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A New

Manuscript of Babrius:
Fact or Fable?

^

JOHN VAIO

In

Museum

1857 the British

purchased from Minoides Mynas the

Athoan codex of Babrius and a second manuscript (L).2 The later, Mynas
claimed, was a copy of a codex discovered by himself on Mt. Athos. It
contained a prologue and 94 fables written in what was intended as
choliambic verse about half the lines actually scan. Mynas' copy bore the
title 'E/c Twv Tov Ba^piov ^ttjAia/i/ScDv and was published as such by G. L.
Lewis. 3 The latter admitted that the text was badly corrupt, but still
believed that many genuine verses and phrases of Babrius, not extant
elsewhere, had been preserved.
The integrity of this new collection and of its vendor was soon attacked.
Cobet and Diibner began with general and sweeping indictments of
forgery,^ which were then substantiated by Conington's detailed and
devastating critique. ^ Most scholars accepted these charges as proved,
and "Babrius, Part 11" was dismissed as a patent forgery. Sauppe and

—

1

A

preliminary version of this paper was presented to the Oxford Philological

Society on 13 June 1975.
2 On this transaction see A. Dain,
Hellenica suppl. 9.3 (1958)

103

f.

"Un

recueil Byzantin des Fables de Babrios,"

(henceforth: Dain, Babrios);

de Babrios trouves par Minoide Mynas," BullBude (i960) 120

id.
f.

"Sur deux

recueils

(henceforth: Dain,

Mynas).
3

partem secundam ed. G. C. Lewis (London, 1859) (henceforth:
were included by T. Bergk in the second edition of his Anthologia

Babriifabulae Aesopeae

Lewis)

.

The new

fables

.

.

.

(Leipzig, 1868) pp. 290-342.
Cobet, Mnemosyne 8 (1859) 339

lyrica

4

^-i 9 (i860) 278-287. Diibner's views were reported
V instruction publique en Belgique n.s. 3 (i860) 83-86.
"De parte Babrianarum fabularum secunda," RhM n.f. 16 (1861) 361-390; reprinted

in Revue de
5

in J. A.
(cf.

Symonds

I.41 7-422).

(ed.), Miscellaneous Writings

ofJohn Conington II (London, 1872) 460-491

:

1
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Bergk, however, rejected the majority's opinion,^ but in spite of their

Cobet and Conington emerged

spirited resistance the views of

as ortho-

doxy, especially after the adherence of Crusius in his masterly edition of
Babrius.7

But the

chapter on "Part 11" had not yet been written. For in

final

1953 at the Ninth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, A. Dain
revealed the existence of a manuscript which appeared to preserve a

Byzantine recension of Babrius.^ This manuscript

is

suppl. gr.

Paris,

1245 {Mq),9 which consists of two parts. The original folia contain the
prologue and 61 of the 94 fables found in L. The text of
differs

Mq

markedly from that of L, but interleaved with the original folia of Mq are
additional pages, where Mynas has written alternate verses, many of
which recur in L. Mq's principal text is a "copie figuree," that is, a copy
that imitates (or pretends to imitate) the style of writing of

The

cataloguers of the Bibliotheque Nationale assign

twelfth century. 11 But

Mq's

its

original. ^o

script to the

Mr. Nigel Wilson, who has generously inspected
Mq at my request, suggests an Italian hand
the original or model of this manuscript. 12

rather outsize photographs of

of the Renaissance as

Dain's claims for

Mq

are two. (i) It

is

a copy of a genuine Byzantine

collection of fables imitative of Babrius.

elsewhere in choliambic form

Mq

offering superior readings in

some

assertions that

is

In

(2)

represents

The

his case.

124. (It does not

fables preserved

passages. It

is

the second of these

to

weaken rather than

the subject of this paper.

Dain adduces three examples, which turn out
support

five

an independent tradition

fable in question

appear in L.) This

is

is

29

Mq corresponding to Babrius

one of twelve fables preserved only

by the Vatican codex (V) of Babrius. Lacunae occurring at lines 7, 10
and 20 in V's text are not found in Mq, which thus supplies the missing
words, according to Dain.i^

6Sauppe,
Philologus nS.

NAkG
i

(i860) 249-253; Bergk, AnthLyr^ pp.

XXXII-XLI

(cf.

supra n. 3);

(1889) 387-397-

O. Crusius (ed. mai. Leipzig, 1897) pp. XIII-XIV,
G. Rutherford (London, 1883) p. Ixix n. i.
8 Dain, Babrios loi ff., esp. 109-111. Cf. Dain, Mynas 119-121; Babrius and Phaedrus
ed. B. E. Perry (Cambridge [Mass.] and London, 1965) pp. Ixv-vi.
9 The ms., if genuine, belongs in the class of Chambry's codices mixti (Ma, Mb, etc.)
"^

Babrii fabulae Aesopeae ed.

LXXXIV-IX.

Cf. Babrius ed.

Chambry

cf Aesopi fabulae ed. A.
(1972) 127
11

ff".

Reports of

Mq

I

(Paris, 1925) pp.

19

are based on autopsy.

ff.;

C. E. Finch,

10 Cf.

TAPA

Dain, Babrios 107

103

f.

C. Astruc and M.-L. Concasty, Bibliotheque Nationale. Department des mss. Catalogue

des mss. grecs. Troisieme partie.
12

W.

A

Aesop.

date after

1

300

13 Babrios

is
1

Le Supplement

indicated
10

f.

by

grec. vol. Ill (Paris,

fable 47

Mq, which

is

i960) on no. 1245.

based on Planudes'

life

of

2

John Vaio
But

let

us look further.

The
x-

SiKTvo) TLTToirjaeisM Either

supplies oSv Tco

(

=

to))

first
is

gap

is

175

at line

7,

where V

missing in elements 1-2, or

offers to Xoittov

-

x in 4-5.^^

Mq

in the latter position. This yields a line without

caesura and violates a rule of Babrian meter established on the basis of the

Mq's supplement would be the only exception of
Thus the metrical anomaly in a matter so important as caesura
that ovv tu> is the work of a later "editor" and not of Babrius.

attested fables. If admitted,
its

type.i^

suggests

Mq's second supplement
of a missing article and

of the

is

in line 10 involves only the obvious addition

of

new manuscript. The

damning. Crusius'
heiTTvrjaei;

(=

declares, ".

.

.

little

value as evidence for the superiority

third case, however,

is

more complex and

text of line 20 reads o/xcu? 8e Set ax^lv <t6v (piXov> ri

V with K. E. C. Schneider's supplement). Here Dain
au vers 20, au lieu de t6v cplXov
., on ecrira t6v ^evov, tire
.

.

de notre manuscrit."i7 Mq, however, reads quite
axeiv henrviau)

ti

[sic]

tov ^elvov.

Thus

Mq

differently: o/no;? 8e Sel

does not supply a cretic in

elements 6-8^8 but completes the line with an antibacchius in 10-12. This
entails rewriting

and transposing V's

text,

and

results in

awkward word

order and inferior prosody, since a trochaic properispomenon

common

Again Mq's variant is more
reading, and the supplement
invention of

far less

is

end of Babrius' trimeter than a spondaic paroxytone.

at the

likely

a later alteration than the original

in v. 20 like that in v. 7

Mq rather than Babrius'

is

Moreover, the assumption that Mq's supplements in vv.
are later additions

is

probably an

phrase.

strengthened by the evidence of

v.

i

7,

and 20

10

(not reported

by Dain) Here V reads at(pi'rjs for i^aupvrjs.^^ Mq supplies oi/»' aLcpvrjs, whose
awkwardness betrays post-Babrian invention.
Thus in vv. i, 7, 10 and 20 evidence of style, meter and prosody
confirm the view that Mq is based either on V itself or on a text marred
by the same lacunae, and that Mq's supplements are to be regarded as
conjectures and not as independent readings. In these passages Dain's
.

claim for the
!'

Reports of

new manuscript

V

(discussed below)

fails,

are based on autopsy. Photographs of V's texts of Babrius 126-129

may be found

1965) pi. 19 (pp. 63

at

Merkelbach-van Thiel,

Griechisches Leseheft (Gottingen,

ff.).

15 The choliambus is analyzed according to the system of P. Maas, Greek Metre, trans.
H. Lloyd-Jones (Oxford, 1962) 66-71.
16 Contrast two examples of caesura after two prepositives in elements 4-5 Babrius
1''
Babrios in.
6.4, 33. 8 (cf. Maas, op. cit. 86).
18 The reading attributed by Dain to Mq is in fact a conjecture of Mynas appearing
on one of the interleaves. It had also been proposed by J. G. Schneider in 181
:

19

V

omits the prefix in order to turn Babrius' trimeter into a dodecasyllabus

Vaio, CPh 64 (1969) 156 with n. 32.

:

cf.
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Apart from minor orthographica there are other variants in Mq, which
Dain does not consider. These may be grouped as follows. I. Correction
or minor errors in V, which does not indicate an independent tradition,
given

tampering established above. The

evidence for editorial

the

instances are -quepwaas (5), i^ovXrjdT) (12) and wpofxavriv (15). otSas (19)
corrects the sense but distorts the meter. II. Inferior variants in Mq:
dvfM^prjv (2), yevTjT-qpa (ii).

A

III.

variant which could be an arbitrary

alteration of V's unexceptionable reading in line 5: elxev els

Mq.

Mq:

V,

elxe rrpos

repeated after 3 with the addition
of un-Babrian hiatus and Byzantine prosody {aeXcva eaOUiv)
line 14
attested by both
and the Suda is omitted, a new verse being substituted
IV. Interpolations in

line 2

is

;

V

(TTois'

av

V Mq

fxe

dvaais iav

p.eQ.

cod.) (htpeXovvTo. ae ttXciotov). V. Shared error: 8e

Mq

sides

with the Suda against V, but given

the evidence for editorial activity in

Mq, we may assume contamination

(4).

VI. In

line 13

rather than a separate tradition.

There

is

no decisive support here for Dain, and we may conclude that
Mq offers no significant variant of independent value,

in Babrius 124

superior to the readings of V.

Furthermore,

if

we examine

the other fables that

Mq shares
Mq

with V,

Dain's case becomes even weaker. For example, fable 9
corresponds
to Babrius 127. The first four verses of this fable have been wretchedly
contracted and corrupted by V, and the version of the Bodleian para-

phrase of Babrius (Ba) offers no real help in restoring the original. Mq's
version of the opening lines follows

:

20

'Ev oaTpccKO) ypdcpovra tols afxaprdSas
6 Zeu? Tov 'KpfjLTjV KeAAer' eV Ki^cjTia)
iyyvs 6^ iavTov devra aojpeveiv rayras
OTTCJS eKacTTOv

Here

is

a passage where

rds

Si'/ca?

Mq might prove

dvaTrpdaar).
its

excellence,

if

based

(as

supposed) on an independent and superior tradition. Instead these

Dain

new

spun out of V and Ba.21 Moreover,
they exhibit five violations of ancient prosody and Babrian meter:
brevia scanned as long in element 1 1 of vv. i and 2 longa in element 9 of
vv. 2 and 3, which violates the meter of the attested fables of Babrius,
as does -as in element 12 of v. 1.22 Note also that Mq omits ipewijaas
attested by V and (as Lachmann saw) probably the end of a Babrian
verses offer nothing that could not be

;

20 Fab.
5 1 Lewis has been radically revised by Mynas drawing on suggestions of Lachmann. It is found in Mq on one of the pages added at the beginning of the ms. (3'^).
Mq's own version appears on f. 16^. In line 2 one might suggest /ceVAer' for KeXXer.
21 The texts of V and Ba are conveniently cited by Perry in his apparatus ad loc. {op.
cit. [supra n. 8] p. 164). "Ba" = Perry's "B".
22

On

Babrius' practice

cf.

Crusius, op.

cit.

{supra n. 7) pp.

XL-XLII.

John Vaio

We

choliambus.

177

Mq's opening verses are

are thus entitled to infer that

un-Babrian concoctions based on the defective versions of V and Ba,
And what of the lines preserved almost intact by the other witnesses

They read

(vv. 6-10) ?

as follows in

Mq:

Tcov S' oarpccKajv avyK€XVfJ.€va}v in' aXXrjXois

TO
els

jxev

X^'P" Atd?,

TWV
ID

5

(

=

6 Crusius)

e/LiTTiWei

et ttot' ev6vv€Lv 86^01.^^

8r) TTOVTJpOJV

OV

Oaaaov dSiKiov

el

The wretchedly

^pdSiov TO 8e Taxiov

7TpO(Ti]K€ 6avfjt.d^€iv

tis oipe kuko)? Trpd^oi.

corrupt state of these lines requires

little

comment. The

from misguided adoption of Ba's prose
variant. But the perverse distortions of vv. 7 (8) and 9 (10) must be
assigned to the miserable invention of the editor, whose work was observed
lack of caesura in

v. 5 (6) results

in the fable previously discussed.

Thus Mq's

plausible variants (l/caarov

TWV 8rj 8 [9]) may be regarded as of no independent value.
Fable 9 Mq then is a text corrupt far beyond even the defective witnesses on which Babrius 127 Crusius is based. And whereas we find no
definitive index of an independent tradition in Mq, there are strong indi4,

cations of close

Mq, which

26

dependence on those

witnesses.

The same

is

true of fable

corresponds to Babrius 126. Mq's version was reproduced

V

has
Mynas in L (= fab. 52 Lewis). Again
contracted and contorted Babrius' opening verses, which cannot be

with extensive changes by

restored even with the evidence of Ba.^-*

And

again

Mq offers verses whose

defects of meter and prosody, poverty of style and general vacuousness reveal

them

product of Mq's fancy feeding on the remains of Babrius

as the

available in

V and Ba (vv.

1-8

Mq correspond to

126,1-4 Crusius)

25
:

'08oi7TopaJv dvdpuiTTOs els eprjp.air]v

eoTcoaav evpev ev KaTrjcpelj)
yvvaiK cxAA' ov 8oKovaav ev npd.TTei.v.
Kai (pr^atv avTrj "tI TreTTOvdas dplaTrj;
Kai TLS oiv etrjs; tov ^dpLV jxeveis u)8e;'
"eyoj, cuvep," elirev "elfii aoi y h.\r]Qelr\' ?-^

[lovrjv

aefivTjv

5

""

TTpos tuvt' edavixao' dSoiTTopo? Keirr^pajTa'

"ti ovv TToXis d<peiaa ttjv

Nor does

epr]fj.LT]v

vaUis;"^^

Mq's version offer any firm indication of a tradition independent of V and Ba. Lines 9, 12 and 13 (= 5, 9-10 Crusius)
reproduce V including the unmetrical word order in 13 (10), although
the rest of

23

Mq reads euflwei

25

Apart from

and
2''

breathings.

Mynas

iota of TToAts.

line

24 Cf. Crusius' apparatus ad

So^oi.

loc.

6 the text has been corrected only by the addition of missing accents
26 eytJvep cod.

has erased the

first

two words of

this verse

and added

epsilon-iota over the

—
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one negligible variant occurs

oftheendofv.
ing phrase

is

from

ifj€v8os)

of

10 (6)

V.

TTOLVTas

.

11 (7)

in 9 {5)

—

The

—

V, ravT Mq. The same

Mq:

nap* oAiyoiat

is

true

10 (6) V's concludto. (ftevSr)

(corrected

Mq are found at the beginnings
TraAai ya^ Mq— and of V. 11 (7)
vvv els

only major variants in

V,

ort TTore

Mq,

raS'

Mq V. And in v.

eAr^Au^e (/reuSo?

altered only slightly in

^poTovs V, VVV

activity in

—

these

6'

may

based on Ba's on toi?

iv rots

ds

^p. aTravra?

Mq. But given

the scope of editorial

be regarded as conjectures, the former probably

iraAai Kaipols.

There remain two fables of Mq that require detailed discussion. Both
are found in V, which alone preserves {at least in part) the choliambic
original. In the case of one of these dependence on V can be demonstrated.
The fable in question is 28 Mq reproduced with major changes as 54
Lewis and corresponding to Babrius 129. We are concerned with two
passages, line 7 (= 8 Mq) and lines 18-20 (= 19-21 Mq). We begin
with the

latter.

Lines 19-20 are defective in V, which reads as follows iaxoirov 8e kivSvvov
:

(18) OepdiTovTes iv piiaoiaiv a»? elbov
cos in
is

(

19) iadojaav (20)

.

Mq adds avrov before

19 and completes 20 thus Ope^avres evOvs SeaTrorrjv iadujaav. But iadwaav
:

possible only in elements 1-3 (or perhaps 3-5) of the Babrian choliam-

bus.

And Mq's placement

in element

10)

offends not only against ancient prosody (-tra-

but also against Babrius' most characteristic metrical

practice, namely, the localization of the accent in element

meter.

Thus Mq's supplement

restoration of

V

1 1

of the

tri-

must be regarded as conjectural
V), and the same is probably true

in line 20

(or a text exactly like

of avTov in 19.

We

next consider

V as restored

by the
(i)
(2)

(3)

Style

commends

v. 4,

which

is

presented as follows:

editors of Babrius, (3)
KVvlSiov Se )(dpiv

TO KVvlSiov
TO KvvlSiov

ov

Mq's

evpvdfJLOvs

V's

(i)

text, (2)

text.

nal^ov

8' e)(aip€ 7Tait,ov evpvOjxoJS
8' ijdvpe

x^^pUv ov val^ov.

the phrase ending (2) as strongly as

it

condemns

its

Moreover, the prosody of evpvOncos is characteristically
Babrian, whereas properispomena ending in -ov occur only rarely in
elements 11-12. Thus rjOvpe, which fills the gap left by the omission of
evpvO/xcjs in Mq, may be regarded as interpolated. Again, x'^P^^^ °^> ^
equivalent in

singularly

(3).

awkward phrase in its context, may most
remedy V's corruption. 28

easily

be explained

as a pitiful attempt to
28 It is

worth noting that

this conjecture is the

same

as that of Furia,

who

first

pub-

lished V's text of Babrius 124, 126-129: cf Fabulae Aesopicae ed. F. de Furia, vol. II

(Florence, 1809) p. 208 (henceforth: Furia).

V are

noted in nn. 29, 30, 32, 33, 35.

The

Other agreements of Mq with Furia against

implications of this will be considered below.

John Vaio

Mq derives from V

179

by the following conjuncV and Mq. At Hne 6
Mq = V, except in omitting S'. At Hne 15 (16 Mq) Mq = V, except in
the speUing of BXdaaev. At Hne 17 (18) Mq = V. Moreover, Hne 6 (7)
corrupted by V is even further distorted by Mq, which reads ovos S' 6
rXrifuvv Tf]v /xev aXeOcvv [!] vvktu.^^ And Hne 24 (25) unexceptionable in V
(apart from a minor orthographical error) is marred in Mq by a metrical
anomaly (anapaest in elements 7-8) the confusion of opos and opevs, and
a more serious lapse in orthography tl yap vaOcbv ev ovpeaiv ovk iTnoXeifxrjv

That

tive errors. Lines

is

further indicated

2-3 appear in the same order in

,

:

(rradwv

is

Other

clearly interpolated). 3°
variants,

jecture, arbitrary
I.

whether better or worse, may be attributed to conchange or brute ignorance. They are listed below.^i

:.

i8o
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Interpolation

and by the
Mq's invention is
{-a V) ^oTcivr} Mq V,

proved by the accent at the end of

is

prosody of line 7 (element

10).

That

V

is

line 6

the basis of

indicated by the conjunctive error in line 9 (7 V) (vpairj
<y'> dpaiT) edd.34 Lines 6, 8-9 follow
fairly closely; line 7
:

V

j3.

two words

The

in

V

framed by two lines not found
and context justify their condemnation.

verses just quoted are

repetitiousness

5
ID

av

S'

(=

18

13

Mq),

Style,

inserted after line

is

d>

av ye

jSATy^^a^ouff'

damned by

and by

aavfi^oXov

illogic

and

10

false

V

(=

its

prosody:

jSa^iv.

otiosity

precedes line

13

V

Mq):
Kccv -^re dvfia diqploiai TravrpcoKrais.

17

So much
is

V.

ovv 68t]Y€is TTpos fXQVov vofxrjv rjnas
8iov vipodev 7T€7TWKvla.

Next, the following verse

14

in

ifj€KaafJi,a

spuriousness revealed by lack of caesura

Finally, a verse

spun out of

is

Traaa).^^

(sc. yfjs

The dependence of Mq on V noted above
by three important conjunctive errors: roidSe at the

for interpolation. 36

further indicated

end of line i ,37 V's unmetrical line 8 ( = 1 1 Mq) repeated almost exactly
by Mq (only one accent is changed) and Travrodev in line 1 3 V ( = 18 Mq)
As for Mq's variants (listed below), they do not necessarily indicate
anything beyond conjectural change or correction of V's text:
,

I.

ttot'

3.

dyiiXyovT eariv

ID

(=

13

/

vofirja

Mq).

element 9
11(15).
3'*

By

is

ei

TTupovaa 8' t^kovo*

yj

P'^crois i'rTU)\ov[JLr)v

a combination of erasure and rewriting

original reading to avpas vorlas.
interleaf (30^)

kvojv Kdrr-qfieupd-q (the longum in

un-Babrian)

The

Mynas

and with a more important change

Lewis. Bergk restored avpas re

vorl-qs

part of a versum Babrio dignissimum

has succeeded in changing Mq's

conjecture recurs with orthographic changes on an
for the

against Babrian meter

{op. cit. [supra n. 3] p.

worse

(voreirjs)

at fab. 53.10

and declared the new reading

XXXVI). The

evidence of

Mq

unmasks Mynas' conjecture and reveals the danger of such pronouncements, based as
they are on purely subjective criteria.
35 Again note the agreement of Mq with Furia against V at the end of line 8 ( = 6 V)
yewa aoi Mq Furia, yewijaei V.
36 An epimythium of two verses is added by Mq. One of these lacks caesura and contains a split anapaest in elements 7-8 (a major offense against Babrian meter).
37 Apart from minor variants noted below this verse is essentially the same in both Mq
and V. In Mq Mynas has erased the three words following o'Cs, altered the case of vofiija
{sc. --qi), and added the monstrous compound npoae^r^vha after rotaSc (cf. fab. 53.1 Lewis).

:

John Vaio
12(16).

cupdovov

13(18).

iyw

We

have so

i8i

TTolrjV

TTepiTpexovaa.

common

far considered five fables

to

Mq

and

V

{sc.

Babrius 124, 126, 127, 128, 129), and may now summarize the results of
derives principally from
with some
our inquiry. In these fables

Mq

V

contamination from Ba and the Suda.

It

does not represent an independent

and its few plausible variants are to be attributed to conjectural
on the part of the "editor" responsible for the massive and
demonstrable interpolations noted above.
Seven other fables in Mq correspond to extant fables of Babrius. They
are listed below together with the corresponding numbers of the fables
repeated in L and published by Lewis (cf n. 3).
tradition,

activity

Mq

Babrius
141

65
134
138
142 Perry

143 Crusius)

(cf.

136
143 Perry (cf 147 Crusius)

In the case of all these

fables,

indirect witnesses, there

except for lines cited by the Suda and other

Mq

nothing in

is

that could not have been

known versions, which preserve little or
nothing of Babrius' original. Nor is there anything to indicate with certainty or even probability that Mq had access to a source preserving more
manufactured on the

basis of

Babrius than the witnesses available to

A
can

us.

detailed examination of each fable
easily verify the statement

is

not required, since the reader

made above by comparing

the versions

published by Lewis (which will do for the purpose despite Mynas'
alterations) with Babrius.^s

One example

will suffice

—

fab.

46 Mq, which

does not recur in L.^'
38
op.

Conington's strictures on fab.

cit.

[supra n. 5) pp.

364-366

(

=

1

3

Lewis

pp. 464

(

f.

agreement with Lachmann's conjecture in

=

5

Mq)

are equally valid for

of the reprint).

line

4

(cf.

The problem

Mq's version
by Mq's

raised

13.4 Lewis, 141.4 Crusius) will be

considered in a later paper.
39
sists

as

it

Two

M's epimythium

is

omitted. It

is

based on the paraphrasts

of two verses, one of which lacks caesura.

The

(cf. infra n.

text of lines 1-7

is

41)

and con-

reported exactly

appears in the ms. except for the addition of two missing accents and a breathing.

marginal variants keyed to the text are found in the original writing. They are
and oKoiri \sic'\ (for eixe [corrected from loxe by the first hand] 7).

ainal (for u/tcis 5)

Variants added by

Mynas

in his

own hand

are not reported.

1
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Tov TiTJv* ifxdfi^ovd* at iraXaupaTOi Spues"
"uxpeXKes rjixas fxrjSoXuJS deXeiv (pvvai
tpVTWv /x€t' aAAtov. SevSpovrjiMoves Travre?
rdfivovGLV Tjfias vqXeios yevrjdeiaas"
6 Zeu?

5

el

fiTj

eetTr'

yap

"vfxeis Trapairioi

vfiets

rovrov

arelXea Trav'Ta tlktoitc,

ovK av yetopyos TreXcKw iv Sofiois
Babrius' version

is

two verses attributing them

cites

€?;(€."

preserved by a single witness (G) and the Suda, which
to Babrius.'^

and

the Suda (with minor variations)

two branches of the paraphrastic

Mq

tradition.'*^

from

takes lines 6-7

creates five verses

The new

on the

basis of

verses are a miser-

able hodgepodge of faulty usage, syntax, style, meter and prosody. G's

though marred by corruptions curable and incurable,
comparably superior.

version,

is

in-

Thus Mq, even if a product of the late Byzantine age, is a witness of
no independent value for the text of Babrius. The new manuscript draws
upon the known sources of Babrius' Mythiambi as well as other Aesopica
to vary and expand the authentic fables with its own invention and to
recreate the others anew in a pseudo-imitative style, whose ineptitudes
boggle the mind. Dain's belief in the importance of his discovery

is

thus

revealed as premature, overoptimistic and utterly unfounded, as far as

Babrius

is

concerned.

And what

of Dain's assumption that

Mq

is

a copy of an authentic

The proof that this new manuscript is a forgery
concocted by Mynas requires examination of all Mq's fables and their
Byzantine codex?

by Furia and Koraes in their editions of
be undertaken here. We may conclude, however, by
noting a strong index of forgery occurring in the fables discussed above.
Of the thirty Babrian fables preserved by V all but six were published
by Furia in 1809. V was rediscovered and re-examined by Knoll in 1878,
relationship to those published

and

Aesop,'*2

who

will not

noted that certain readings in Furia differed from the actual lections

of the manuscript.'^^
40 G's text

was

first

Mq

agrees with Furia against

published by E. Husselman,

Aesopica (Urbana, 1952) fab. 302 (p. 440);

The
"1

fab.

is

The

no. 143 in Crusius' ed.

{supra

V

in five important

66 (1935) 122 f. Cf. Perry,
n. 8) pp. 184-187 (fab. 142).

On G's textual problems cf. Vaio, CPh 64

(1969) 157 ff.
1030 (4.427.27 f. Adler). For the paraphrastic versions cf.
{supra n. 9) 1. 197 f. (fab. 99a-b). The texts in question are also reported

Sudd's entry

Chambry, op. cit.
by Crusius, op. cit.
"^ Furia, op.

id., op. cit.,

TAPA

cit.

is

S

{supra n. 7) p. 135.
{supra n. 28);

A. Koraes, yivOmv Atacoireiwv avvaywyiq (Paris, 1810).

Note, for example, the fable just quoted. Dain's Byzantine pseudo-Babrius would have

had

combine two paraphrases in addition to exploring the Suda in order to create 46
to turn from p. 230 to p. 407 in Koraes!
P. Knoll, "Neue Fabeln des Babrius," SBWien 91 (1878) esp. 683-685.

to

Mq. Mynas had merely
43

.

John Vaio

183

Mq, any one of these
agreements could be mere coincidence. But their cumulative force is
considerable and strongly supports the view that
is a forgery.'*^
variants.^ Given the editorial activity observable in

Mq

University

of Illinois at Chicago Circle

'^ Cf. supra nn. 28,
29, 30, 33, 35.

On

the other hand,

Mq's agreements with

V against

Furia are relatively minor (readings in parenthesis are Furia's): 126.5 ^^^^ {-^^)) 128.8
(pip^ois (-€ts); 129.13 riXd' ijiXOe), l6 ^Aoijae (-^Aoi'tjctc) 22 kuvtos {kuI avros), iKirvioiv

V

,

Mq
5 But

-eiwv

{eKiTveev)

Mynas' the original hand of Mq? At Babrios io8 Dain suggests tentatively
that this is the case. But at Mynas 1 9 f. he abandons this view. His evidence is a statement
of Mynas found in an unpublished essay on Babrius (Paris, suppl. gr. 748 f. 9"") "Avant
de faire une dissertation sur les 62 autres fables inedites de Babrias [presumably the fables
." But Mynas is a noof Mq], dont je viens de recevoir une copie presque fac-simile
torious liar in such matters, as Dain himself shows [Mynas 117 f.), and this statement
proves nothing. Who else but Mynas had the motive and incentive to forge such a document as Mq ? For an instructive example of Mynas' forgery of Babrius on a much smaller
(but far more successful) scale, cf. Rutherford, loc. cit. {supra n. 7).
is

1

:

.

.

