev gic Spoc piyac. The same phrase appears at /1.
21.120,A.R. 1.622,Q. S. 8.165, Orph. Arg. 695, 776. CFA 259 1, I, I1I have dofikev. mpolénke
(Od. 19.468) cannot be read.

14 801 ctopeddv, éml mievpdv. The citation in the Suda must originally have been
made under a different lemma (ctvpeAdc in some case) that has now dropped out of the text.
mAgvpodv is presumably used in the geographical sense, as often in Dionysius Periegetes: see
Lightfoot (2014) 77-8. It is apparently said of the side of a mountain at D.P. 815 if M. L. West’s
gyovenc is accepted (CQ 42 (1992) 569). The more familiar netp@dv in the Suda would have
taken the place of the unusual Tlevpdv as a result of the frequent qualification of rocks with
the adjective ctvpeldc vel sim., e.g. h.Merc. 124 xotacto@él® &vi métpn, A.R. 2.1248
ctuoeeroict mayoicty, [Opp.] 4.278 ctvepehac ... wérpoc, Q.S. 1.295, 3.236, 6.478, 11.368,
12.409, 14.475, 624 (all with a form of tétpn), an instance of banalisation. CFA 259 also refers
simply to a rock or rocks: I apfikev &ni tivoe nétpac, 11 &mi nétpav tecmv, I 1 8¢ katd TeTpdV
necovea (cf. below, n. 34).

15 ~ Babr. 115.9 fipaev avtiic odhov Sctpakov vétav. The adjective dctpakderc first
appears in Antiphil. AP 9.86.4 (mid first century CE) and is otherwise rare.

ayxbia yvla. The phrase is without parallel.

16 ] co xghdvn. Cf. [Opp.] 1.214 dcmiddecca yehmvn at verse-end. The trace after the
break is compatible with c, but -ca is more likely to be the ending of a participle, e.g.
gioyiyo]uca (Henry), as in Babr. 115.11 1 8’ einev ékydyovca. A verb introducing the following
speech will have stood earlier in the line.

18 ~ Babr. 115.11 cvv dikn Ovicko.

asucéi dauvopon ottw. For the structure, cf. A.R. 4.1094 ctovdevtt 8¢ kdppeTon otTwm.
For dewéi ... olt, cf. Q.S. 4.41 dewcéoc oitov.
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19-20 ] &mheto tapcdv | [ ... ] yodvata vouav ~ Babr. 115.12-13 ti yap veedv pot,
kol tic NV TTepdv ypein, | Th kal yapdle dvckdioc mpofawvoven;. The use of tapcol to
designate ‘wings’ is postclassical (LSJ s.v. I1.3); it is found in Babr. 72.9, 124.18.

20 yobvora vouav. Cf. 71. 10.358, 22.144 howynpa 8¢ yodvor’ Evoua, 15.269, 22.24
LAoympa Todoc kol yoovor’ Evopa. A tortoise of course does not have knees, but the poet may
not have been sensitive to anatomical niceties in his adoption of epic terminology. ‘Perhaps the
tortoise noted that she does not have (swift) knees to move’ (Henry).

Fable 122: The Ass and the Lion
Fr.13

b4 ~ b4 Y4 \ bl4 e ~

£k pot ckdAov Epuccov, & pot kokov Eumecey OmAR
Suda ¢ 686: ck®dhoc: £180¢ drdvOne, {i ckdvaov. (...) kol onbic: Ek—OmAR. 6 Bvoc enci Tpoc Tov Abkov.
&puccov Toup : Epucov plerique codd. : rpucov supra scr. Ekpatov V

Cf. Babr. 122.7: £k 10D 1086¢ pov thv dkavOay gipbccac.
‘Please pull out the thorn, an evil that has has beset my hoof.’

ck®lov. A Homeric hapax at Il. 13.564 referring to a pointed stake, but the sense of
‘thorn’ is late (Ar., Call.); cf. Hollis on Call. Hec. ft. 49.15.

O pot kakov Eumecev 0mAR. The phrase is modelled on Od. 2.45 GALN’ £uodv avtod ypeloc,
O pot KOKOV EUTECEV OTK®.

Fable 129: The Donkey who Wanted to be a Pet
Fr. 14

(b) 1....[.Ivotadiny [
[Etpe]e kol ToAagpyov [Gvov
].0p xeto A [
[TAnc]dpevoe kpedi[c
5 [ — 1. Ecxonpe[ ] [

[—=]8cOn0 [
1. .vou [
1.0.11
(©) 1.[
[..... I...cl
[.... . Ixew [
(..., ] texaia [

5 p[MxOnclav 8¢ kdlo[t

15



L. Jovod kar]
v, . .[. mlepecow [

L.1.0 Iunfélvoe [

af] [, Jxou [
10 M [ Jov [

dec[molrém vor|e
n[ARE]ev Aakt[ilov
d[tpnpo]i Oepd[movtec
n[priviJéav [

15 or... 1.0

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 4ii (b).6-13, (c).1-17

(b) 2 [Etpeple H. 2 [6vov B. 4 [mAnc]lduevoc kpedijfc H. 1. kpB-  (c) 4 af[pocovm H. 5
pMxdnclav H.  «dro[tH. 6 ex.gr. o0 kat[a pétpov H. 7 wade dub. H. 11 dgc[no]téw var[w H.
12 n[Aiglev H.  Aoxr[iCov B. 13 o[tpnpoll Bepd[novtec H. 14 n[pAvi]éav H. 15 ex.gr. O[eivovtec
H.

Cf. Babr. 129.1-3, 9-22.

‘... domestic (dog) ... he [reared] and a labour-enduring [donkey] ... when he had filled
himself with barley ... (the dog) used to skip ... good ... the ropes broke ... in a disorderly
fashion (?) ... (the donkey) was fawning ... on his master’s back ... kicking he [struck] ... his
[nimble] servants ... subdued (the donkey) ... beating (him) (?) ...’

(b) 1 oikidinv [. The adjective presumably qualifies the puppy envied by the donkey,
object of [ETpeg]e at line 2 along with todagpyov [Svov; cf. Babr. 129.1 Gvov tic Etpepe kol
Kuvidiov opaitov. For its use as the equivalent of oikeloc to refer to ‘domestic’ dogs, cf. [Opp.]
C. 1.438 oixidinct kovecewv, 473 Ayvoic oikidioict tpanelfecct kbvecct. Babrius refers to 10
Kvvidiov, but the feminine form here would imply © k0®v or 1| ckOA0E (always feminine in
Homer and Hesiod).

2 tahaepyov [Gvov. takagpydc is often said of mules (Muiovou) in epic poetry (LSJ s.v.).
For its application to a donkey specifically, cf. Nonn. Par. 12.64 6vov tolaepydv.

4 [minclduevoc kpei[c ~ Babr. 129.9 érpwye kpibdc. In view of the latter passage,
the subject is more likely the donkey filling himself or satiating his heart with barley (cf. e.g.
Od. 17.603) than the master filling e.g. a trough with barley for the donkey (cf. e.g. Od. 14.112).

In V, the codex of Babrius transmitting this fable, lines 8-9 of modern editions appear
after line 1. They were transposed to their present position by Lachmann. The mention of barley
so early in the fable in the hexameter version suggests that the poet’s copy of Babrius followed
the same order as V, casting doubt on Lachmann’s intervention.

5 &cxaipe[ ~ Babr. 129.3 10v decndtny 1€ mowkidwe mepickaipov (sc. the puppy). In
Babr. the verb is also later used of the donkey, 14 0§ oV Tepickaipety.

(c) 4 For Henry’s ap[poctvnt (rare), cf. Babr. 129.11 afpdtntt cov mden.
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5 p[yOnclav 8¢ kdAo[t ~ Babr. 129.12 @dtvne dveine decpa kol kdAove pr&ac.

6 00 xat[. For Henry’s o0 kat[a pétpov, cf. Babr. 129.13 duetpa AaxtiCov.

7 wlepiccawv [ ~ Babr. 129.14 caivwv. The verb is Homeric (Od. 10.215, 16.4, 10).

11 dgc[no]tém vdi[e ~ Babr. 129.17-18 dsimvodvra 8’ ¢ AAOe decmdmy Kbccav, |
vaortote éneppdce. decmdteloc had appeared only in Lyc. 1183. For the form decndteoc metri
causa, cf. Homeric ‘Extdpe(1)oc, etc.

12 haxt[iCov ~ Babr. 129.13 dpetpa Aaktilwv.

13 d[tpnpoli Oepd[movtec ~ Babr. 129.19 6gpdnovtec. The phrase is Homeric (17. 1.321,
0d. 1.109, etc.).

14 n[pnvi)éav. The verb first appears in Lycophron and Euphorion but becomes
common in Imperial poetry.

15 For Henry’s proposed 0[&ivovtec, cf. Babr. 129.22 £bgwvov.

Fable 142: The Oak Trees’ Complaint to Zeus
Fr. 15
&c pdcav: 00dE dvas dveme Nv.
Suda a 2284: dvemc: 6 dpavoc. &v Mubucoic: de—nv.

Cf. Babr. 142.5 (as reconstructed from the prose paraphrase in G Ba): npoc todta 8 6 Zeve petdidyv EAes’
ovtoc.

“Thus they spoke, but the lord (Zeus) did not remain silent.’

dveme. The Homeric adverb dvewm (‘in silence”) was often spelled with a final iota and
interpreted by ancient grammarians as a nominative plural of a supposed adjective dvewc, e.g.
Y Od. 2.240¢ Gve®: cOv @ 1 10 “dven”. £00ela ydp €ctt mAnbvvtikn amo tod dvewc. The
adjective is attested only here in literature. For the possibility that dvew was in fact originally
a nom. pl. adjective, see Beekes (2010) I 1023 s.v., citing Peters (1993) (non vidi).

Fr. 16

’ \ 4 b4 /
Tl yap cOevoc Ecke cloNpw,
vueimv el pun ot &vi cteletlov apnpet;

Suda ¢ 1079: ctetketde: 10 thic d&ivne Edhov. Ti—apripey;
1 &xe V

Cf. Babr. 142.7-8 (as reconstructed from the prose paraphrase in G Ba and Suda ¢ 1030): €l un yop duiv
cteded VT’ &yevvion, | odk v yempydc mélekuy &v SOpoLC Eixev.
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‘(Zeus replied): “For what strength would be in the iron (of an axe) if a shaft (made out
of) you was not attached to it?*”’

2 ctethetdv. A Homeric hapax at Od. 5.236 ctetewdv ... e0 &vapnpdc; cf. éwi ... apipet
here.

CFA 190: The Toiling Donkey
Fr. 17

(a) | movetto
NAOV delpov
Kepapi i dvaktt
vuJkti koi ot
5 ] ceev
]cev
] dugtyon
filyayev ‘Eppfic
yno]dcuvvoc kfip
10 lpwomo [ ]
Jwe [ ]¢
]
Jta
Jog [
15 Jte[
1.vxl
Jeav]
latof
Jue [
20 ].vel

(<) 1 R R

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 4 (a).1-23, (c).1-2
2anhovB.  oacpopap. 3 kepopf]iB.  Jipap. 4 ex.gr. [ebyeto 8¢ Kpovidn mden cov H.  wolkti

B. Sdcxkev... toA]nceley H. 6 émévev]cev H. 8 filyayev B. 9 ynblocuvoc B. 11 Adtp]w H.
18 v. comm.
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‘... (the donkey) was toiling ... carrying clay ... for his master [the potter] ... (he prayed
to Zeus) [every] night and day ... [so that] he might sell (?) [him again to another master] ...
(Zeus) assented (?) ... to change ... Hermes led (the donkey) ... glad at heart ...’

This fable does not have a counterpart in the extant poems of Babrius. It appears to
match CFA 190 on the donkey who toils for a gardener and prays to Zeus to change master.
Zeus sends Hermes to sell him to a potter. The donkey suffers even more hardship under the
potter and asks to change master again, whereupon he is sold to a tanner, leaving him wishing
that he had stayed with his former masters.

1 movelto ~ CFA 190 I = Aes. 179 éneidn kol moAA® mieiova dybopopelv Rvaykdleto
(sc. 6 6voc), II énedn moAA®D AoV dyBopopdv, 111 TAéov fi Tpdtepov dxbopopdv.

2 Inhov delpov ~ CFA 190 11 fiv <év> 16 mAd kai h mhvOele, TI1 tév te TnAdv Kol
TOC KEPAUOVC KOUIL®V.

3 kepapf]i dvakrti. A reference to the potter, the donkey’s second master. For dvaé, cf.
fr. 1.7 dvakrt.

4 yo]kti kai not. Probably a reference to the donkey’s second appeal to Zeus ~ CFA 190
I = Aes. 179 tov Ala éncarovpévov, 1T ndhv tov Ala mapexdiet, I mdAy odv dpedyor TOV
decmdtny kéteve. In a version of the fable in Byzantine dodecasyllables (274d.2 Chambry, p.
448), he prays ‘every day’ (e0ynv €moietto Au xab’ ékdetny) to leave the gardener, his first
master. For the phrase, cf. Theoc. 12.1 tpitn cOv vokri kai ot | HAvbec; also Greg. Naz. Carm.
1.2.1.539 (PG XXXVII 563). It is likely that a preposition governed the dative, e.g. &v or cov,
as in Theocritus; see Gow ad loc. on the use of the preposition and for the possibility that naoc
means ‘day’ rather than ‘dawn’.

7 duelyou recalls again CFA 190 III v odv dpelyon oV decmdmy ikéteve.

8 mf]yoyev ‘Epuiic. A collocation recurring at verse-end at AP 7.91.1 (Diogenes
Laertius), Nonn. D. 8.406, and Mus. 152. The line must refer to Hermes leading the donkey to
his third master, the tanner. For the role of Hermes as Zeus’ intermediary, cf. CFA 190 I = Aes.
179 6 8¢ ‘Epuiiv mépyoac ékéhevce kepapel antov morfcat (in reference to the first sale).

9 yn0lécvvue «iip: 1. 4.272, 326, 18.557. The subject is presumably the donkey,
initially happy at the second change of master.

18 Jatw[. Compatible with dewké]o @ [kepopii] = fr. 18. Line 14 is less likely to match
] dei[kéa, as the upright trace before the break seems too short for iota and the line would be
much too long.

Fr. 18
Adtpw dyetv makivopcov detkéa Td KePApii
Suda A 149: Adzpov- 0 puchice. (...) Adpic 8¢ i 0D 1. Adtpv—rkepapii.

Kepapf idto V
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‘(The donkey begged Zeus or Hermes) to lead him back to be an unfitting servant to
the potter.’

Bergk (1868) 173 was the first to attribute this verse to the Mythica, and Crusius rightly
related it to CFA 190. In view of maAivopcov, the line should be connected to the donkey’s
final wish to be led back to serve the potter rather than, as Crusius thought, to ¢ 8¢ (Zgvc)
‘Epuiiv mépyac ékeléoce kepapel antov (tov 6vov) morfcot in CFA 190 I = Ades. 179, i.e. the
donkey’s first sale to the potter. Hecker (1842) 105, followed by Hollis and Pfeiffer, ascribed
the line to Callimachus’ Hecale (fr. 94 H. = 344 Pf.), but not on any compelling grounds. Hollis
is furthermore obliged to give Adtpic an unattested sense, ‘wage’ instead of ‘servant’, to fit the
verse to the poem’s context (the Suda’s definition pic06c applies only to Adtpov).

Adtpwv. The word is post-Homeric (Thgn., tragedy).

noAivopcov. A Homeric hapax at 1. 3.33 recurring in Hellenistic and Imperial poetry;
cf. esp. AR. 1.416 dye viia ... makivopcov.

aswucéo. For the application of the adjective to persons, see LSJ Suppl. s.v.

CFA 162, S 44: The Wolf and the Goat

Fr. 19

moccl & avelbelv
b4 bl e / bl / ~ s D 4
ayKoc £c LYIKAPNVOV £01(eTO" TACH O ATOPPWOE
nétpn &nv vévepOe kol duPacic ov VO TIC NEV.

1-2 = Suda a 248: dyxoc: DynAoc Tod Spovc Tomoc. Toci—Edileto.  2-3 = Suda a 3508: droppdyac: (...)
Kol GmoppdE, dmbemocpa Jpove. (...) mico—ney. 3 = Suda o 1517: duPacic: Gvdpacic. Kai—nev.
versus coniunxit Bergk.

1 mocci 8” GveAdeiv Toup et Valckenaer : moci 8” ad éM0siv codd. 3 mévepbev G T S M

CFA 162 = Aes. 157:" Moc Ogacdpevoc alya &l Tivoc kpnuvod vepopévny, £metdn odk ndvvato adtic
gpuctebat, katmtépo mapnvel adty KotaPiivol, un kol wéen Aabodea, Aéyov oc queivav 6 map’ adtd
ey, &nel kal 1 oo cpddpa gdavnc. 1 8¢ drekpivaro Tpdc adToV “AAN” 0Dk us &ml vouny KoAglc, antoc
3¢ tpoefic dropeic.” Cf. etiam S 44 (CFA 11, p. 174).

‘(The wolf) sought to climb the high-peaked mountain glen with his feet, but the whole
rock was sheer from underneath and there was no way up.’

The two fragments were joined by Bergk (1868) xx, 173, who related them to the prose
fable of the wolf and the goat (CFA 162 = Aes. 157, S 44). The fable is not preserved in our
incomplete text of Babrius. The lines were assigned to Callimachus’ Hecale by Hecker (1842)
121-2 (fr. 119 Hollis = 309 dub. Pf.), but it is difficult to see what situation they could relate
to in that poem. Hecker, followed by Schneider (1873) 186, thought that the fragment was

13 1 print Perry’s text from Aes. 157.
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about Perigune, the daughter of Sinis, trying to escape from Theseus (cf. Plu. Thes. 8.4).
Crusius (1905) 797 n. 2 defended the ascription to the Mythica. The suggestion by Webster
(1964) 116, endorsed by Hollis, that the passage refers to the Marathonian bull trying to escape
from Theseus is implausible, for it would be absurd to describe a bull trying to climb a
mountain. Since it is known that 1) some hexameter quotations in the Suda without an
attribution to a work or author certainly derive from the Mythica,'* and 2) the Mythica included
fables not extant in the preserved poems of Babrius but with prose counterparts in the Aesopic
corpus, there is no reason to doubt the ascription of this and the following fragments to that
work in view of their close correspondence with CFA 162, S 44. See also below on fr. 20.

1-3 ~ CFA 162 = Aes. 157 éni tivoc kpnuvod ... £neidn odk ndvvato avtiic Epukécan,
S 44 ¢émi métpac DyNAfc vepopévne ... un duvduevoce 8¢ GAme énavaPfivar Th TéTpa.

1-2 aveldelv ... 8diCeto. The use of dilnuat with a complementary infinitive is post-
Homeric (LSJ s.v., III; DGE s.v., 3).

2 vywdpnvov. A Homeric hapax at Il. 12.132 (also h.Ven. 264), well attested in
Imperial poetry. Only here with dyxoc.

2-3 amoppd§ | métpn. The enjambement is perhaps expressive. The collocation appears
in the same position at Od. 10.514—15, but there the two words do no go together. Cf. Call.
Lav.Pall. 41-2 dnoppayyeccty ... | é&v métpaic. The phrase is common in prose: see Bulloch
(1985) on Call. loc. cit.

3 #nv ... nev. For the playful variation in form in the same line, cf. 7. 11.762 &c¢ Zov, €1
mot’ #nv ye, Call. Iamb. IV fr. 193.1 Pf. €00’ Aiv ... vik’ ovk Ra. On the phenomenon, see
Hopkinson (1982).

duPacic. The syncopated form of the noun is rare, otherwise appearing only in Soph.
OC 1070 and Phil. AP 16.106.2. The verb aufaivew (e.g. Od. 12.77) and the adjective appotdc
(e.g. Il. 6.434) are better attested in Homer.

Fr. 20

\ \ ’ ’
Kal dyAod wiceo yaine
Bdckeo

Suda 7 1638: wicea- ol kdBvypot témot. kai—pPdckeo.
2 Bdcketo Hecker

‘... and feed on the splendid meadows of the land.’

The wolf attempts to bring the goat down from his unreacheable height by inviting him
to feed on the grass in the meadows. The citation was attributed to the same fable by Bergk
(1868) 173 (followed by Crusius), but to Callimachus’ Hecale by Hecker (1842) 108 (fr. 149
Hollis = 363 Pf.). The second person, however, would not sit well in the Hecale. Hecker

14 Frr. 12.7-8; 13; 16. Cf. already Pfeiffer (1965) 228, correcting Hecker’s statement that ‘eaque (sc. Mythica)
numquam sine nomine Suidas citat’ (Hecker (1842) 94).
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emended the verb to the third person, taking the subject to be the Marathonian bull, but as
Hollis notes ad loc. ‘the style seems ... surprisingly “lush” for such a ferocious creature’.
Pfeiffer’s suggestion, taken up by Hollis, that this is an apostrophe by the narrator, presumably
in the imperfect, seems unlikely, since this device is typically used to elicit sympathy and would
be jarring if it were used to address the monstrous bull. It is telling that Avianus, most (if not
all) of whose fables are based on Babrius’ poems, has a version of the same fable (no. 26),
substituting the wolf with a lion: cf. especially 26.5-6 sed cytisi croceum per prata virentia

florem | et glaucas salices et thyma grata pete.

1 dyAaa wicea ~ CFA 162 1 tda wap” avtd eardpotdrn, Aes. 157 énel kol 1 oo cpddpol
goavOnc.! micea is a Homeric dis legomenon (Il. 20.9, Od. 6.124), uncommon in poetry
afterwards (h.Ven. 99, h.Pan. 2, A.R. 1.1266, 3.1218). Our poet varies the Homeric formula
nicea Tomevta with the epithet dylad, which Homer had already applied to an element of the
landscape in 11. 2.506, Od. 6.291 dylaov dicoc.

nicen yoine. For such verse-endings with noun and dependent genitive, common in
Dionysius Periegetes and Oppian, see Whitby (1994) 107, 109.

Fr. 21
mkpn pév te Adkotcty, atap yudpoicty akndnce
Suda a 860: dkndric: dragoc, dueifc. (...) Aéyetat kal dkndne (dxndéc M) év Mubuwolic: mkpn—akndnc.

mkpn plerique codd. : mikpoi I Lachmann  Adkotcty Kiister : Abkoic codd.  drap G T M : adtap plerique
codd.  dxndnc codd. : dxkndeic Lachmann

‘(The rock is) bitter to wolves but harmless to goats.’

This line was previously attributed to a version of Babr. 93, in which wolves offer to
make a treaty with sheep on condition that the guard dogs are delivered to them for punishment.
It would supposedly refer to the dogs, who are ‘bitter to wolves but harmless to goats’. Crusius
compares Babr. 93.4 8" ovc (sc. tovc khvac ol Adkot kal 1 woipvn) pdyovtat kol Kotodey
aAAilotc, but that line makes a different point. The hexameter verse refers to goats, not sheep,
and this interpretation requires a violent emendation of the two adjectives to the masculine
plural, whereas the feminine singular ending is strongly supported by the Suda’s introductory
Myetan xai akndne v Mvbwoic. Bernhardy (1853) II 1786 also found the ascription to the
fable of Babr. 93 doubtful.!® As Henry suggests, the line would suit the nétpn of fr. 19.3. ‘The
fragment could belong to the goat’s reply to the wolf at the end of the fable (with generalising
plurals): she is not persuaded by his argument that she is endangering herself by remaining on
the cliff.’

Note the elegantly chiastic structure of the verse.

13 dyhad would seem to support Hausrath’s eondpotdn (cf. paudpotépa Pb, cpodpotdtn Mb CA).
16 “micpoi pév 1 Mkotcty, dtap yydpotcty dxkndeic coniectura Lachmanni Babr. p. VII. quae Babrii fab. 93. parum
convenit.’
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axkndne. In early epic, the epithet means ‘uncared for’, especially in the sense of
‘unburied’, or ‘without care’. The active sense of ‘harmless’ is late and is only paralleled by
Opp. 1.611 (dehpivec) akndéec dvvepébovta, 2.648 (kectphiec) alpatoc dypavtot kol dkndéec.
For the active and passive possibilities of compound adjectives in -Nc, see Chantraine (1933)
428.

CFA 203: The Ass, the Fox, and the Lion (?)
Fr. 22

Jkev GAdTNE
v é8épecho
16¢ col avTdL
] af xe miOnow
5 o te mpotevn 1€
Javedpevot dviic
Ja[t] droc &dwdiic
] ddeeivev
Jovd’ &tétukto
10 Bop]oc dynvep
ntlen[o]BdC
a]peotépoicty
] .70 pev aivde
Ylapeninict
15 ] xfipa puyodca
nelbnuova Bovific

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 212641

1 covénlkev H. 3] 8¢, n]d¢, o0]d¢ possis 6 Ja vedpevor vel pet]avedpuevort B. 10 Boploc B. 11
(ex.gr. dAxl) mlen[o]i0we B. 12 dlugotépoicty B. 13 8plp’ vel &v]0° H. ] “pap. 14 ylapoenifict
B.  15[n 8(¢) ad versus initium H. 16 nedn]povo H.

‘A fox ...-ed ... “we established ... to you yourself ... if you listen ...” ... and fore-
stretching ... as they were going ... of the lair ... (a lion) insatiable of food ... to avoid ... was
made ... his valiant [heart] ... trusting in ... both of them ... the one ... terribly ... in/with his
jaws ... (while the fox) escaping death ... persuaded by her counsels ...’

The fable told in these lines is not identifiable among the surviving fables of Babrius.
It seems to suit CFA 203 = Aes. 191 on the ass, the fox, and the lion. The fox and the ass form
an alliance (1-4) and go out to hunt together (6). When they encounter a ravenous lion (7-11),
the fox betrays the ass to him, hoping that he will kill the ass but spare her (13—16). The end of
the fable will have come at the top of the next column in the papyrus, now lost: in fact, the lion
will kill the fox first, then the ass.
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1 Jkev dAdnné. If correct, Henry’s cuvédn]kev is probably used in the sense of ‘frame,
devise, contrive” (LSJ s.v. covtiOnu A.IL5).

2 £€0éuecha. At verse-end in Opp. 5.564, with Opo@pochvny as object, said of the former
truce between men and dolphins. Presumably here of the pact between the fox and the ass; cf.
CFA 203 I, III 8voc kai GAdTNE kovaviay covBéuevor tpoc dArniovc. CE. fr. 10.1 6évto pet’
arilotcty Etanpeiny and fr. 24 peta 8¢ ceict metwcavto | covbeciny.

3 16¢ coi avtdt. Cf. in the same position //. 3.51 dvcpevécty pev ydpua, Kotnesny 8¢
col avT®, 23.342 yxdpua 8¢ toic dAloicty, Eleyyein 8¢ col avt®. Did the line have the same
structure?

4 of xe mibnar =71 1.207, 21.293, 23.82, Od. 1.279.

5 Jta e mpotevi te. Probably two neuter plural adjectives. npoteviic, ‘fore-stretching’,
is relatively uncommon (first in A.R. 1.756, of a spear). It is said of the antelope’s horns in
[Opp.] 2.304 kai kepdwv Opbol pev amd kpotoc mepvacty | dxpépovec mpoteveic, based on
Opp. 2.122, where it describes the cuttlefish’s feelers. The remaining poetic instance is Nonn.
D.25411.

6 Javeduevor goviic. Cf. Nonn. D. 14.89 tov ugv opectiddoc Cohene petaveduevoc
govnv (the verb recurs in 29.7, 36.161), Mus. 205 00 Tpopém BapL yeluo TENV HETAVEDUEVOC
govnv. On the verb, see Hollis on Call. Hec. fr. 69.6. The line presumably corresponds to
gEAMDoV émi dypav in CFA 203 I: the ass and the fox are ‘going after’ some prey. goviic could
be either their prey’s lair or their own.

7 Groc £8wdfic. Presumably the lion. The phrase is based on Groc moAépoto in Homer,
often said of Ares (/1. 5.388, etc.).

10 Bop]oc aynvewp. A frequent phrase at verse-end in Homer (/. 2.276, 4.467, etc., Od.
2.103, 4.548, etc.); also in Hes. Th. 641 and h.Merc. 132, but not in later hexametric poetry.

11 zlen[o]W0dc. E.g. dhki memobwe, as in I1. 5.299, 13.471, 17.61, 728, 18.158, Od.
6.130, often said of a lion.

12 d]Jugotéporctv. Presumably the fox and the ass.

13-16 The fox hopes (13 6¢]p’?) that the ass (0 pév) will fare badly (aivéc) in the jaws
(y]openAfict) of the lion, while she (1] 8¢ to be supplied at the start of 15) will escape death
(xfipa euyobca) through her wits (BovARc).

13 aivée. Often at verse-end in Homer.

14 ylapenAfict. The jaws of the lion, as in //. 13.200, 16.489 (also dat. pl. but in a
different position within the verse).

15 «fipa @uyodca. Cf. at verse-end II. 17.714 xfipo @Oywuev, Od. 12.157 kfipo
elOyotuey.

16 medi]uove BovAfic. Cf. Christodorus (5%/6™ cent.), AP 2.242 &fc meidfipova
BovAfic, Nonn. P. 10.144 yéwv neOnpovo BovAnv. The adjective otherwise first appears in
Triph. 456 and is common in Nonnus. The expression is probably said of the ass whom the fox
tricked. Contrast the fem. dat. pl. in -nic with that in -ouc in fr. 11.11.

Babr. fr. 9: The Jujube Tree and the Snake (?)

Fr. 23
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Jou
] omnc
]c
pe€]0pov
10 Jic dxavBav
neneldnuévoc [
’ Eeunev

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 5

7 ex.gr.yoinc B. 9 pe€]Opov H. 11 mengldnuévoc B. 13 v adtiic possis
‘... of the stream (?) ... the thorny plant ... bound ... spoke ... the sailor ...’

The fable related in lines 9—-13 (and possibly earlier lines) appears to correspond to
Babr. fr. 9 (Luzzatto—La Penna p. 151), known only from a prose paraphrase. The fable
concerns a maAiovpoc-tree (Christ’s thorn jujube) that is swept away by an overflowing river,
with a snake entwined in its branches. An onlooker comments: kakn pév i vode, a&in 8¢ tod
vavtov, ‘bad is the ship (i.e. the thorny tree), but worthy of its sailor (i.e. the snake)’. 9 pe£]0pov
would correspond to motapod/motapdc of the paraphrase, 10 dxavBav to moiiovpov, 11
nene]dnuévoc (sc. 6 dpdkav) to copmhakéva, 12 8 Eeuev to eine 84, 13 vadne to vavtov. CF.
the related fable in CFA 98 ~ Aes. 96: &yc émi décun dxavOdv eic Tiva Totapdv Epépeto.
GADTNE 8¢ Beacapévn adthy elnev: “dEoc the vnode 6 vabkAnpoc”.

Another possibility is perhaps Babr. 64 (the fir tree and the bramble); cf. 5-6 ctéyn t¢
ueAdOpwv (ctéync te péhabpov Bergk) eipl kai tpdmic Thoimv: | 84v8pm tocovtm mdc dravOo
cuykpivn;. This is followed by the bramble’s reply at 8ff. fdroc mpdc adTv inev. The opening
line of the hexameter version of this fable is quoted by Suda a 269 and 339: aimewvnyv EAdnv
gpic dpopev aicvra edcOar (fr. 4 ~ Babr. 64.1); cf. 6 Joi. Babr. 134.12-13 (the tail leading the
snake) may also be relevant: kothov 8¢ métpne eic Bdpabpov NvéxOn | kol v drxavOav Taic
nétponct covpiPet, followed by the tail’s address to the head, 14ff. caivovca 8 ikétevey 1y Tpiv
av0ddnc.

FRAGMENTA EX INCERTIS FABULIS

Fr. 24
ueta 8¢ coict metdcovto
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cuvlecinv
Suda ¢ 1586: covbecia- cuvBnkn, depdieta. év Mubikoic: ueta—cvoveciny.

mictdeoto G B

‘They made a pact with each other.’

Crusius includes the citation among the elegiac fragments but on the erroneous
assumption that the hexameter poet never ends a verse on a naturally short vowel (see below,
Section V(3)). The contents would suit e.g. Babr. 67.1 (the lion and the wild ass),'” for which
cf. fir. 5-6, 93.2 (wolves and sheep),'® or CFA 154 (the ass and the fox)."°

Fr. 25

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 21 1-5

Fr. 26

10 b

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 2 i1 2-11

Fr. 27

Pl
av [

17 So Knoche (1835) 203; Knochius (1838) 7; Bernhardy (1853) II 973.
18 Eberhard (1875) 96.
19 Doubtfully Crusius (1897) 220 (it is fabula inc. 222 in Crusius’ edition of Babrius).
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P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 2 i1 28-31

Fr. 28

10

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 6

Fr. 29

10

P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 7

Fr. 30

‘. lord ..

Jeroxpl
Jeto vyl
J€ov [
Jvovd [
Jagen[
le 1.l
Jet [
].expy[
lexepl
1.pvl

1. Aaf
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[—
Q.

1.
1.
l.o
5 ]
]
]c
].0t, ov
]
10 ]
1.
Ja
Jéowkev
Inv
15 ]
lonv
Ie
P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 8
13 Zowkev vel &m]éoikev B.
‘... 1s fitting ...’
FRAGMENTA DUBIA
Fable 43: The Overproud Stag (?)
Fr. dub. 1

aimdkepme ELOPOC
Suda a1 275: airdkepme Ehagoc: Bymia képota Exov.
Cf. Babr. 43.1: #hagoc kepdctne vmod 10 kodpo Swymcoc (A) vel ELagoc c. 8 litt. edképoc (7).

‘A steep-horned stag’

This fragment was attributed to the Mythica by Bruhn (1890) 283, followed by Crusius,
but the ascription must naturally remain very doubtful. This is the only instance of the adjective
aimokepoc in literature. The lack of original compound formations in the surviving fragments
of the Mythica would speak against an ascription to this poem.

Fable 75: The Unskilled Doctor (?)
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Fr. dub. 2
tolc &’ énécele OPov, oc avtike tedviEovtoc
Suda € 2080: énéceev: énavereivero. Tolc—rtebvriEovroc.

1 1) Bergk  1ebviiovtoc A F Zon. : tebvi&avtoc G VM : tebvii&avro 1

‘(The doctor?) used to shake fear at them, (saying) that (the patient?) will die
straightaway.’

This fragment was tentatively attributed to the Mythica by Bergk (1868) xxii (followed
by Crusius), who plausibly related it to Babr. 75.5 amofvnickelc, 7 TV adplov yap pakpov ovy
orepPrien. It used to be attributed to Callimachus, but it is not included by Pfeiffer in his
edition.

1 énéceie OPov. In poetry, the object of &miceim is usually the thing that causes fear,
not fear itself. The usage here, however, is well attested in Late Antique prose, e.g. Lib. Or.
56.11. It may go as far back as Call. der. fr. 74 Pf. ti 8¢ cot énébnko OPov if Meineke was
right to emend &nébnko to énéceica. énécele breaches Meyer’s First Law; cf. below, Section
V@3).

teBvnEovtoc. The future perfect form is not otherwise found in hexameter poetry.

Fable 119: The Golden Hermes (?)

Fr. dub. 3
‘Epuein EvMvo Tic mmbyeto, kot EOAOV Nev.
eitd pv aetpoc yapddic Bdre: Tod 8 dmo xpvcdce
&ppevcev katayévtoc. VRpic mdpe morrdxi képdoc.
AP 16.187

Cf. Babr. 119.1-5:

Ebvéy tic ‘Epuiv elyxev nv 88 texvimc.

crévdmv 8¢ TovTe Kol kad nuépny 0dmv

Enpoacee pavime. ¢ 0ed & 0vpudon,

yopol & drekpdnee tod ckélove dpoc.
5 xpucoc 8¢ kepaAfic Eppim kataysicnc:

‘A certain man prayed for help to a wooden Hermes, but Hermes remained wooden.

Then, taking him up, the man threw him on the ground, and, the statue breaking, out from it
poured gold. Outrage often produces profit.” (tr. W. R. Paton, Loeb)
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Eberhard (1875) 97 suspected this short fable in hexameters to belong to the Mythica.
It is clearly based on Babr. 119. However, as Eberhard himself observed, the poet of the
Mpythica ‘Babrium ... tam accurate sequitur, paene ut singulos uersus eius exprimat’, whereas
this poet has compressed Babrius’ ten-line fable into three epigrammatic lines. The ascription
to the Mythica therefore seems unlikely.

I1. The Mythica and Babrius’ Mythiambi
The Mpythica is known from two sources: quotations in the Suda and a papyrus from

Oxyrhynchus dating from the third century CE.?° The following table gives an overview of the
fables with hexametric versions:

Babrius Suda P.Oxy. 5644 Prose Aesopica

3 — fr. 1 -

36 frr. 2-3 — CFA 71 (Aes. 70)

43 (?7) fr. dub. 1 — CFA 761 (des. 74), 11

64 fr. 4 - -

67 frr. 5-6, (fr. 24?) — —

75 (?) fr. dub. 2 — -

77 — fr. 7 CFA 126 1 (des. 124), 11, 111
95 frr. 8-9 fr. 8 —

108 frr. 10-11 fr. 11 -

115 fr. 12 fr. 12 CFA 259 1 (des. 230), I, T a By
122 fr. 13 — CFA 198 1 (des. 187), 111y 6
129 — fr. 14 CFA 93 1 (4es. 91)*!

142 frr. 15-16 — —

fr. 9 - fr. 23 -

- fr. 18 fr. 17 CFA 1901 (des. 179), 11, 111
— frr. 19-21 — CFA 162 (des. 157), S 44

- - fr. 22 CFA 203 (des. 191)

The Suda cites from at least 10, possibly as many as 12, fables, two of which are known only
from the prose Aesopica (CFA 162, 190). The papyrus offers fragments of at least 9 fables.
Four of these were already known from the Suda (emboldened in the table), but the papyrus
adds versions of fables 3, 77, 129, and Babr. fr. 9, as well as a version of CFA 203.22 All of the
identifiable Babrian fables, apart from 129 (transmitted by V), 142 (transmitted by G), and
Babr. fr. 9 (known only from a prose paraphrase), are present in the tenth-century Athous codex
of Babrius (BL Add. MS 22087), the most important manuscript of his fables. This

20P.Oxy. LXXXVIII 5644 consists of ten fragments written on the back of a roll that was assembled from various
discarded documents.

21 See also the version printed in Perry (1961) 7-9.

22 The fables in frr. 25-30 from P.Oxy. 5644 cannot be identified or placed in view of the small amount of text
preserved. They may either represent additional fables or overlap with the already known ones.
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alphabetically arranged collection is known to be incomplete, however, because it breaks off
in the middle of the letter o (fable 123). It is thus likely that the versions of CFA 162, 190, and
203 paraphrase fables by Babrius that are now lost and that probably began with the letters o—
o. Of the 15 to 17 fables with hexametric versions, 9 have prose counterparts in the Aesopic
corpus (see below, Section III),?* while 8 are known only from Babrius and his imitators or
later paraphrases.

It is not possible to determine whether the sequence of fables in the Mythica
corresponded to Babrius’ original ordering, since the latter is largely unknown as a result of the
alphabetisation of the fables in later recensions.?* Two of the three fables that are separated by
coronides and paragraphi in the second column of P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 2 are not identifiable, though
the second likely corresponds to Babr. 77 (Myth. fr. 7). The first letters of the first two fables
at least (Myth. fr. 26.1 xa[, fr. 7.1 1[) are not identical or consecutive; the third probably began
with the letter 7 (Myth. fr. 27.1). In P.Oxy. 5644 fr. 4, a version of Babr. 3 on the goat and the
goatherd (Myth. fr. 1) is followed immediately by one of Babr. 129 on the donkey who would
be a pet (Myth. fr. 14). The evidence of the papyrus thus adds further, if admittedly indirect,
support to the hypothesis that Babrius did not order his fables by letter of the alphabet. It has
become current in recent scholarship to argue or assume that the alphabetical arrangement of
the fables goes back to Babrius himself.?® These attempts fail to convince, however, and do not
sufficiently take into account the evidence of the papyri of the Mythiambi, especially IT' =
P.Oxy. X 1249, which dates from as early as the second century.?® A recently published papyrus
of Babrius datable to the late second or early third century similarly does not follow the order
of the Athous codex.?’” P.Amh. I 26 = IT? (3'9/4'" century) seems to follow a roughly alphabetic
ordering principle, as all three fables preserved begin with alpha, but they appear in a different
order from that found in the Athous codex (17, 16, 11). While this shows at least that collections
based on an alphabetic order existed in antiquity, it is worth noting that this papyrus is not a
regular bookroll, but an exercise in Latin translation probably used in an educational context.?®

A terminus ante quem for the composition of the Mythica is fixed by P.Oxy. 5644, which
is securely datable to the third century. The hexameters are written on the back of a roll formed
of various discarded documents, one of which is a copy of a report of proceedings before
Septimius Severus during his visit to Egypt in 200 CE.?° The writing of the literary text, in a
small informal hand inclined to the right and with cursive features, does not suggest a date later

B I exclude prose paraphrases of Babrius from this count.

24 On the sequence of fables in different manuscripts of Babrius, see Vaio (2001) xxxiii-xxxiv and Perry (1965)
lvii-lix. Further details in Luzzatto—La Penna (1986) xxiii—xxix.

25 See e.g. Holzberg (1993) 59-60, 72, 94-5 = (2002) 53-5, 65, 85; Mann (2018) 271 n. 35; Spielhofer (2023)
37-50. Hawkins (2014) 134 treats the first fable of the Athous as the first of the collection.

26 The original editors assigned P.Oxy. 1249 to the second century. The hand is probably that of Scribe A#3 in
Johnson (2004) 18-20, which was responsible for a number of papyri of Aeschylus, all of which were also
assigned to the second century by Edgar Lobel, their original editor. Luzzatto—La Penna (1986) xxix n. 1 redate
the papyrus to the early third century but do not cite any parallels or evidence in support. In favour of the second-
century dating, cf. also Turner—Parsons (1987) no. 24 and Cavallo (2005) 183.

27 P.Oxy. LXXXVIII 5643, preserving the beginning of fable 91 preceded by an uncertain fable which is not no.
90 of the Athous codex.

28 On this text, see Adams (2003) 725-41; Kramer (2007) 137-44; Scappaticcio (2017) 103-66. For other
examples of the use of fables in the learning of Latin, see Dickey (2012) 24-5 and Scappaticcio (2022).

2 P.Oxy. LXXXVIII 5662.
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than the third century. Now, in the prologue to his second book, presumably written some years
after the first, Babrius disparages imitators of his poetry:

o1’ £pod 8¢ mpdTov The BVvpne dvorydeicnc
gicilOov dAdot, kol copmtépne podene
ypigpoic opoiac Ekpépovct mocelc,
nofdviec o0dEV TAETOV 1| HE YIVOCKELY.

‘When the door was first opened by me,
others entered in who publish poems
resembling the riddles of a more learned
muse, skilled in nothing more than imitating
my example.” (prol. 2.9-12, tr. adapted from
Perry (1965))

This passage very probably refers to the poet of the Mythica, which would imply that the work
dates from Babrius’ own lifetime in the first or second century. This was already the view of
earlier scholars of Babrius who knew only the fragments in the Suda.?° The sarcastic copmtépn
noven would suit well a reference to the more prestigious hexameter verse of the adapter, while
ypigpoic ouoiac ... momcelc probably alludes to the high poetic style and sometimes recondite
vocabulary of the epic poem, on which see below, Section V. In his recent commentary on Babr.
1-17, Lukas Spielhofer suggests that the mention of imitators in Babrius’ second prologue
should be understood “als literarischen Gestus’,?! but this seems too reductive: while it may be
a literary convention to refer to one’s envious rivals or imitators, this does not preclude
reference to actual imitators. Whether the plural &\\ot in Babrius’ prologue is generalising or
implies that there was more than one contemporary imitator must remain an open question.
The date of the elegiac version of the fables is unknown (see Appendix below), but it appears
to be based on the hexameter version rather than directly on Babrius in view of the close
correspondence between fr. eleg. 1 ainewvaic éldtouc Epicev Pdroc and fr. hex. 4 aimewnyv
ghdtnyv &pic.’? The identification of the author of the Mythica with the ‘other’ poets in Babrius’
second prologue would imply that the fables represented in the hexameter fragments were all
included in Babrius’ first book.?* This is, incidentally, further proof against an alphabetical
ordering in Babrius’ original, since these fables are currently divided between two books in the
alphabetised recension of the Athous codex.

I11. The Mythica and the Aesopica

Three fables treated in the Mythica appear only in the prose Aesopica, namely CFA 162 (4es.
157) + S 44, CFA 190 (4es. 179), and CFA 203 (des. 191). I argued above that choliambic

30E.g. Lachmann (1845) viii; Crusius (1879) 194-5 n. 3; Rutherford (1883) xxi; Perry (1965) Ixi, 141 n. a; Wagner
(1977) 1125; Hunter (2014) 236 n. 23.

31 Spielhofer (2023) 58-59. Similarly Spielhofer (2021) 377-9.

32 So Crusius (1897) 220: ‘Elegiographus eum imitatur qui v. 5 [i.e. Myth. fr. 4] scripsit.’

33 Unless there was a ‘second edition’ of both books, to which Babrius added a new prologue, but this seems less
likely; cf. Vaio (2001) li-lii.
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versions of these fables probably formed part of Babrius’ original collection but are now
missing from the truncated alphabetic recension of the Athous codex. There are nevertheless
verbal points of contact with other prose fables that raise the question whether the poet of the
Mpythica consulted a collection of Aesopic fables in addition to Babrius. This is most evident
in his adaptation of Babr. 115 on the eagle and the tortoise (fr. 12). Babrius has the eagle ask
nocov, xélouva, pcbov aietd dacelc, | dctic ¢’ Ehagpny kol petdpetov OMcw;, ‘Tortoise, how
much pay will you give me, an eagle, if | enable you to rise lightly on high in the air?” (5-6, tr.
adapted from Perry). The hexameter version runs: tic yop &upoi céo picOoc éndéloe, v ce
318dEm | vVyod vEp mOVToo petoypoviny motéecOar; (7-8). The use of the verb Siddckev
recalls the prose version in CFA 259 I = Aes. 230 mpocelfodca 8¢ TodTov mapekdiet &9’ @
BovAeton picH® d18d&on avthy (similarly in versions II and III); but it may be argued that the
verb was simply incorporated from the eagle’s reply in Babr. 115.8 totyap S1ddéwm, without
having recourse to the prose version. Two other correspondences, however, are more difficult
to explain away. In the Mythica, the eagle seizes the tortoise with its claws (11 dviyeccv
deipac) where Babr. 115.8 has simply vrtinv 8’ dpac, but a mention of claws is also found in
CFA 259 III Aafov odv tovtv toic Svuét. And when the eagle releases the tortoise from a
great height, both the hexameter poet and the prose versions use forms of fnuu (fr. 12.13 fike
eépecOar, CFA 259 1, 11, 111 defixev) and mention the rocks on which the tortoise fell,** whereas
Babr. 115.9 has only &vbev €ic 6poc piyoc. Another close verbal correspondence between the
Mythica and a prose fable occurs in fr. 17(a).2 T]nkov deipwv ~ CFA 190 III tdv te Tnhov kai
t0c kepduove kopilwv.3® It is curious that two of these correspondences—aoviyecciv ~ tolc
dvuérl and TnAov deipov ~ tOv 1€ TNAOV ... Kopilowv—appear in the third recension of the
Aesopica, the so-called collectio Accursiana. Because this recension is late and was probably
edited by Maximus Planudes in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, it is not
impossible that the Mythica was known to Planudes and that he borrowed these details from
the hexameter poem.’® In fact, the dating of the archetype of the collectio Augustana (1), the
primary recension of Aesopic fables from which most of the surviving prose versions
ultimately derive, is itself highly controversial, and it is likely that even it postdated the
Mythica.®” As Luzzatto has observed, it appears that Babrius’ own Mythiambi were known to
the redactor of the Augustana to judge from the quotation of Babr. 143.6 in CFA 62.3% The
Mythica poet’s use of prose sources in addition to Babrius must therefore remain an open
question.

34 Fr. 12.14 ctopeldv éni thevpdv (P.OXy. 5644: netpdv Suda) ~ CFA 259 I éni tivoc nétpac, 11 &mi mérpav, 111
kota netp®v. The Suda’s netp®dv would allow an even clearer alignment with the prose fable, but the papyrus’
mevpdv is the lectio difficilior (see above, n. ad loc.). It is not inconceivable that the already corrupt reading
netp@®v in the Mythica was known to the later redactor of the prose fable, especially in view of the other
correspondences with the hexameter poem.

35 Admittedly, in this case we do not know the wording of Babrius’ lost original, which may or may not have been
similar.

36 On the ascription of this recension to Planudes, see Karla (2003).

37 For a review of the different opinions on the date of the Augustana, see Jedrkiwicz (1989) 224 and Rodriguez
Adrados (1999) 60—67, but Rodriguez Adrados’ own dating of the collection as we have it to the fourth or fifth
century has been rejected by Luzzatto (1983), who argues for a date in the early Byzantine period on stylistic
grounds (see esp. pp. 173-7).

38 Luzzatto (1983) 145 with n. 49. On the relation between the collectio Augustana and Babrius, see further La
Penna in Luzzatto—La Penna (1986) xi—xvii.
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IV. Epicising Babrius: The Example of Fable 95

How did the poet of the Mythica go about transforming Babrius’ choliambic fables to epic
form? His treatment of fable 95 on the lion, the fox, and the deer can serve as a case study. At
102 lines, this is by far the longest fable in Babrius and arguably the most ‘epic’. Morton
Ngjgaard characterised it as a ‘fable épique’ and analysed its episodic structure and style.*®
Niklas Holzberg remarked that ‘Der Text erinnert, obwohl er nicht in Hexametern geschrieben
ist, auBBer mit seinem groBen Umfang auch durch narrative Struktur und Stil eher an ein
Epyllion (Kurzepos) als an eine Exempelerzéhlung in aisopischer Tradition’.*® Nonetheless,
even if the scope and episodic structure of this fable are reminiscent of an epyllion, Babrius’
language and style remain remote from those of epic.*! The very extent of the hexameter
adaptation is proof of that.

The preserved portion of this fable in fr. 8 is from near the beginning of the fable,
corresponding to lines 10-23 of Babr. 95. The Suda quotes parts of 5 lines from the hexametric
version, three of which appear in context in the papyrus. To summarise the situation at the start:
the lion lies gravely ill and is no longer able to go on the hunt, and so he asks his friend the fox
to lure a deer into his cave with her persuasive words. The fox visits the deer and informs her
that the dying lion has chosen her as his successor as queen of the animals, flattering her with
various means and inviting her to visit the lion.

When the fox goes to the deer, she finds her skipping about the soft grass, ckiptdcav
g0pe pobakiic vmep moine (Babr. 95.11). The epic poet uses a similar phrase (2—3 éni moinc] |
ckaipovcav podak[fic) but substitutes different forms for variety, replacing ckiptdo with
ckaipw (both are poetic) and paABakiic, which of course would not scan in dactylic, with
porok[fic. The possible enjambement and separation of the noun from its epithet may be
expressive.

Babrius reports the beginning of the fox’s address in indirect speech: eito kol xaipew |
npoceine (12—13). In the Mythica, however, this has been incorporated into the fox’s direct
speech, as befits the style of hexameter epic. The poet takes the opening yaipe @iAn from the
fox’s farewell near the end of her speech in Babrius: dALa yaipe, @iktdtn (28). Then Babrius’
ypnetdv 1T dyyshoc AMdywv fikewv (13), ‘and (the fox said) that she had come to bring good
news’, still in indirect speech, is turned to a prayer in the optative and is elaborated into a wish
to receive a gift from the deer in return for the good news the fox brings: xat pot ... | dd@pov
got Tapa celfo Adyovc xpnctove diodenc] (4-5). This is similar in sentiment to the fox’s later
wish in Babr. 95.26-7: t6t° &v (A: odv Haupt, ad Seidler) yévorto tiic dhdmekoc pvipm, |
décmowva, Thc cot TodTo Tp@ToV eimovene (26-7), ‘when that day comes, mistress, I pray you
will remember the fox, who was the first to tell you this news’. (Incidentally, the papyrus’ ot
supports yévotto as an optative of wish in Babrius, as some scholars have conjectured.) The
epic adapter is clearly not averse to rearranging the order of the material in Babrius, transposing
elements from the end of the fox’s speech to its beginning.

3 Ngjgaard (1967) 322-26.

40 Holzberg (2019) 37. Similarly Holzberg (1993) 64 = (2002) 58.

41 Perhaps a more immediate model for a fable of this scale was Callimachus’ fable of the laurel and the olive tree
in lambus TV, which extends over a hundred lines.
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The fox goes on to recall the lion’s illness and imminent death: oicOac (14) becomes
yewmcekeie (6), and £xel 8¢ paviwe (15) is turned to kelvov vobcoc Eufapye (8), a high
expression with the exclusively poetic verb udpnto, which has close parallels in some verse
inscriptions (see n. ad loc.). At the same time, kdyyvc écti Tod Oviickety (15) is transformed to
gyyO0ev Octotein (9), a rare use of the adjective vetdrioc as a substantive paralleled in Quintus
of Smyrna (14.315 é¢’ detatin Biétowo). Babrius’ tic odv petr’ adtov Onpiov Tuopavviice, |
dteckomelto (16—17), ‘so he has been thinking much of late concerning who should rule the
beasts when he is gone’, is expanded significantly and now occupies two full hexameter verses
(10-11). The simple dieckomnetto is stretched out to kai ol TopLPEOVTL SLoKPIEOV AuPic EKocTa,
‘as he pondered each thing separately’, using the almost exclusively epic verb npopupém and
with the second half of the verse modelled on A.R. 1.498 diékpibev aueic Ekacto (in a different
context).

The fox proceeds to flatter the deer by mentioning her superiority over other animals.
The beginning of the comparison is nearly identical to Babrius’: 12 dpktoc pév vodi[c ~ Babr.
95.18 dpktoc 8¢ vwbne. Note the spondaic rhythm, expressive of the bear’s sluggishness. The
adjective voOnic is a Homeric hapax at Il. 11.559, where it is said of a donkey, so that it was
fitting for the adapter to retain it. No other animal is named between the bear and the leopard
in Babrius, but a mention of the boar precedes (17 cbc pév éctv dyvopwmv). pév in the Mythica
probably implies that the boar was mentioned in the second hemistich, e.g. dpxtoc pev vodn[c
avepaivero, cde 8 avonuwv], as Henry suggests. Alternatively, the negative characterisation
of the bear could have been expanded. There follow two complete verses, parts of which were
quoted separately by the Suda until they were joined by Thomas Tyrwhitt in the 18" century.
The simple ndpdotic 8¢ Buuddne in Babrius (18), ‘the leopard is fierce’, is expanded to an
overflowing hexameter. tépdaiic is now accompanied by the epic epithet aibwv, and the
adjective Bopwdnce is inflated to a subordinate clause with emphatic enjambement (13—14
ovveka Ovpod | éumhein). For the tiger, the prosaic and comic dlalaov (19), ‘braggart’, is
substituted by the dignified epic epithet dynvopa (14), ‘arrogant’. In Babrius, the negative
qualities of the other animals are stated simply and matter-of-factly, but the hexameter poet
emphasises the lion’s own judgement and subjectivity with the verbs 008’ ... d8¢ (an epic form)
and pépgpeto. There is thus also a change in focalisation in the adaptation to the epic mode.

The lion, continues the fox, therefore came to the conclusion that the deer is his most
suitable successor as sovereign of the animals: &ELagpov Topavvelv aéiowtdny kpivel (20). The
epic poet uses a rare abstract noun in his paraphrase, koipavinc, which only becomes common
in later hexameter poetry. The genitive is probably dependent on tvyglv, kvpely, or émPaively
in some tense. The fox now proceeds to accentuate the deer’s positive qualities. yodpn pev
gldoc, ToALG & eic &t (et (21), ‘she has a proud appearance, and she lives many years’, is
turned to a subordinate clause introduced by oUvekev (16) in the hexameter version. The
potentially ambiguous yoOpn is substituted with the more flattering eipept[ov dépac (vel sim.),
while the deer’s longevity is expressed with reference to her knees (008¢ Tt yfipac &neicv] |
yovvact in Henry’s reconstruction), thus introducing the new detail of the deer’s swiftness. The
fox then mentions the deer’s fearful horns, using the poetic and less common £pnetic in place
of Babrius’ épnetdv. The Mythica poet apparently omits the comparison of the horns to trees
and the fox’s rhetorical question in Babrius (24 ti cot Aéym ta moArd;), which would perhaps
have been unsuitable to the epic register.
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As this close analysis of a relatively small fragment reveals, the hexameter poet
routinely substitutes Babrius’ lexicon with more elevated epic or poetic words, often with
accompanying epithets absent from his model. Only occasionally does he lift words or phrases
directly from Babrius, and then only if they have good precedents in epic poetry. Often phrases
and ideas in Babrius are expanded, and occasionally new details or different focalisations are
introduced. Finally, the poet feels entitled to modify the order of presentation in his model,
incorporating elements from the end of the fox’s speech in its beginning. Parallels to some of
these procedures can be observed in other fragments of the Mythica.*?

V. Language, Intertexts, Metre
(1) Lexicon

The vocabulary of the Mythica is fairly conservative and largely Homeric, with no new
coinages or compound forms.** This contrasts markedly with Imperial poets like Dionysius
Periegetes, Dionysius Bassaricus, and the Oppiani, who are fond of creating new compounds.**
As observed above regarding the adaptation of Babr. 95, the poet’s lexicon is naturally replete
with epic or other ‘high’ poetic words and forms not found in Babrius:

aynvep, ayradc, ayxbroc (Babr. 17.3 has dykvAioyAoyic), dyxl, Gewkne, antne, oi,
aibwv, aimewvdc, alcvrioc, akndne, dlesivo, diun, dufocie, aueic, dvaé, dvenc,
Gmdvevbe, dnmvic, dpapicko, dtoc, adtdp, dpvetde, Plotoc, youeniai, ynddcvvoc,
dapvdw, drakpiddv, dotd, &yyvo, €ot, Ecke, Epdm, nepdpottoc, Nredovdc, nyneic, 0odc,
ke, kedlm, kepde, xAp, Kovin, kpotepde, Adtpic, Ale, pdpmto, upetoypdvioc,
véopav/(peto)vedpal, vo, vopdo, ottoc, opde, dnomn, Spvop, dctpakdeie, dtpnpdc,
ovveka, maAivopcoc, mélopatl, micea, Topeupim, TpNvilem, Tpotevic, celo, ckaipm,
ck®dloc, covbecin, Todaepyde, tavom, Tpouéw, vueiwv, vmévepbe, vetdrioc,
VyIKdapnvoc, Dyod, apofdpoc.

He also redeploys a number of Homeric hapax and dis legomena, though most of them are also
found in later poetry:

Homeric hapax legomena: dypovopoc (common in Imperial poetry), kepde (common
in Hellenistic poetry), vwdnc (common after Homer), maiivopcoc (recurring in
Hellenistic and Imperial poetry), ckdloc (but in the later sense of ‘thorn’), cteileidv
(rare), Dywkdpnvoc (well attested in Imperial poetry).

42 For other substitutions of prosaic with high poetic words and the addition of ‘epic’ epithets to simple nouns in
Babrius, cf. e.g. fr. 2 qyfieic ... dine ~ dvepoc, fr. 4 ainewvny Ehdnv ~ EAdn, fr. 5 opopdpoc Ac ~ AMwv. For
another change in the order of presentation of the material in Babrius, see above, fr. 11.8 n. Compare the
paraphrastic technique of Nonnus in his epic adaptation of the Gospel of St John, as analysed e.g. by Agosti (2003)
149-62.

43 Except perhaps for aimdkepowc in fr. dub. 1, which is of uncertain attribution. See also below on fiepbporroc (ft.
12.5).

# See e.g. James (1970) 257-66 (with figures for other Imperial poets); Lightfoot (2014) 49-51; Benaissa (2018)
54; Lightfoot (2020) 105-12.
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Homeric dis legomena: anedovic (recurring in Hellenistic and Imperial poetry), nyfeic
(common), Ticeo, (uncommon), cuvBecin (common in A.R.).

A fair amount of the lexicon is drawn from post-Homeric, mostly Hellenistic, poetic sources:

dupocic (Soph., Philip.), énd&oc (Pind., tragedy, A.R., also in prose), épanctie (Nic.,
Antiphil.), étarpein (Sim., tragedy), koipavin (epigr.), Adtpic (Thgn., tragedy), Adyoc
(Thgn., Pind., tragedy), dctpoxdeic (Antiphil.), tpnviCo (Lyc., Euph.), Tpoxdpnvoc
(Diodorus epigr.), mpotevic (first in A.R.), ctopeldc (tragedy, A.R.), Tapcdc in the
sense of ‘wing’ (epigr.), epnidm (tragedy, A.R.), yopapdc (Aesch., Euph., Nic.),
opopdpoc (AR.).

The Mythica possibly provides the earliest instances of the adjectives nepdgorroc (if correctly
restored in fr. 12.5), oikidioc (fr. 14(b).1), and nei0quwv (if correctly restored in fr. 22.16),
otherwise first found in Oppian, Ps.-Oppian, and Triphiodorus respectively. In fr. 21, dxndnc
is given a different sense (‘harmless’) from its usual meaning (‘uncared for’), a usage paralleled
only by Oppian. Morphologically, the most notable form is the adjective dvewc (fr. 15), ‘silent’,
from which ancient grammarians falsely derived the adverb dvem in Homer and which is
attested only here in literature. The rarer words surveyed here perhaps explain Babrius’
condemnation of his imitator’s verses as ypigoic Opoiac ... moicelc, ‘poems resembling
riddles’, in his second prologue (see above, Section II).

(2) Intertexts

As expected of most skilled epic poets of this era, the author of the Mythica engages in Homeric
variatio, echoing phrases in Homer but with the modification or substitution of one of their
elements. Examples include:

e oicvia edcOor (fr. 4) ~ aicvra podncacOon (7. 20.202, 433, also at line-end).
e toagpyov [Gvov (fr. 14(b).2) ~ uiovov taraepydv (11. 23.654, etc.).

e aylao micea (fr. 20.1) ~ wicea momevta (11. 20.9, Od. 6.124).

e Groc &dwdfc (fr. 22.7) ~ droc morépoto (I1. 5.388, etc., also at line-end).

Directly borrowed Homeric formulas or phrases are relatively few: dy]y mapa[ctdc] (fr. 12.6),
fike eépecOor (fr. 12.13, also A.R. 1.622), d[tpnpo]i Ospd[movrec (fr. 14(c).13), dc pdcav (fr.
15), yn8]6cuvvoc kiip (fr. 17(2).9), of ke wibnau (fr. 22.4), Bop]oc ayivop (fr. 22.10).

There are also some echoes of Hellenistic poetry:

e 0V ka6’ opd (fr. 10.2) ~ Call. det. fr. 1.26 £tépav Tyvia un kb’ oud | [dippov éX]av (cf.
also [Hes.] Sc. 50 with Dobree’s emendation).
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e Dyod (Vmep mdvtowo) petaypovinv (motéecOor) (fr. 12.8) ~ AR. 2.587 vyod 8¢
uetaypovin (cf. also 3.1151 uetoypovin memdtnro, 4.952 Vyi uetaypoviny, 4.1269 &k
TOVTOL0 peTaypoviny).

e yagopti ... kovin (fr. 3) ~ Euph. fr. 50.3 Powell = 70 Lightfoot yagapti ... téepn (in
the same position), AP 7.315.1 (Zenodotus or Rhianus) ya@apn kdvi.

e JSuokpdov auopic Ekocta (fr. 8.11) ~ A.R. 1.498 Siékpibev dugic €kacto (in the same
position).

e xato veldv (fr. 10.2) ~ A.R. 3.411, 754, 778 (in the same position).

e muoPdpoc Alc (fr. 5) ~ Theoc. 13.62 mpoedyoc Aic, with @poBdpoc < A.R. 1.636.

e vuJkti kol not (fr. 17(a).4) ~ Theoc. 12.1 tpitn cdv vukti kai Not | HAvbec (in the same
position).

These variations and intertexts demonstrate that though not adventurous in style and
vocabulary, the Mythica is a work of some literary sophistication rather than a mere Homeric
patchwork. It is perhaps telling that some fragments of the Mythica were once attributed to
Callimachus’ Hecale.

(3) Metre
Metrically, too, the poem is fully competent and quite refined.

Prosody. Hiatus is rare and always involves an originally digammated word: fir. 8.11 kai (F)ot,
13 008¢ (F)oti; 15 008 (F)dvag; 16.2 un (F)oi; 17(a).3 Ji (F)dvakti. All of these instances have
precedents in Homer and Apollonius.

Correption is well attested, mostly after kod (frr. 1.10; 12.15; 17(a).4; 19.3; 20.1) but
also in frr. 12.8 Dyod vrép, 18 dduvapon ottw; 16.2 ot &vi; 19.3 étpn Env; 22.3 col ad1d, 6 -
wevot evviic, 7 Ja[t] droc. The correptions of ov and n are both in the first trochee.*’

There is no example of the elision of a noun or adjective. Words elided include mostly
small words like 8¢ (frr. 9.1; 11.12; 19.1, 2; fr. dub. 2), &v0a (fr. 11.8), mote (fr. 1.7), and
prepositions (fr. 10.1 pet’, 2 k0B’), but also verbs (fir. 5 yévet’ at the bucolic caesura; 10.3
gtpéeed’ ... 1pépet’).* None occur before a main caesura.

Crusius (1879) 194-5 n. 3 observed that the hexameters quoted by the Suda usually end
in long syllables, with only two exceptions, a feature associated with Nonnus and his school.
This is, however, not borne out by the additional verse-ends preserved by the papyrus, which
provide plenty of examples to the contrary.

There is one instance of Attic correption (fr. 12.14 &mi mlevp®v pap., preferable to the
Suda’s metp@v), none of synecphonesis or crasis.

4 Cf. Hollis (1990) 22-3 and Campbell (1973) 83-90.
46 Uncertain type of words elided in fr. 22.9 (probably 8£), 13 (8¢]p’ or #v]0’ Henry).
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Caesuras. There are 46 lines where a main caesura can be more or less certainly identified. Of
these, 30 (65%) are feminine and 16 (35%) are masculine.*’ If these numbers are
representative—which is of course not at all guaranteed in view of the very small size of the
sample—the rate of feminine caesuras would be comparable to that in Nicander (63%),
Moschus’ Europa (60%), and Dionysius Periegetes (65%), but lower than that of most other
Hellenistic and especially Imperial poets.*® There are three or four cases of a naturally short
vowel preceding a masculine caesura: frr. 1.6; 6; 15; fr. dub. 2 (the last example with a
lengthening in arsis).** A spondaic word appears before the masculine caesura in six places:
fir. 1.6; 6; 8.12, 13; 14(b).4, (c).11.°° Where the fourth biceps is uncontracted, there are 19
instances of a ‘bucolic’ caesura against 5 without one.’' Contrary to Callimachean practice, a
masculine caesura is not accompanied by bucolic caesura in fr. 3.

Metrical schemes and dactylicity. As expected in hexameters of this period, the dactylic
rhythym predominates and there are few lines with more than one spondee, although one line
has as many as three:

DDDDD x7 (fir. 3; 12.7, 15, 18; 18; 19.2, 3)
SDDDD x6 (fir. 2; 4; 8.11, 14; 13; 21)
DSDDD x5 (fir. 5; 8.13; 9.1; 10.2; 12.8)
DDDSD x2 (fir. 10.3; 11.8)

DSDSD x1 (fr. 10.1)

SSDSD x1 (fr. 16.2)
DDSDS x1 (fr. dub. 2)

These patterns are attested throughout the history of Greek hexameter, except the last two,
which are absent from the poems of Nonnus (at least his Paraphrase) and his followers.>?
Instances of contracted biceps in the incomplete lines:

Ist biceps: fir. 8.3, 6, 8, 10, 12, 18, 19; 14(b).5, (¢).5, 6, 12, 13, 14
2nd biceps: fir. 1.6; 6; 8.4, 7, 12, 16, 17; 14(b).4, (¢).7, 11

4th biceps: frr. 15; 22.16

Sth biceps: fir. 22.14; 24.1

The verse beginnings in fr. 8.3—19 show a number of contractions of the first and second
bicipitia: in 17 lines, there are 9 first-foot spondees (53%) and 6 second-foot spondees (35%),
with one line (12) containing both. The proportion of first-foot spondees is much higher than

47 Feminine: fir. 1.7; 2; 5; 8.[5], [6], [7], [8], 11, 14, [15]; 9.1, 2; 10.1, 2, 3; 11.8; 12.7, 8, 15, 18; 13; 14(b).2,
(c).[13]; 16.1, 2; 18; 19.2, 3; 20; 21. Masculine: fir. 1.6, 9; 3; 4; 6; 8.[3], 9, 10, 12, 13; 14(b).4, (c).5, [11]; 15;
24.1; fr. dub. 2. Brackets indicate restored words.

8 For comparative figures, see West (1982) 153, 177; Magnelli (2002) 70; Agosti (2004) 66-7.

4 The phenomenon is avoided by Oppian, Triphiodorus, and Nonnus: West (1982) 177.

30 Avoided by Nonnus: Wifstrand (1933) 37-53.

! Bucolic caesura: fir. 4; 5; 6; 8.11, 13, 14;9.1; 10.2; 12.7, 15, 18; 13; 16.1; 18; 19.2, 3; 20; 24.1; fr. dub. 2. None
in uncontracted fourth biceps: fir. 2; 3; 12.8, 11; 21.

32 See Ludwich (1885) 321-2, who does not provide figures for the Dionysiaca; Lightfoot (2014) 65-6; Lightfoot
(2020) 233-4.
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the average figures calculated for Imperial and most Archaic and Hellenistic poets with the
exception of Alexander Aetolus (51%) and the bucolic poems of Theocritus (47%), while the
proportion of second-foot spondees is lower than that of most hexameter poets before Nonnus
with the exception of Quintus (31%) and Dionysius Bassaricus (33%).3? It is difficult to judge,
however, whether such a small number of lines is representative of the Mythica as a whole.
Spondeiazontes are found in fr. 22.14 ylouenAfict, fr. 24.1 mctdcavro, and fr. dub. 2
tefviEovoc.

Rules on word end. There are no breaches in the extant fragments of most of the restrictions on
metrical word shapes and word end observed by the more refined Hellenistic and Imperial
poets, including Gieseke’s Law (against words of the shape X — = ending in the second foot),
Naeke’s Law (against word end following contracted fourth biceps),’* Tiedke-Meyer’s Law
(avoidance of words shaped — — or -~ — ending on the fifth princeps), or Hermann’s Bridge
(against divided fourth biceps). The ‘rules’ breached are:

e Meyer’s First Law (against words starting in the first foot and ending after the second
trochee): fr. 9.2 Anedavoio; fr. dub. 2 énécee.”’

e Meyer’s Second Law (against iambic-shaped words before the masculine caesura): frr.
3 kéuay; 8.10 Aimm; 14(c).5 kdAo[y, 15 dva&; fr. dub. 2 @6Pov. Most instances are
combined with a caesura after the first biceps, which Callimachus tolerates,’® except in
fr. 14(c).5 and fr. dub. 2. This supposed ‘law’, however, ‘is far from being an absolute
rule’>” and is ‘no more than a general preference’ among some poets.>

e Hilberg’s Law (against word end following contracted second biceps) is only breached
by monosyllables, as in Callimachus: frr. 8.7 6¢; 16.2 &>

Monosyllables occur at verse-end in frr. 5 Aic, 11.9 ude, 17(a).9 xAp, 22.5 te. Where we can
tell, they are accompanied by a bucolic caesura in conformity with the usual pattern.®® There
are no tetracola. In noun-epithet groups (excluding predicative adjectives), the epithet precedes
the noun in the vast majority of cases,®! whereas the reverse order appears in frr. 8.2-3 (if
correctly restored); 10.1, 2; 12.7 (unless predicative); 18; 19.2; 22.10 (a Homeric phrase).5?
The poet is capable of some artful word patterning. Note for instance the elegant chiasmus in
fr. 21, with the contrasting adjectives framing the verse: mikpn pév te Akoictv, dtop yudpoicty
axndnc. In fr. 2, a verse is framed by an epithet and its noun, a relatively uncommon pattern in

>3 Figures for Imperial poets in West (1982) 178 (the highest for the first foot is 40% in D.P.) and Lightfoot (2020)
237. For earlier poets, see Magnelli (2002) 61 (the lowest figure for the second foot is 39% in the Homeric hymns).
For Dionysius, see Benaissa (2018) 64-5.

34 Except perhaps at fr. 15, unless followed by an appositive.

35 T exclude fr. 1.10 képoc 8¢, for which cf. Hollis on Call. Hec. fr. 1, and fr. 12.15 dctpaxdevd te, which is
mitigated by the postpositive Te.

36 Wifstrand (1933) 64—6.

37 West (1982) 155.

38 Hollis (1990) 20. Cf. also Magnelli (2002) 74 n. 61.

39 Cf. Magnelli (2002) 75-6; Lightfoot (2014) 70.

60 Cf. West (1982) 156.

U Frr. 2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 8.13, 14; 9.1, 2; 10.3; 11.8, 9; 12.15 (bis), 18; 14(b).2, (c).11, 13; 20.1; fr. dub. 1.

62 For this tendency in post-Homeric epic, which reaches its apogee in Nonnus, see Wifstrand (1933) 98-133.
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Greek hexameters: fyfeic étdvocce Podov mpokdpnvov ditne.®® Enjambement is also not
infrequently employed: frr. 3 (implied); 8.3, 5, 14, 17; 9.2; 10.3; 19.3; 20; 24.

VI. Why?

The Mythica’s project to ‘translate’ a book of poems from one metre and style to another was
unique and unparalleled in its time.%* It was sufficiently bold and successful to provoke
Babrius’ dismissive response in the prologue to his second book. This attempt at a stylistic and
generic recasting should probably be distinguished from ancient concepts of plagiarism or
‘literary theft’, since presumably the poet of the Mythica did not attempt to pass off the
fabulistic contents themselves as his own invention.®> In prol. 2.12 padbvtec 008&v mheiov H
ue ywacketv, Babrius accuses his imitator(s) of derivativeness, but not of outright theft or
deception. Babrius, after all, acknowledges that some of his own material comes from the
Aesopic tradition (prol. 1.14-16, prol. 2.4-6), so that he could hardly level such an accusation
against his imitators.

A more useful ancient category for conceptualising the Mythica’s project is paraphrase.
By the Imperial period, paraphrase, whether from verse to prose or from prose to prose, was
an established rhetorical exercise practised by budding and advanced orators alike. It was
theorised by several rhetoricians, among them Aelius Theon of Alexandria.®® Although Theon
was concerned with prose paraphrases of poetic works, the techniques he identifies for this
exercise—permutation, addition, subtraction, and substitution—are equally applicable to the
Mpythica, as the analysis of the adaptation of Babr. 95 has shown (above, Section V). The same
can be said of Quintilian’s emphasis on embellishment, variation, and amplification in
paraphrase.®” Later, epic paraphrases of prose, especially Biblical and hagiographical, works
became a well-established genre of Late Antique poetry.®® What is unprecedented in our poet’s
undertaking is the paraphrase from one poetic genre to another. What, then, was the literary
motivation behind translating Babrius’ choliambic fables to the epic mode?

Animal fables are rare in hexameters but have some indirect antecedents. The earliest
fable in Greek literature, that of the hawk and the nightingale, is told in Hesiod’s Works and

%3 For this pattern, cf. Wifstrand (1933) 133-9 and Conrad (1965) 226, 257 n. 50 (counting 10 examples in the
first two books of the Argonautica).

% A later example is the group of petagpdceic of the poems of Theocritus, Apollonius, Callimachus, Aratus, and
Nicander into iambics by Marianus under the reign of Anastasius (491-518 CE): Suda p 194; PLRE 1I s.n.
Marianus 3; Roberts (1985) 59—60. Cf. also the playful transformation of a hexameter line to a trochaic tetrameter
koto petdecty thc AéEewe in AP 13.30 = Sim. fr. 92 W.2 and Timocreon’s response in AP 13.31 = fr. 10 W.2, for
which see Sider (2020) 354-5.

%5 On notions of plagiarism in classical literature, see Stemplinger (1912), who treats paraphrase on pp. 212-15;
Ziegler (1956); Roscalla (2006); McGill (2012), who notes that ‘it is not ideas and content in themselves that the
plagiarist steals but a predecessor’s particular expression of ideas and content’ (p. 3). It would be interesting to
know whether the poet of the Mythica included an original preface acknowledging his model and justifying his
undertaking.

% Patillon-Bolognesi (1997) civ—cvii, 4-5 (62.10-25), 107-10; Miguélez Cavero (2008) 309—16; Roberts (1985)
5-60.

7 Quint. 1.9.2-3, 10.5.4-11 with Roberts (1985) 13-19, 29.

8 Roberts (1985) esp. 4, 58, 74-104.
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Days (202-12).%° The poet of the Mythica could therefore lay claim to an authoritative literary
ancestor. Horace also retold extensively the fable of the city mouse and the country mouse in
hexameters in Satires 2.6, a fable that the author of our poem also adapted from Babrius (ftr.
10-11).7° Previous books of verse fables, however, resorted only to metres considered of lower
register, in line with the perceived levity of the content: iambic senarii in the case of Phaedrus,
limping iambs in the case of Babrius, with a precedent in Callimachus’ lambi.”' The fable, with
its speaking animals and relatively short and simple narratives, was always seen as a popular
and witty form of instruction or entertainment, and it was associated with children and the
schoolroom.” Its morals sometimes championed people of humble social status. Quintilian
tellingly states that fables are enjoyed by the uneducated masses: fabellae ... ducere animos
solent praecipue rusticorum et imperitorum (5.11.19). As Tom Hawkins observes, ‘it is
probably this popular enjoyment that, in turn, made the fable inappropriate to high-register
literature’.”®> The legendary Aesop himself, the ugly barbarian ex-slave, could hardly be
imagined in epic garb.

There are at least two ways to read the epicisation of the fable in the Mythica. One is to
see it as a tongue-in-cheek exercise, in other words a playful parody or spoof of Babrius, in
which the ludicrous effect results from the presentation of such humble subject matter in such
grandiose language and metre. This would be in line with mock-epics involving animals like
the Batrachomyomachia, itself loosely based on a fable (CFA 302), in which ‘the language of
heroic epic is used to depict the deeds of small animals’.”* This was, for instance, the reaction
of the nineteenth-century Dutch philologist C. G. Cobet to Myth. fr. 10, which he described as
a ‘ludicro fragmento’: ‘perlepida est linguae Epicae gravitas et pompa in tanta argumenti
tenuitate. Quam me delectant pde doid.””> But while it may be amusing or delectable to savour
the tension between the epic register and the humble subject matter, there are no clear signs of
a deliberate effort to create a comic, parodic, or grossly incongruous effect in the surviving
fragments. For such an effect, one would have expected to find more exaggerations or the
occasional recourse to bathetic language breaking through the elevated register. Instead, the

% On the paucity of allusions to fables in epic generally, see van Dijk (1997) 124-37. On Hesiod’s fable, see van
Dijk (1997) 127-34 and Hunter (2014) 241-3. For an echo of the Hesiodic passage in the Mythica, cf. fr. 12.11
dviyeccty deipac ~ Hes. Op. 204 dvdyecer pepaprade.

70 For a close reading of Horace’s fable, see West (1974), who emphasises its mock-heroic tone. See also Cortéz
Tovar (1991).

71 ' We may also recall the anecdote of Socrates whiling away his time in jail by versifying Aesop, as told in Plato’s
Phaedo (60c—61b). The putative metre is not specified. See van Dijk (1997) 40, 260-62.

72 See Morgan (1998) 146, 221-3; Cribiore (2001) 202-3; Holzberg (1993) 33-5 = (2002) 29-31; Perry (1952)
237-41 (T 97, 101-5). On the perception and status of fables in the Imperial period, see also Morgan (2007) 58—
9.

73 Hawkins (2014) 117. Cf. also Roberts (1985) 59: ‘the fable never enjoyed complete acceptance as a literary
form in its own right, although it was recognised that fables might profitably be incorporated into larger works of
literature.’

74 On this poem, see recently Hosty (2020), esp. pp. 14-21 on how to interpret its tone and literary intent (quote
from p. 19). Adopting Genette’s terminology, Hosty labels the poem ‘playful’ rather than ‘satiric’. Like the
Mpythica, it maintains a consistent epic tone throughout, with the ‘fundamental joke’ (p. 20) emerging from
situational and contextual elements rather than the language per se.

75 Cobet (1873) 23.
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Mpythica is written with some degree of refinement and elegance, as the careful choice of words
and verbal variation in the same three lines of fr. 10 admired by Cobet demonstrate.”®

The other way to read these verses is through an agonistic lens, viz. as an attempt to
outdo Babrius in a provocative move of one-upmanship. This was perhaps accompanied by an
implicit—or possibly explicit if the poet included a preface—criticism of the unsuitability of
Babrius’ limping iambs to his subject matter: the fable, being a vehicle of moral instruction,
requires suitably weighty language and metre, for which Hesiod paved the way. In the Mythica,
the fable accordingly attains its loftiest literary form: told for its own sake, not as an exemplum
to illustrate a point, and in the most prestigious of metres, the dactylic hexameter, and yet still
in a graceful and polished style. The centrality and popularity of hexameter poetry in Greek
education of the Imperial period would only have widened the appeal of a hexametric book of
fables.”” The rhetorical exercise of paraphrase often involved not only imitatio but also
aemulatio, in other words an element of rivalry and an attempt to surpass and better one’s
model.”® Because hexameter paraphrases were usually of prose works, a wounding corollary
of the Mythica is that Babrius’ Mythiambi are placed on a par with prose. Perhaps there is
something defensive behind Babrius’ insistence in his second prologue that he has ‘bridled’,
‘unsharpened’, and ‘softened’ the traditional choliamb.”

Ironically, the author of the Mythica was advancing a project—the rehabilitation and
literarisation of the fable—that Babrius had himself initiated. In both of his prologues, Babrius
claims to have softened the harsh sting of choliambs with a new, more refined style of poetry.3°
Here for the first time, as Hawkins puts it, ‘we find ... the valorization of the fable as a polished
and respectable literary genre’.®! In creating a fable-epyllion extending over 102 lines in his
95" poem, Babrius ‘brought together the antipodes of the Greek generic spectrum. Babrius’
claims to have controlled and mitigated the associations of the choliambic meter, then, can be
understood as part of his larger project of gentrifying the fable by elevating the style of the
narratives and the status of the narrator.’®? By resorting to elegant hexameters and a refined
epic expression, the adapter has gone one better, fully removing the already softened iambic
sting of Babrius’ poems and completing a process inherent in Babrius’ own poetic aims.®3

76 See above, nn. ad loc., and note the echoes of Hesiod, Callimachus, and Apollonius. In the same vein, Cobet
proposes to emend dAAAoicty to Aoy ‘quo esset oratio lepidior’.

77 Compare the popularity of hexametric i8onouiar and &yxdpna (standard exercises in early rhetorical education)
in the papyri from Egypt, for which see Miguélez Cavero (2008) 320-27, 343-9.

78 Cf. Quint. 10.5.5 neque ego paraphrasin esse interpretationem tantum volo, sed circa eosdem sensus certamen
atque aemulationem; Plin. ep. 7.9.3—4 with Roberts (1985) 19-20. The motif of stylistic improvement is also
present in Late Antique Biblical epics: Roberts (1985) 29, 68-70, 107-8, 219-20.

7 Babr. prol. 2.6-8 dAL &yo vén poden | Stdopt kabapd ypvcém yodvacoc | tov pobiapupov demep Tnmov
omMy, 13-16 &yd 8¢ Aevkfi poddtopan Micet, | kal TV idppov tode d8évtac 0d By, | GAL €0 Tupdcac, £0
8¢ kévipa mpndvace, | &k devtépov cor vde BiProv deldw. Compare this accumulation of metaphors with the
simpler statement in prol. 1.18-19: pehictayéc col vod 1o knplov Oricw, | Tipdv idupov cxknpa kdra Onidvoc.
On these passages, see the commentary of Spielhofer (2023) 102-5, 113-15, 117-20.

80 See previous n.

81 Hawkins (2014) 114.

82 Ibid.

8 A few centuries later Avianus was to do the same with his elegiac adaptation of Babrius. On Avianus’
transformation of Babrius, see Holzberg (1993) 69-79 = (2002) 62—71 (with further bibliography), and cf. esp.
(1993) 78 = (2002) 69: what may have attracted Avianus to adapt Babrius ‘was the chance to prove his virtuosity
and formal artistry as a poet under the challenging circumstances which, in Avianus’s eyes, this kind of text [i.c.
fables] presented ... This last consideration [i.e. the narrative material’s suitability for adaptation in verse] will
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APPENDIX: THE ELEGIAC FRAGMENTS?*

Fable 64: The Fir Tree and the Bramble
Fr. eleg. 1

b ~ b / v / e\ \ v
airewvaic éddroic Epicev Pdroc: N uev Eeume
Kol vade Kol vnove tepvouévn TeAEety.

Suda ot 269: airewvn: YymAA. aireivnv—aedcOot (fr. hex. 4). kal airewvaic, dVynhaic, pokpaic. &v Mbboic:

ainswvoic—reréew.

1 aimewvfi éhdtn Lachmann  Epicev Portus (ed. 1619) : Epice codd.  1-2 ai ... eumov ... tepvduevor dub.
Crusius

Cf. Babr. 64.1-2: fipilov éldn kai Bdroc Tpoc dAAArac. | éhdine 8 Eovtny moAdoyde énovodenc; 64.5:
ctéyn te pehdfpov eipl kai tpdmic Thoimv.

‘A bramble contended with tall fir trees. The one said that when cut down she produced
both ships and temples.’

Fable 66: Prometheus’ Two Wallets
Fr. eleg. 2

TovveKa TV 18NV ovtic dmwne dvmv
Suda & 1566: dVn* 1y kakondBeia, 11 Suctuyio. (...) év Mvboic: Tovveko—3vmy.
deinv A
Cf. Babr. 66.7-8: 816 pot dokodct coppopac uev GAAMAoV | BAérety dxpiBdc, dyvoely 8¢ tac oikot.

‘For this reason no one sees their own misery.’

The Wily Ostrich3®

have been an added encouragement to create, by using a meter hitherto not associated with the genre, a type of
fable that was—in terms of form at least—quite new.’

88 Crusius’ fr. 21 has been included among the hexameter fragments (fr. 24 above). Crusius’ fr. 22 in fact comes
from Greg. Naz. PG 37.1353.7: see Perry (1952) 254-5 on Aes. sent. 31.

85 Bdtic in Adler’s edition is a typo, as a sample check of MS A = Par. gr. 2625 reveals.

% Babrius’ original fable is not extant. Cf. Ignatius Diaconus, Tetrasticha 1 22, in Crusius (1897) 272: mécwv
mépuke Onpci kol Ttnvoic pdyn. | fho AiBucca ctpovddc, i Toved’ Emhdva | tvon pev Spvic, &k pépove 8¢ Onplov,
| mtmvote kdpav deikvica, Toic Onpeiv mddac.
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Fr. eleg. 3

arria Aipucca
\ ¢ / / D /
ctpovfoc aAtckopEVN TAALE Kol AUQOTEPOVC

Suda A 497: Aipucca Spvic: 1 ctpovbokdunioc. év Mubikoic: GAAG—AappoTépouc.

2 mhdle xai codd. : mhdlev G’ dub. Bergk

‘But the Libyan ostrich, when caught, baffled both of them.’
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